Review of the SE London Protocol between boroughs and housing associations about adaptations: outline
Background
The SE London protocol was finalised and adopted in July 2008. All 5 boroughs and all members of the SE London Housing Association Group (SELHAG) confirmed acceptance of the protocol.
Formulating the protocol was based on a previous exercise aimed at reaching agreement on a document entitled ‘Working towards a Protocol’. This exercise enabled the main issues and principles to be identified.

Underlying the protocol has been a notion that it might be interim – i.e. that it would apply until government issued definitive guidance about the relationship between local authorities and housing association tenants. No further guidance has been issued or drafted – though the expectation that it will persists. (The protocol does include reference to the guidance that exists).
It is perceived that there are advantages in having a sub regional protocol e.g. the efficiency and cost savings involved in drafting one document rather than 5,  that it offers a level of agreement between boroughs and housing associations that should avoid tenants being pushed from pillar to post and that by being sub regional it avoids the need for every housing association to have a separate agreement with every borough it works with.
Recent developments
Since the protocol was adopted it has been cited in ‘Housing associations and home adaptations – making it work smoothly: A study of adaptation agreements between housing associations and local authorities’ (Bristol University, 2008). There are a number of comments and conclusions in this publication that can be incorporated into the review of the SE London protocol.
The wider context of the protocol has also changed over the last 12 months e.g.

· The functions of the Housing Corporation relating to adaptations have in the main been taken over by the Tenant Services Authority.

· Local authorities have experienced greater pressure on their Disabled Facilities Grants budgets, despite increased allocations from government

· The continuing development of the ‘personalisation agenda’ in Social Care.

· Appointment of a co-ordinator for the London Accessible Register, allowing work to proceed on categorising the accessibility of properties.

The scope of the protocol
It’s important to recognise that in the absence of more definitive government guidance a protocol between housing associations and boroughs will only represent a consensus about those issues on which agreement is possible. It will therefore probably not ever satisfy any one party’s desire to have a definitive blue print and it may be inevitable that some issues may still appear to be ‘fudged’ or not significantly developed beyond first principles.

Boroughs and housing associations are urged to continue to work within the framework of the protocol and to develop it further. However this may not contradict or inhibit individual boroughs and individual housing associations reaching more specific locally based agreements based on the principles of the protocol.

Reviewing the protocol

It was always intended to review the protocol at a relatively early stage in order to determine its effectiveness. This must include looking critically at how the protocol is sustained and operating, not just revisiting its wording.
For at least one borough the adoption of the protocol has coincided with a surge in applications from housing associations for Disabled Facilities Grants (DFGs). We need to find out whether the two are linked. Certainly, it was not the intention that the protocol should have resulted in increased applications from housing associations – rather that it should add greater predictability and consistency.

Ascertaining the extent of any increase in housing association applications for DFGs and the reason for it will be a major objective of the review. Other recent developments or issues that will be considered in the review are:

· The extent to which housing associations are aware of the protocol and utilise it.  Some housing associations have drawn on the protocol or referred to it when drafting their own procedures and policies but this may not necessarily reflect an ‘everyday’ or operational use of the protocol.

· The implementation of Minor Adaptations Without Delay in SE London was an important complementary feature to the protocol and has largely been successful. This may have implications for the future development of the protocol.

· Parts of the protocol have not been fully implemented or have been delayed. We need to see whether this has in any way compromised the effectiveness of the protocol and to make a commitment about still implementing these elements.
· More wheelchair homes or “adaptable” homes being developed but many borough officers have concerns about standards and about extent of liaison between borough OTs and housing associations.
It is proposed that the review of the protocol be carried out according to the following timetable:

	
	
	Deadline

	1
	Circulation of this outline, asking for initial comments and observations especially about the scope and nature of the review itself.
	August 09

	2
	Collating information from boroughs about the level of housing association applications for DFGs in recent years.
	September 09

	3
	A questionnaire to be sent to all ‘signatories’, seeking comments on specific aspects of the protocol.
	September 09

	4
	Completion of a written review – based on questionnaire responses.
	November 09

	5
	Production of proposed and recommendations and changes – and consultation about these.
	December 09

	6
	Production of and approval of a revised protocol should this be considered necessary.
	January 09
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