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Supported Accommodation for Young People 
 

Notes from the Market Engagement Event Held on 7th September 2018 
 
 
Please note:  

1. The terms 'LCC' and 'Council' are used interchangeably. 
2. The terms 'Stakeholder' and 'Provider' are used interchangeably.   

 
Introduction 
 
Commissioners openly invited Stakeholders, to express their interest in participating at the 
market engagement event, which took place on 7th September 2018. During the event 
Commissioners presented their proposals to attendees, which have been uploaded alongside 
this document; and feedback was sought from Stakeholders, who were randomly split into two 
groups and participated in a question and answer session. Those same questions were also 
uploaded onto the Council's website for any Stakeholder (that was unable to attend) and may 
be interested in providing a response. The questionnaire was accessible from the following 
link:  
http://www3.lancashire.gov.uk/corporate/consultation/responses/response.asp?ID=354  
 
This document aims to provide details of the group discussions which took place on the 7th 
September 2018, and highlights any queries raised by Stakeholders. As the Council is still in 
its research phase for the potential procurement of the services in question; where possible 
we have provided responses to those questions, and we have also indicated where the 
Council is unable to provide an answer at present; or whether the answers will be concluded 
from within the final published tender documents. 
 
Current Arrangements 
 
Current services are commissioned through block contract arrangements and the North West 
Placement Dynamic Purchasing System (DPS). Block contracts are due to expire during 2019; 
and therefore we are seeking to potentially recommission services to meet the needs of both 
homeless young people and care leavers.   
 
Next Steps  
 
In order to ensure that we design services that will promote good outcomes for young people, 
we wanted to seek views from all Stakeholders. 
The purpose of the event was: 

— For Lancashire County Council to share its vision of a future service delivery model 
and to seek feedback from Stakeholders; 

— To plan towards any potential forthcoming procurement arrangements; 
— To build on existing expertise and ensure best use of the funding resources; 
— To work in partnership to maximise outcomes through innovative thinking. 

 
 
Feedback from Stakeholders 
 
Subsequent to the presentations, the group discussion segment sought the views of attendees 
in relation to specific questions, as per appendix A. 
 
The format of the session led to open discussion in relation to each of the themes, rather than 
addressing each question individually. It has therefore not been possible to detail discussions 
in full but a summary of Stakeholder (not Lancashire County Council (LCC)) feedback is 

http://www3.lancashire.gov.uk/corporate/consultation/responses/response.asp?ID=354
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provided below.  Any corresponding responses provided by LCC officers during/after the 
discussion are also referenced below. 
 
We have responded to queries in some instances however, where no response is provided 
below, Stakeholder feedback will be considered/potentially taken into account in developing 
the final service model that may form part of the published tender documentation at Invitation 
to Tender (ITT) stage. 
 
Theme 1. The 9 District model for Core, Move-on, Emergency 
 
The initial proposal by LCC, is to have core, emergency beds and move on all in one block 
contract for each 'district'.  
 
Stakeholders expressed that: this will present challenges in parts of the county e.g. Ribble 
Valley, Fylde, because of the lack of available properties.  It may result in no bids or fewer 
bids or abortive bids, for example if a provider cannot deliver move on properties due to the 
property market in some areas. 
 
The '9-district' contract proposal and integrated move on proposal outlined above has raised 
significant concerns around the potential need for a large number of consortiums to deliver 
core, move-on and emergency provision. This will present real challenges in the timescales 
available. 
 
Clarity is required in relation to the definition of 'move on' (under the '9-district' contract 
proposal) both in terms of the type of accommodation included and its location. It was 
acknowledged for example that move-on can be in a static building co-located with core 
services or can be dispersed in individual properties. The type of support expected e.g. floating 
or 24/7 also needs to be defined. Identification of accommodation and allocating property to 
specific lots will be crucial, particularly to ensure that schemes/properties co-located on a site 
are managed by the same provider.  
 
Stakeholders queried whether the contract arrangements could be configured differently to 
the current proposal, in order to acknowledge the different geographical issues across the 
county e.g. can move-on be set-up on a locality basis in some parts of the county? 
All suggestions will be given consideration, however the published tender documents will 
include full details on how the Council wishes to proceed.  
 
Emergency accommodation searches going through the ART service are having a financial 
detriment on providers, resulting in higher rent losses than under previous arrangements. It is 
a slow process to, ask for and confirm placements for various reasons leading to lost days of 
occupation.  One provider recently had 10 void units and was losing £3,000 rent a week. It 
could create a perverse incentive for providers in block contracted accommodation (where 
rent loss is not paid) to avoid moving people on and therefore avoiding voids altogether. It was 
suggested by providers that a review of the process is required to see how it could be managed 
better. It was suggested that perhaps LCC need to consider reversing the process so that 
providers notify/update on occupancy daily. Stakeholders questioned whether CHARMS or an 
alternative IT system can be explored to enable providers to share 'real time' vacancies to fill 
more quickly; no response has been communicated in relation to this.   
 
Stakeholders suggested, that Emergency support provision should be part of core staffed 
accommodation-based schemes rather than dispersed because of the need for 
support/supervision. 
In relation to the suggestion above, demand data relative to emergency provision will be 
collated and shared in November 2018. 
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Stakeholders queried whether Night-stop arrangements (one night stays with the host 
provider) would be considered in the final proposals; all suggestions will be given 
consideration, however the published tender documents will include full details on how the 
Council wishes to proceed.  
 
Stakeholders expressed that emergency supported lodgings could be an option. Stakeholders 
queried whether a different payment model to the standard supported lodgings arrangement 
would be considered; all suggestions will be given consideration, however the published 
tender documents will include full details on how the Council wishes to proceed. 
 
Question proposed to Stakeholders - Do you agree with the service types that are 
proposed on this footprint? If not, please tell us why: 
 
In response Stakeholders expressed concerns that reducing the range of support providers 
within each area would result in there being less  chance that the referral would be accepted 
(because a provider organisation may refuse an application which another provider would 
have accepted) and, as a result, there would be less choice for the young person.      
 
Stakeholders disagreed with the proposal to merge districts such as Chorley and South Ribble, 
as it was felt that it had been proposed for the benefit of LCC and not support providers.  
Support providers expressed concerns about having to work with multiple District Councils 
(Housing Benefit Departments and Housing Options Teams etc). 
 
It was recognised by a provider that this district model should work well in West Lancashire 
(in contrast to a historical experience when services were delivered on a locality basis i.e. 
Chorley, Preston, South Ribble Council and West Lancashire Council). 
 
Stakeholders noted that all services are different and some settings may not be appropriate 
for certain young people.  A provider said that the standard of service is different across each 
provider/service/setting.   A different provider responded that the difference in standards 
should be addressed through the specification and contract management.   
 
LCC stated that  in situations where a provider has more than one building or where there may 
be a consortium formation, it is hoped that the provider/consortium will decide how best to 
respond to the referral including assessing where the young person could be most 
appropriately placed in terms of reflecting their level of need. 
 
Stakeholders raised concerns about the deadline to form a consortium and stated that 
timescales for the tender process were unrealistic. It was clarified that the legal arrangements 
with respect to forming a consortium will need to be in place before contract award stage; and 
a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) confirming the same would suffice at selection 
criteria stage. Although it was also mentioned that a copy of the MOU may be requested by 
LCC at selection criteria stage.  
 
Question proposed to Stakeholders - How do you think that move-on can be best 
facilitated? 
 
There was a discussion about the definition of the term 'move-on'.  It was established that the 
definition needed to be much clearer.   One provider explained how their services deliver both 
a step down service and a first stage housing with support for young people who are unable 
to live in a large scheme; and in response another provider explained that in their current 
contract with LCC, the second stage accommodation is not defined as move on. 
 
Stakeholders also stated that in order to deliver move-on services, there needed to be 
economies of scale. 
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It was noted that more work needs to be done towards preventing the breakdown of 
placements, and Stakeholders stated that referrals are more complex, and staff are getting 
involved in different issues.  
 
Providers stated that they will need to have access to move on accommodation in order to 
ensure that young people have somewhere appropriate to live when they have developed the 
skills required to live in a less supported environment. 
 
One provider asked if organisations can bid to provide different services in different areas e.g. 
core service may be in Fylde but can also bid to provide move on in Preston.  The answer is 
yes, and this could potentially be achieved as a single provider or as part of a consortium or 
other relevant bidding model.  
 
Question proposed to Stakeholders: How can emergency provision be delivered? 
 
LCC's Children's Social Care (CSC) stated that it is hoped that an emergency referral will be 
placed in an emergency bed and moved onto an appropriate block contract service or block 
payment service, rather than being placed in an inappropriate block contract or block payment 
service as a result of a crises occurring and there being no other options available.   
 
Same day emergency beds need to be available, but a timescale for the young person to move 
on to a more suitable placement will have to be defined as otherwise the emergency beds will 
become occupied on an ongoing basis and not be available for emergencies. 
 
CSC stated that young people are being moved out of their local area until a suitable 
placement is identified in their preferred district.  Appropriate timescales need to be identified 
for the duration of these temporary placements as it is in the young person's best interest to 
be moved, as quickly as possible, back to the district with which they have a connection. 
 
Theme 2.  Locality model – Block purchase of bed-nights 
 
Stakeholders queried; whether this model will include sub-lots? 
All suggestions will be given consideration, however the published tender documents will 
include full details on how the Council wishes to proceed.  
 
Stakeholders expressed geographical mileage issues, stating that there are less miles across 
East Lancashire than in North Lancashire for instance. There was a view that this should be 
reflected in the way in which lots were configured i.e. District or locality. 
All suggestions will be given consideration, however the published tender documents will 
include full details on how the Council wishes to proceed.  
 
Clarification is required in terms of the block contracting of bed-nights, both in terms of the 
proposed client group and the overall proposal. 
All suggestions will be given consideration, however the published tender documents will 
include full details on how the Council wishes to proceed.  
 
Stakeholders expressed that there was lack of clarity in relation to the future of supported 
lodgings provision; and asked, when will a decision be taken? They expressed that a locality-
based contract arrangement is favoured over a district approach. 
All suggestions will be given consideration, however the published tender documents will 
include full details on how the Council wishes to proceed.  
 
Stakeholders queried, how mixed accommodation (young people and families combined) 
schemes be addressed in the new proposals? 
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All suggestions will be given consideration, however the published tender documents will 
include full details on how the Council wishes to proceed.  
 
Stakeholders queried, when proposals for teenage parent schemes be shared? 
All suggestions will be given consideration, however the published tender documents will 
include full details on how the Council wishes to proceed.  
 
Question proposed to Stakeholders - Is the block purchase of bed nights for individual 
placements appropriate? If not, please tell us why. 
 
LCC will be reviewing the number of bed nights/services in each area on a needs basis. 
Figures for Children Looked After (CLA) in each area will be considered as LCC requires 
access to beds where we need them to be. 
 
It was noted that more work needs to be done on the prevention of breakdown of 
placement/accommodation and support.   Providers stated (that young people are more 
complex, (e.g. mental health and substance misuse issues) consequently staff are becoming 
involved in different issues. 
 
Providers were concerned about what would happen to the young person if a placement in 
the block payment model broke down as the proposal is for there to be only one contract 
commissioned for the locality. 
 
In response, LCC stated that if a placement is breaking down then LCC will find out why the 
placement is breaking down and commission more support if required. If the breakdown can't 
be prevented then the young person may be referred for a spot placement. All suggestions 
will be given consideration, however the published tender documents will include full details 
on how the Council wishes to proceed.  
 
Question proposed to Stakeholders - Is a single contract per locality appropriate? If 
not, please tell us why. 
 
A single contract per locality was seen as a negative by providers who thought that small 
providers benefit more from spot contracting as in the current NW DPS. 
 
Providers believe that it would be better for smaller providers if the East Lancashire locality is 
broken down to a district level.  Smaller providers said that they wouldn't be able to compete 
with bigger organisations in terms of staffing and costs and that the tender timeframes don’t 
allow enough time to create consortiums.  Some providers stated that they wanted to continue 
to specialise and work on a small scale.  
 
Question proposed to Stakeholders - What does LCC need to give consideration to, 
from a provider's perspective? 
 
Stakeholders were concerned that whilst cheaper placement offers may be received by LCC, 
this may not be the best option for the young person. 
 
Other Related Points Raised 
 
Providers expressed difficulty in thinking about how they might respond or express an interest 
in bidding without first seeing the needs and supply data prior to the selection criteria stage of 
the tender process. The same concern was shared around LCC clarifying which properties 
were going to be available for bidding with. 
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In response to the above, LCC aims to share demand / needs data by mid-late November 
2018. In addition to referral data held by LCC's centralised Access to Resources (ART) team, 
incumbent providers will be asked to share any direct referral data for the period 1st October 
2017 to 30th September 2018, which  is not captured through standard monitoring 
arrangements. The deadline for receiving this information was 21st October 2018. With 
respect to which properties would be made available, the published tender documents will 
include full details on how the Council wishes to proceed.   
 
Providers expressed a concern that the referral data shared by the Council did not capture all 
young people wishing to access services.  A number of young people presenting as homeless, 
for example through the East Trailblazer (grant funded) project are accommodated in respite 
provision outside normal contracted provision. Stakeholders asked that the Council ensures 
that referral data captures all clients including those prevented from needing a longer-term 
service, to reflect a truer picture of demand. 
 
Stakeholders queried whether a staggered tendering approach could be adopted, to help 
manage the workload of providers wishing to bid for multiple service types i.e. multiple lots. 
All suggestions will be given consideration, however the published tender documents will 
include full details on how the Council wishes to proceed, and mini competitions for each of 
the lots will be undertaken in accordance with LCC's service user's needs and demands.   
 
Providers within the groups raised concern that a payment by results approach could result in 
providers 'cherry picking' referrals. Providers fed back that the approach should be 'needs led', 
and there was suggestion that that adopting a resource allocation model to link cost to need 
should be piloted on a small scale. The group was unclear as to whether this approach should 
be proposed across all contract types which may be commissioned as part of this tender. 
 
During the discussion an LCC officer clarified that a resource allocation approach based on 
need may be used for spot funding individual packages of support only, rather than for other 
service models proposed. 
 
Affordability of move on accommodation to general needs accommodation was a key issue 
for providers, especially in respect of moving on non-care leavers. This was linked to 
managing expectations as some young people may not be able to secure sole accommodation 
due to housing benefit shared room restrictions. 
 
During the discussion an LCC officer referred Stakeholders to the Homes England Grant for 
the development of dedicated move on (permanent) accommodation for young people leaving 
supported housing. Refer to FCYMCA website June/July 2018 for a recent example of the 
development of affordable flats for young people which could be used as a model for future 
developments of accommodation for young people leaving supported accommodation. 
 
The expectations that care leavers have in terms of accommodation options was a real 
concern for some providers. It was suggested that Social Care Practitioners discuss the range 
of available support and accommodation options with young people at an earlier stage so that 
a realistic plan to meet the young person's needs can be in place and shared with providers. 
 
A young person's social worker highlighted issues around inconsistent service charges and 
billing arrangements for utilities i.e. the young person pays their own bills in some properties,  
but the same bills are included as part of  the service charge, which is paid by the provider, in 
other properties. It was felt that this had been largely left to landlords/providers and reflected 
the nature of the supply market. It was acknowledged that it is an essential consideration in 
transition planning that young people are ready to pay their own bills regardless of the service 
model. 
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Outcomes:  General consensus was that outcomes listed were appropriate.    A Stakeholder 
stated that the Council is currently weak at monitoring outcomes. 
 
Service design objectives:   There was agreement to the service design objectives, however 
it was noted that complex needs should be a separate objective which needs to be expanded 
so that it is clearer about what is meant.  In addition, the definition of move on also needs to 
be clearer. 
 
Contracts: Question to Stakeholders - Provider feedback through the on-line provider 
consultation undertaken during early 2018 suggested outcomes rather than hours-based 
commission.   How do you see this working? 
Stakeholders said that it would be better to be base the commissioning on outcomes (e.g. 
independent living, employment etc) but they would be difficult to monitor. 
 
Social Value: Providers stated that they need more information about what is expected by 
commissioners in relation to social value.  
All suggestions will be given consideration, however the published tender documents will 
include full details on how the Council wishes to proceed. 
 
Price: Question was asked by Stakeholder on whether the price structure had been given any 
consideration.  LCC stated that this has yet to be confirmed.  
The published tender documents will include full details on how the Council wishes to proceed. 
 
Accommodation Options: Some support providers own buildings/properties which are being 
used for the delivery of the support contract.  It was stated by Stakeholders that they will be in 
a different position to bidders who don’t own buildings when submitting tenders. Some 
providers explained that during previous tenders, they were given limited access when visiting 
buildings owned by other organisations. Consequently, the tender documentation needs to be 
clearer about what bidders have the right to see when they visit buildings owned by other 
organisations. Stakeholders said that the relationships, that providers have with their landlord 
is of key importance. Stakeholders acknowledged that this issue was challenging and there 
isn't an easy answer. 
 
Location of Accommodation: Question proposed to LCC - Would we be able to bid for 
the lots of the tender, as although we have a Lancashire post code we are classed as 
an address outside of the LCC administrative boundaries? The published tender 
documents will include full details on how the Council wishes to proceed. 
 
Quality Standards: There was agreement that the standards listed within the proposal should 
be included, but there was a suggestion that the requirements around quality of 
accommodation also needs to be included. 
 
Performance Management: Question proposed to Stakeholders - What issues do we 
need to consider when collecting data? Performance in relation to responding to referrals 
may be skewed as some referrals which come through to providers have been inappropriate 
referrals and so the provider has no choice but to refuse.  Commissioners need to ensure that 
this isn't interpreted as poor performance by the provider.  
Stakeholders stated that commissioners need to make sure that the data is useful in terms of 
being used by commissioners and providers, to understand and improve service delivery. 
 
Eligibility Criteria and Prioritisation of Applications for Block Contracted Services: 
Question proposed to Stakeholders - Please tell us what you think about the approach 
which has been adopted to prioritisation. 
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Current NW DPS providers stated that they have realised through the discussion that current 
block contract providers receive more information about the young person than they do e.g. 
receiving social workers details at point of referral.  
Providers also commented on the interview process and how NW DPS providers are expected 
to take the young person without an interview, whilst current block contract providers complete 
an interview or an assessment. 
 
It was clarified that NWDPS providers could complete an impact assessment on the young 
person that considers risk and matching issues, which is similar to the approach taken by 
some residential providers. 
During this discussion, a question was asked if the age for funded agency placements could 
be extended beyond 18; It was clarified that normally this wouldn't happen, however in 
individual circumstances, placements are sometimes extended for a few months where 
required/appropriate. 
 
Payments: Question proposed to Stakeholders - Could a payment by result approach 
be applied to any of the service types? 
 
There was no support for payment by results amongst Stakeholders.  One provider did 
mention that they had experience of delivering a block contract, where 90% of the payment 
was commissioned on a block basis and the remaining 10% was linked to achievement of 
outcomes.  
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Appendix A  
 
 

SUPPORTED ACCOMMODATION FOR YOUNG PEOPLE – QUESTIONS TO 
STAKEHOLDERS 

 
Please note: these questions were proposed to all Stakeholders who were present at the 
market engagement event that took place on 7th Sept 2018 at County Hall, Lancashire County 
Council; and the same questions were uploaded onto the Council's website for interested 
Stakeholders who were not able to attend, or for interested Stakeholders that may wish to 
provide further information.  
 
 
Name of organisation: ……………………………………………………………….  
 

1. In terms of the 9-District delivery model, please tell us your views 
a) Do you agree with the service types that are proposed on this footprint?   If not, please 

tell us why 
b) Do you agree with a single contract being let per district? 
c) How do you think that move-on can best be facilitated? 
d) How can emergency provision best be delivered? 
e) Are there any other service models that LCC haven’t thought about? 

 
2. In terms of the 3-Locality delivery model for block purchase of a specified number of 

bed nights for individual placements, for YP with higher level of need or risk than can 
be met through core block contracted services. Please tell us your views 

a) Is the block purchase of bed nights for individual placements appropriate?  If not, 
please tell us why 

b) Is a single contract per locality appropriate?   If not, please tell us why 
c) What does LCC need to give consideration to from a provider perspective? 

 
3. Outcomes:   
a) Please tell us what you think about the outcomes listed  
b) Do you agree with the outcomes?  Yes/No  
c) Are there any missing?  If so, what are they? 
d) Have any been included which shouldn’t be?  If so, which ones? 
e) Any other comments 

 
4. Service Design Objectives:   
a) Please tell us what you think about the service design objectives.  
b) Do you agree with the objectives?  Yes/No 
c) Are there any missing?  If so, what else do we need to include? 
d) Have any been included which shouldn’t be?    If so, which ones and why? 
e) Any other comments 

 
5. Contracts 
a) Provider feedback from the on-line consultation suggested outcomes rather than 

hours-based commission  
b) How do you see this working? 

 
6. Accommodation options 
a) Please tell us what you think about the different approaches outlined for identifying 

accommodation 
b) What are the advantages and disadvantages of the different approaches? 
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7. Quality standards:  
a) Please tell us what you think about the quality standards.   
b) Do you agree with the standards listed?  If not, please tell us why. 
c) What else should be included? 
d) Any other comments 

 
8. Quality assurance and performance management.   
a) Please tell us what you think about the quality assurance and performance 

management proposals 
b) Do you agree with the proposals?  Yes/No 
c) What issues do we need to consider when collecting data?   
d) What issues do we need to consider when visiting services? 
e) Any other comments 

 
9. Eligibility criteria and prioritisation of applications for block contracted services 
a) Please tell us what you think about providers making decisions in line with agreed 

priorities 
b) Please tell us what you think about the approach which has been adopted to 

prioritisation 
c) Do you agree with the groups of young people included within the high, medium and 

low priority?   
i. If not, why not?  

d) Any other comments 
 

10. Payments   
a) Could a payment by result approach be applied to any of the service types? 

 
 
 
 
 
 


