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Executive Summary
In line with the aims of the Coordinated Community Support Programme, this research
project aimed to understand access to crisis support, resources and provision to
address underlying needs, and the impact of Covid-19 on crisis support. A mixedmethods approach to the research was undertaken, consisting of a quantitative survey
for crisis support organisations and qualitative interviews or focus groups with local
authority staff, Voluntary Community Sector staff, and service-users. In Norfolk, 18
individuals responded to the survey and 20 individuals participated in the interviews
and/or focus groups.
The survey revealed a varied picture of service provision across Norfolk, with most
organisations operating in Norwich, Broadland, and South Norfolk. On average,
organisations offered four different types of crisis support; the most common forms of
support were food vouchers, advice (particularly supporting applications for grants,
housing and welfare advice), clothing and children’s essentials, and fuel top-ups. The
majority of those who responded to the survey indicated that there had been an
increase in service-use since Covid-19, in comparison to the same period last year.
The interviews highlighted four main themes, which have been summarised below,
highlighting the most important aspects in relation to the wider CCS programme:

Defining
crisis and
crisis
support

 There was consensus that ‘crisis’ was defined in relation to the
immediacy of the situation, however there appeared to be a twostep process of support: 1) resolving the immediate situation and
2) addressing underlying needs.
 Not all VCS organisations viewed themselves as providers of
direct crisis support. They viewed their role as more of a buffer
between service-users and the LA, acting as advocates to support
service-users to get appropriate support.
 Definitions of crisis support remained flexible and adapted in
response to local need and issues (e.g., the digital exclusion
resulting from Covid-19).
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Accessing
and
engaging
with crisis
support

 Access to crisis support was determined somewhat by a
perceived “postcode lottery”, with proximity to urban areas
facilitating access and more rural areas accessing less support.
 There was uncertainty amongst professionals about what support
is available and the eligibility criteria; this was exacerbated for
certain groups such as asylum seeking and migrant communities.
 Accessing certain types of crisis support could be problematic due
to organisations’ requirement for service-users to provide
evidence of their circumstances. This suggests a need for more
flexible processes (i.e. the relaxation of requirement introduced by
NAS).
 Onus was generally placed on service-users to know where to
seek crisis support. However, service-users were not always
aware of what support was available or if they were eligible for it.
Service-users highlighted the need for a range of advertising
routes including social media and traditional advertising.
 There was a degree of stigma related to seeking help particularly
for those who have not experienced crisis before, making certain
demographics reluctant to seek help.

Coordination
of
services

 Professionals highlighted the importance of c-ordinated services
to address service-users underlying needs.
 Coordination of services and addressing underlying needs was
resource-intensive in two primary ways; 1) organisations invested
time building rapport with service-users to understand their
underlying needs and; 2) onward referrals were most successful
when organisations “held service-users’ hand” in managing that
transition.
 NCAN was highlighted as helpful for referrals between
organisations, increasing the coordination of services, due to it
being VCS owned and lead.
 Follow up or aftercare provision was challenging to integrate into
organisations’ ways of working, due to funding constraints.
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 Service-users did not appear to be engaged or involved in the
referral processes between organisations but were grateful for all
support received.

Impact of
Covid-19
on crisis
support
provision

 There was a significant shift towards remote crisis support, which
created issues for those without access to the internet/digital
devices.
 There was an increase in service-users requiring crisis support,
often presenting as a new service-user profile of those who had
not experienced crisis before and not knowing how to navigate the
system.
 Remote working reduced spontaneous conversations, where
service-users often referenced underlying issues which they also
need support with.
 Definitions of crisis support remained flexible and adapted in
response to local need and issues (e.g., the digital exclusion
resulting from Covid-19).
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1. Introduction
A partnership between The Children’s Society, Local Government Association,
Trussell Trust, the Church of England, Lloyds Bank Foundation for England and
Wales, and BBC Children in Need is working in partnership with four local authority
areas across England and Wales to pilot a coordinated community support
programme to better coordinate provision of emergency financial assistance within
local areas.
To add to and complement the wider evaluation of the programme, the objective of
the current research project is to explore perceptions and experiences of crisis support
from the perspectives of local authority (LA) staff, Voluntary and Community Sector
Organisations (VCS), and service-users. Through this objective, the project aims to
feed into the overall aims of the Coordinated Community Support (CCS) Programme,
which are:





Improving access to crisis support schemes
A simpler, supported, application process
Addressing underlying needs to prevent the recurrence of crisis
Providing aftercare / Building Trusted Relationships / ‘Follow-up’

This research project will support these outcomes by aiming to inform the current
status of each of the programme aims. In each of the pilot areas it will seek to
understand access to crisis support (including application processes), resources and
provisions to address underlying needs and provisions to provide aftercare for those
who have needed support.
This research will support our understanding of the local networks of provision that
exist to support individuals and families that have or are experiencing crisis. In
undertaking this work, we hope to identify the nature of provision and gaps within it in
order to inform the wider programme and seek to work with both the LA and the wider
VCS to trial innovative solutions to improve the delivery and coordination of support.
Furthermore, we hope to draw together programme wide themes from across all the
areas in order to understand the common issues (see accompanying report entitled
‘An exploration of professionals’ and service-user’s perceptions and experiences of
accessing crisis support: Research in four local authorities in England and Wales).
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2. Methodology
The methodology for this project was designed in collaboration with the project
Advisory Group1, consisting of at least one LA and one VCs representative from each
of the pilot sites. Members of the advisory group were approached by the CCS team
to join based on the breadth of their work. The group comprised of representatives
from emergency food providers, the advice sector, and various Local Authority
colleagues.
In order to address the aims of the project, a three-pronged approach was
implemented, consisting of a local area survey, focus groups with professionals (local
authority staff and staff from the VCS), and one-to-one interviews with service-users.
These stages are outlined below.
Local area surveys: A survey was developed in consultation with the Advisory Group
for distribution amongst the four local authority pilot sites to better understand the
range of organisations currently involved in crisis support2. This included questions
about the organisation, what support they offer, and the average number of clients that
they support (see Appendix).
Focus groups with professionals: Focus groups with professionals from statutory
and non-statutory organisations in each of the four pilot areas involved in the
Coordinated Community Support Programme were conducted. In relation to the aims
of the project, the focus groups aimed to explore definitions of ‘crisis’ and the point of
intervention, facilitators and barriers to support provision (including access, referrals,
multi-agency working, and addressing underlying needs), any changes since COVID19 in terms of need and provision, and any areas for improvement and priorities for
the future (see Appendix).
Interviews with service-users: In addition to focus groups with statutory and VCS
organisations, the advisory group highlighted the importance of engaging with serviceusers with lived experience of crisis support. Therefore, the research aimed to engage
with service-users in each local area, recruited through organisations taking part in the
1

An initial research proposal was presented to the group without the involvement of service-user
interviews, as it was proposed that this could form part of any follow up research. However, the group
were all agreed that they would like to service-users involved in this initial piece of work, and therefore
the proposal was amended to reflect these changes and feature the voices of service-users in
addition to professionals.
2
Note: Crisis support was described within the questionnaire’s introduction and organisations who
self-identified as providing this type of support were eligible to take part.
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focus groups and through social media advertisements in the local area. These
interviews aimed to better understand how service-users experienced accessing and
engaging with crisis support, and the facilitators and barriers within these processes.
Service-users were provided with a £20 shopping voucher as a thank you for their
participation (see Appendix).
In Norfolk, 18 respondents provided responses to the online survey and 20 individuals
took part in focus groups and/or one-to-one interviews, across the different participant
groups between September – December 2020. A breakdown of interview participant
numbers is provided in Figure 1. All focus groups and interviews lasted between 3090minutes.
All focus groups and interviews were transcribed verbatim and were analysed line-byline using a semi-structured thematic approach (Braun & Clarke, 2007). All quotes in
this report have been anonymised and identified using only the participant group3.

Interview participants
N = 20

Local
authority
staff
N=3

VCS staff
N = 13

Serviceusers
N=4

Figure 1. Overview of participant numbers in the qualitative data collection

3

LA = local authority professional, VCS = VCS professional, SU = service-user with lived experience
of accessing crisis support.
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3. Findings: Quantitative Survey
There were 18 responses to the survey provided by organisations that operated in
Norfolk. Due to the small sample, both the number and percentage of responses has
been provided. This data should be interpreted with caution and may not be
generalisable to the full scale of crisis support organisations operating across the local
authority. The results, however, do provide a picture of the different types of
organisations and support offered.
Participants indicated that the majority of organisations within Norfolk were quite wellestablished and had been operational for more than ten years (N = 12, 67%) or five to
ten years (N = 5, 28%). Only one respondent indicated that their organisation had
been operational for under one year, possibly as a result of the Covid-19 pandemic.
Respondents’ organisations provide their services in various areas and the top 3 areas
are the following: Norwich (N = 11, 61%), Broadland (N = 6, 33%) and South Norfolk
(N = 5, 28%). Three respondents (17%) stated that their organisation worked across
the whole local authority. Most respondents (N = 11, 61%) stated that their
organisation worked in more than one area (2 areas: N = 3, 16%; 3 or more areas: N
= 5, 28%). See Figure 2 and 3 below.

None of the above
Waveney
South Norfolk
Norwich
North Norfolk
Mansfield
King’s Lynn and West Norfolk
Great Yarmouth
Forest Heath
Fenland
Broadland
Breckland
Across the whole local…
We work nationally
0

1
2
5
11
1
3
3
1
1
6
2
3
2

4

6
8
10
No. of organisations

Figure 2. Geographical areas of work across the local authority.
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17%
39%

28%

16%

One area

Two areas

Three or more areas

Whole local authority

Figure 3. Number of geographical areas covered by organisations.

When respondents were asked about the different types of crisis support that they
provided, it was found that respondents reported an average of four different types of
support, highlighting the multi-faceted nature of organisations. The most frequently
provided type of support reported within the current sample was food or food vouchers
(N = 16, 89%), closely followed by advice and/or information (N = 15, 83%). See Figure
4.

Food or food vouchers

16

Advice and/or Information

15

Clothing & Children’s essentials

9

Fuel top up

9

Other

7

Monetary

6

Domestic violence support

5

Furniture

3

White goods

3
0

5

10

15

No. of organisations
Figure 4. Type of crisis support provided by organisations.
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Among the respondents who selected advice and/or information, 80% (N = 12) of them
said that they provided service-users with support to apply for grants. Other popular
advice types that organisations provided were housing related advice (N = 11, 73%)
and welfare rights advice (N = 11, 73%). Other types of advice (N = 4, 27%) included:
CBT/Alternative Counselling sessions and Advocacy. See Figure 5.

Supporting applications for grants

12

Housing related advice

11

Welfare rights advice

11

Debt advice

7

Other

4

Specialist Immigration advice

3

Legal advice

2

0

5

10

15

No. of organisations
Figure 5. Type of information, advice or guidance provided by organisations.

Each respondent provided the number of people whom their organisation supported
since January 2020. They also provided the proportion of service-users that accessed
the different types of support as summarized in the table4. This information enabled
an estimate of the overall numbers of service-users supported by the 18 organisations
across the different types of crisis support.
The approximate number of service-users that organisations supported in 2020 was
highest for food or food vouchers (~2388), which was considerably higher than other
types of support. This was consistent with the most frequently reported service being
food banks/vouchers, reported previously. The number of people that organisations
supported for help with fuel top up (~429) and furniture (~410) were the second and
third highest types of support reported. See Appendix for a full breakdown.

4

As a worked example, if an organisation supported 300 service-users and reported that 40-60%
were supported with food or food vouchers, then we would multiply 300 by 0.5 (50%) to estimate that
the organisation supported approximately 150 individuals with this type of support.
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It was found that the approximate number of service-users that had received advice
or information was highest for welfare rights advice (~1627), closely followed by debt
advice (~976) and housing related advice (~682). Again, this was largely consistent
with the previously reported activities. See Appendix for a full breakdown.
Food or food vouchers
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Fuel top up
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Furniture

410

Domestic violence support

290

Clothing & Children’s essentials

268

Other

203

Monetary

162

White goods

139
0

500

1000

1500

2000

2500

No. of service-users
Figure 6. Approximate number of service-users supported for each service across all
organisations who responded to the survey.
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Figure 7. Approximate number of service-users supported for each advice/information type
across all organisations who responded to the survey.
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Lastly, respondents were asked about their professional perceptions and experiences
regarding any changes in the number of service-users that their organisation
supported in 2020, in comparison to the same period last year, to better understand
the impact of Covid-19 on demand for crisis support services (see Figure 8). The
overwhelming majority of respondents reported that the number of service-users that
their organisation supported in January – September 2020 was significantly or slightly
higher (N = 14, 82%). One organisation reported an increase of up to 80% in the
number of service-users in 2020, in comparison to the previous year. However, in
addition to an increase in overall numbers, organisations also reported that the profile
of clients and reasons for contact had changed in many cases. One respondent had
the following comment:
“On average we help around 20,000 clients pa. This number is slightly higher
now however since lockdown the method of contact and the reason for contact
(presenting issue) and client profile has changed. Benefit and employment
issues have increased, and the average age of the client has decreased a little.
This is probably due to the advice being offered digitally in place of face-to-face
contact from March 20 onwards.”
Only a minority of respondents reported any reduction in the number of service-users
(N = 3, 18%). However, this does suggest a more complex process; some
respondents provided qualitative open-text data to elaborate on their perceptions.
Indeed, those who perceived a decrease in demand attributed this to the financial
support put in place by the government as a result of Covid-19 (e.g., mortgage
holidays, restrictions on evictions etc.) and/or reductions in the support that they
were available to offer (e.g., organisations could no longer run group sessions).
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6%
12%
47%

35%

Significant increase

Slight increase

Slight decrease

Significant decrease

Figure 8. Change in the number of service-users that organisations supported from Jan – Mar
2019 to Jan – Mar 2020.
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4. Findings: Qualitative Interviews
There were four main themes highlighted in relation to the research aims. These
centered around definitions of crisis support, access and engagement with various
types of crisis support and the barriers and facilitators within this, coordinated forms
of support for service-users to address underlying needs, and lastly, the impact of
Covid-19 on crisis support.
An overview of the main themes are provided in Figure 9.

Accessing and
engaging with
crisis support

Coordination of
services

Impact of COVID
on crisis support
provision

Definining crisis
and crisis support

Crisis
support

Figure 9. Overview of qualitative themes identified from focus groups and interviews

4.1 Defining crisis and crisis support
Participants working across the local authority and VCS sectors were asked about
their definitions of crisis support and how this translated into their work. Participants
noted that this definition “varied” (LA) between organisations and between individuals
experiencing the ‘crisis’. However, there was general agreement in the issues that
participants cited as being the cause of crises, such as debt, rent arrears, threat of
eviction, domestic violence, immigration issues, and mental health problems.
Participants gave the following example to illustrate what they defined as crisis:
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“Financial crisis could be that somebody’s hugely in arrears, so their tenancy is
at risk so they’re at risk of homelessness because of financial crisis. It could be
somebody who’s lost their job, waiting for universal credit for six weeks to go in
to payment and can’t afford food and fuel.” (LA)
Whilst there were varying views, at the heart of definitions of crisis, participants
emphasised the urgency of situations for individuals going through them. Participants
described the following scenarios as the foundation for how they defined crisis:
“The main thing is if someone literally is on your doorstep, you know, and they
have nothing, [they need] to get a quick response.” (LA)
“You know can’t pay for their heating so it’s a, kind of decision between heating
or eating and that sort of thing, so it’s a very immediate thing that needs to be
sorted out first of all.” (VCS)
Case Study: Service-user’s experience of crisis
“When you get that phone call from Tesco’s to say your card’s been declined, do
you have another account you can try and you know that you really haven’t so
you’re having to say no, that’s my only card, if it’s declined it’s because there’s not
enough money in the account, I’ll have to cancel my Tesco order...” (SU)

However, definitions of crisis went beyond this and changed based on both local need
but also the impact of the Covid-19 pandemic. In response to local need, participants
from the local authority raised hoarding and the living conditions that this creates as a
particular problem in Norfolk: “I think hoarding is still a problem…and I think the
difference is the funding needed is more substantial.” (LA). Similarly, participants
reflected on the impact of Covid-19 on definitions of crisis and reflected that the levels
of digital exclusion had increased substantially since the pandemic (see Section 4.4
for further information on the impact of Covid-19 on service provision). Consequently,
participants described extended definitions of crisis that now included individuals,
particularly children, not having access to digital devices.
Given the varying definitions of crisis, VCS organisations that did not see themselves
as crisis support noted that they were increasingly “picking up” (VCS) clients in crisis
and acting as a “buffer” (VCS) between clients and, particularly, statutory
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organisations, who were better equipped to support individuals. These organisations
did not see themselves as directly supporting individuals with the crisis that they were
experiencing, but rather as advocating for service-users and “trying to put forward the
client’s point of view and situation” (VCS) to enable them to get access to the proper
channels of support.
Organisations that did identify as crisis support organisations saw themselves as
providing two roles. Firstly, they saw themselves as directly supporting service-users
with practical support to address the crisis at hand. Secondly, they also saw their role
as helping service-users with the underlying issues that had contributed to the crisis
and support clients to and address the problems to prevent the same thing happening
again in the future (see Section 4.3 for further information on coordination of support
for service-users). A participant from the VCS sector stated:
“It isn't just about giving a food voucher or giving somebody the phone number
for the early help hub or something, it really is about working very, very closely
with clients to turn their lives around.” (VCS)

4.2 Accessing and engaging with crisis support
Participants discussed the wide range of crisis support that was available throughout
Norfolk, ranging from foodbanks to support for gas/electricity payments, from quality
advice to white goods, from clothes banks to mentoring or befriending services. This
reflected the breadth of organisations that replied to the survey who also offered a
comprehensive range of service.
The participants who were interviewed displayed both a wide and deep knowledge of
the available support within their own organisations and support available locally.
Nevertheless, professionals across the LA and VCS highlighted a number of
facilitators and/or barriers facing service-users looking to access crisis support,
including geographical factors, organisational factors, and individual factors.
First and foremost, there were seen to be capacity issues within the sector. Indeed,
professionals acknowledged the sheer demand placed on services, which impacted
upon access. One participant regretfully referred access as a “never ending conveyor
belt of people” (VCS) coming through the services, where they had limited time and
capacity to support service-users.
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There was also seen to be a “postcode lottery” (VCS) in terms of the available support,
with more rural areas generally having fewer organisations available, whilst more
central areas had more services:
“I think there is a rural element…all the rural surrounding areas are less well
served and the further away you get from those urban hubs the more difficult it
becomes. And I think that’s partly because there are fewer services available
and also because the services that are available tend to either specialise in
very few things or they’re just so hard to reach for those who are in crisis that
they just don’t get the use.” (VCS)
Even where there was a plethora of services, participants raised differences in access
to support for certain groups, based on demographic factors. Indeed, they noted that
it was often easier to access crisis support for families, especially where there were
young children involved. This was in stark contrast to support for “single adults” (LA),
which was felt to be lacking and/or harder to access, with higher thresholds. Instead,
organisations tried to find ways to help individuals to access services by better
understanding their circumstances. For example, if a service-user had a military
background, there were certain services and/or funding streams that they would
quality for, which makes access easier.
For asylum seekers in particular, some participants from VCS organisations
expressed confusion about their access to services and who was responsible for this
population:
“I think there’s a perception that asylum seekers are supported, or under the
remit of the Home Office and therefore statutory support is really limited and
then there’s the remit of the statutory organisations in Norfolk is a bit unclear in
terms of who they can support when it comes to asylum seekers and refugee
status. I think the status of the people we see really complicates what is
available for them and what they can access in terms of support.” (VCS)
There were also concerns about the awareness of the public about the support that
was available locally. Some organisations felt that their services were widely known
about and were proud of the efforts that they had gone to in their external-facing
products. For example, one participant reflected on their organisations’ website:
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“We have a really good website; I am surprised at times when I have
conversations with people that we end up supporting that they're not aware that
we have this support.” (VCS)
On the other hand, other professionals expressed a view that the entire system was
not very well advertised, understood, or “accessible” (VCS) for service-users. Indeed,
some participants felt that the system put the onus on service-users to know where to
go to access support and know exactly what support that they needed. However, some
participants, understandably, did not think this was realistic to expect of individuals
experiencing crisis:
“Quite a lot of services…will expect the client to know exactly what to ask for
and exactly the way to ask for it. And they almost expect to hear those words
so they can go, oh this is happened so therefore we do this, and people don’t
operate like that, people aren’t like that.” (VCS)
Case Study: Service-user’s experience of seeking support from a
trustworthy source
“I went to our school first, dropped [child] off and just cried at our secretary and
she contacted our support worker at the school…. She works at our school one
day a week and I have already been in touch with her through other things. It’s
not just financial, she supports parents, that’s what she’s mainly there for to check
that the parents are getting support as well as the children in school, so she’s a
good way for us to get help…. The support worker done everything, I am not really
sure what she did, she said how do you feel about having one [a food parcel] and
I was like ‘right now I would really, really, really welcome one’ and she just took
down a few details and she went to the foodbank and then she brought it round for
me. I don’t actually know how I would go about accessing it normally because she
had done everything for me and she has also said that if I need another one, I can
text her and she will sort it out again… I now know the help is there, I know I can
get a food parcel if I need one. Sometimes I think that’s half of it, knowing it’s
there, whereas that Monday when everything went wrong, I didn’t know that I
could access the foodbank.” (SU)

Service-users’ perspectives lent support to the latter view, where they were not always
sure how or where to seek support from. For service-users, they valued trustworthy
services that they were already accessing or had a connection with (such as support
from schools). They also suggested that organisations and the local authority could
improve their advertising of the advice and support-related activities that they offered
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through websites, social media, and/or through physical adverts on the street (e.g., on
bus stops). This overt advertising and better communication about what was on offer
was felt to be particularly relevant in the current climate where more people were going
through financial difficulties. One participant reflected on this advertising or lack
thereof:
“They [the local authority] have got a fairly active Facebook page and a very
good website, but I’ve not noticed any support like headlines, they quite often
have recycling headlines on their page and it’s very easy to find that. It’s very
easy to find out how to pay your council tax bill on the website, but the actual
support side of it…they can make it into a bigger banner.” (SU)
Further to awareness of services, one of the main organisational factors that was cited
by professional in the VCS sector centred around service-users having to justify or
prove that they were in crisis in order to access any support:
“The need to provide bank statements is a huge challenge. For people to
access and get the bank statements and then to get them to us…So trying to
download a relevant bank statement or supporting documentation and then to
photograph it and send it through to us causes a problem and that's the big
delay I think. I fully understand and respect the fact that people need to
evidence and see the supporting documentation to actually help people, but
that has become the stumbling block in order to try and turn it round, where
somebody’s in real crisis and need to try and provide all that information and
still can get the support in quickly, this is the barrier that we have.” (VCS)
Participants reported that some organisations had a non-negotiable policy that
service-users had to demonstrate their financial situation by showing bank statements
or other evidence before they could access support. This could be challenging and
time-consuming, especially in complex crisis situations. Instead, participants believed
that there should be an element of professional trust; if they are being referred by a
trusted professional as in crisis, then this should suffice as evidence of need:
“I think if we, as professionals, can confirm that somebody is in receipt of
benefits that hopefully our word should be enough.” (LA)
Participants noted that very few organisations had streamlined these processes, but
those who had were spoken about positively; particularly the Norfolk Assistance
Scheme (NAS) which participants noted had been more flexible in recent months:
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“Previously we perhaps weren't so successful with NAS but recently it's been a
lot better and with our crisis clients often they don’t have their bank statements
and they’ve been quite flexible in that we can sometimes supply them later or if
we've already done a benefit check, we can vouch for the client then they’ve
taken that onboard as well.” (VCS)
Furthermore, service-users who were interviewed expressed acute frustration that
services were designed for people experiencing long-term crisis, who could
demonstrate long-term financial difficulty. However, they did not feel that many
services were designed to help in the short-term, for example if someone “struggles
to provide for their family for a month, there isn’t nothing to help get through that month”
(SU). In particular, some service-users described how they had been turned away
from statutory forms of support as they automatically don’t qualify:
“I filled in things online and I have also rang up and they’ve asked questions
and straightaway just gone no, you don’t qualify for anything. Yes, so it’s hard.”
(SU)
Professionals also described technological factors that affected access to crisis
support provision, if service-users did not have access to a smartphone. For example,
participants from the local authority cited issues with PayPoint and topping up
gas/electricity metres, which were problematic if service-users did not have a device
to show the pre-paid top-up amount on. These digital access issues were compounded
as a result of Covid-19 (see Section 4.4 for further information). Despite this, local
authority staff were committed to being flexible to ensure that service-users had
electricity and heating. Consequently, if someone did not have a smartphone, they
would consider transferring money into people’s bank accounts, however this
presented further issues about ensuring that service-users spent the money on what
it was intended for:
“We will shy away from that with repeat applicants who we know have got other
lifestyle issues which if we pay money into their bank account, they probably
are going to be tempted not to use that on what they’ve asked for.” (LA)
Lastly, personal psychological factors in terms of perceptions of people who ask for
help were seen as affecting access to crisis support services. Professionals described
that service-users may be reluctant to seek help as they may be embarrassed or
ashamed:
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“I think there's an element where some people have always worked and been
able to look after themselves don’t want to feel that they need to become the
burden or be the one to ask society to help them, and there's that pride and
there's that stigma about asking for support and help.” (VCS)
“There's a lot of pride about accepting help and a lot of people feel well ‘I should
be able to sort this out myself’. I come across that so much, people feeling quite
sheepish and saying well I don’t know why I haven't been able to manage this
myself and you look at the mess they're in and you think god, no wonder,
anybody would need some help. But there's a certain amount of pride I think
about seeking help and then accepting it when it's offered.” (VCS)
As a result, there was a view that some people “buried their head in the sand” (VCS)
or “clammed up” (VCS). Whilst this was thought to be true more generally, participants
did suggest that there were gender differences within help-seeking behaviours.
Indeed, participants noted how reluctance to seek help may be more common for
males, particularly middle-aged men who had spent the majority of their life in work
and had only recently experienced crisis (possibly as a result of Covid-19 and losing
their job). Thus, individual factors had a considerable impact of if, when, and how
service-users sought support from crisis organisations.

4.3 Coordination of services
Within participants’ definitions of crisis support and when thinking about accessing
crisis support services, there was a view that the most effective and long-lasting
support went beyond addressing isolated situations and, instead, addressed serviceusers underlying needs. This viewpoint was communicated strongly by both LA and
VCS participants, who expressed a fundamental motivation to address service-users
underlying needs, champion their “best interests” (LA), and reduce their reliance on
crisis support organisations in future.
“I think with any financial support we can have further conversations around the
need for an initial boost to help someone get out of a difficult situation but
there’s a much bigger bit of work needed around helping them to support
themselves.” (LA)
“It’s a sitting down finding out the whole situation, having a look behind the
scenes a little, see what’s going on, finding a quick emergency something to
keep that person going, then finding the longer term solution, whatever that
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One of the main ways that participants described addressing service-users’ underlying
needs was through coordinated services; joined-up, multi-agency working, and
referrals within professional networks. These were seen as integral as “no one agency
can manage” (VCS) everything independently and address all of service-users’ issues.
Participants from the local authority were confident that they had a good network of
organisations to refer service-users onto to support their wider needs and particularly
referenced the Early Help Hubs as model of coordination of services:
“I’ve always had quite good experiences of partnership working and yes,
through our [local] Early Help Hub, our collaborations meetings. I’m just
thinking off the top of my head… the sort case I’m working with at the
moment, we’ve got Children’s Services, the police, and that’s working really
well. We work with all sectors and I find information sharing works well and
from my personal work experience, I’d say it’s all pretty positive.” (LA)
Some participants from the VCS also praised Early Help Hubs and noted that the local
authority had made steps to “make it less council orientated” (VCS) and more
collaborative. For professionals coming from VCS organisations, these were most
helpful when they had “tried everything” (VCS) or “exhausted all avenues” (VCS) and
wanted to get another professional opinion regarding the best way to support a
particular service-user. This mentality of talking about cases that were already wellestablished in these meetings was viewed in contradiction of the name of the ‘early’
help hubs and one participant suggested that this should be re-named to the “Crisis
Support Hub” (VCS) instead.
Participants from the VCS repeatedly highlighted the Norfolk Community Advice
Network (NCAN) as particularly helpful for facilitating multi-agency and coordinated
ways of working and onward referrals. The fact that the NCAN network was “secure”
(VCS) in terms of information sharing was viewed as a particular strength of the
service. Professionals reflected on the value of NCAN:
“I think we’re very fortunate in Norfolk to have NCAN, when I go elsewhere to
conferences and I talk to people about referral networks they said god, I’d bite
your hand off for that we pay a lot of money for something that’s nowhere near
that good.” (VCS)
A further strength of NCAN that was also raised by participants was its “independence”
from the local authority, which works in its “favour” (VCS). This was felt to be
particularly important as participants noted that many service-users had negative
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experiences with the local authority, which may reduce their willingness to seek
support from the local authority directly. Thus, NCAN’s independence was viewed as
an advantageous aspect of the coordinated service.
Advice-based organisations also referenced other organisations who had Advice
Quality Standard (AQS) accreditations as being a strong and coordinated network who
often referred service-users between each other. Participants in these organisations
described knowing that clients would receive “good quality advice” (VCS) from these
accredited organisations, “not just a leaflet, or a five minute phone call” (VCS). This
suggests that trust in referral organisations’ capabilities was a central foundation to
these coordinated networks. Similarly, organisations working in specialist areas, such
as asylum seekers or local housing associations, also cited their own networks as
being valuable and trusted contacts for onward referrals. These had typically been
built up organically and were “close-knit” (VCS).
Whilst the coordination of services felt to be conducive to addressing service-users
underlying needs in a holistic way, there were some points of fiction raised within these
professional networks. Indeed, organisations frequently referenced the time and
resource that it took to support individual service-users to access onward support and,
often, felt that they needed to “hold their hand” (VCS) and “nurture” (VCS) onward
progression. This was felt to be necessary for some service-users because “just
because somebody’s got the information, doesn’t mean they will actually follow up”
(VCS). This level of support helped to both facilitate contact and help to manage the
transition to onward support:
“We will make a phone call with the applicant and we will have them in on the
call because I find a lot of people when they’ve had a period of crisis and issues
in their lives, they become paralysed and they can’t do anything. They want to
but they don’t have the confidence and the thought of making a phone call and
speaking to somebody they don’t know is really hard for them, so we do that.”
(LA)
“There’s a lot of hand holding, taking someone to appointments, introducing
them to someone. It’s quite painful, it’s time consuming and it’s hard sometimes
to actually think that that step needs to happen.” (VCS)
Given the high degree of “hand holding” (VCS) that smaller VCS organisations felt
they engaged in with service-users, participants in such organisations expressed
doubts that the larger organisations who claimed that they helped “seventeen or
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eighteen thousand people during the crisis” (VCS) engaged with service-users in the
same holistic way. Instead, there was a view that these organisations just saw
signposting as a marker of success, which did not address service-users underlying
needs:
“You can tick the box, we’ve been through 50 people, we’ve sent them all off to
someone else for help. Without ever following up whether they got the help, or
it was the right help… that if you don’t follow the client, you can’t track the issues
that the client presents with and then do something about, just sign posting is
not an answer.” (VCS)
Additionally, there were some further general tensions related to the nature of the
funding streams that organisations were all in competition with each other for, which
undermined the coordination of services:
“It makes it very difficult to work collaboratively when seventy percent of the
time you're being pitched against each other for pots of money, it makes the
other thirty percent of working together quite well challenging.” (VCS)
Whilst, on the whole, multi-agency working and the coordination of services was seen
positively, participants did identify some areas for improvement In order to improve
coordination and better understand if service-users were having their underlying
needs met in a holistic manner. Firstly, participants felt that there was always more
that could be done to ensure that professionals were aware of the networks and
different organisations that were available across the breadth of the county. There
were also some suggestions that services may be able to learn from other local
authorities to identify best practice and share learning.
Secondly, some participants described their hopes for improved “follow up” (VCS)
services. This could highlight any areas that service-users still needed support in, in a
proactive way. However, there were inevitable constraints around capacity and
funding for this type of follow-up work that was not compatible with the outcomes
focused impact work that funders required:
“We’d like to have a better system for follow up, we’d like to have more
opportunity to work with people over a longer period of time, but because of
the way things are funded you get the solutions that’s presented with. You
might uncover one or two other things that you can help with, you then have
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to say okay that’s what we do because we can’t be there in perpetuity for
anybody, as much as we’d like to be.” (VCS)
For organisations that did have some level of follow up or aftercare in place, serviceusers found this reassuring and supportive:
“The [VCS] staff do a transition period where they would call you.
Unfortunately, normally you’d do a couple of meet ups but we came into the
pandemic. So, I didn’t have face to face contact, but their lines are open 24/7
anyway whether you have or haven’t been with them. I know that if I really
needed to, I could call them. They’ve been absolutely fantastic.” (SU)
Within coordinated services, there were also views expressed about gaps in local
service provision, particularly in relation to long-term or holistic support mechanisms.
This was spoken about in relation to domestic abuse services and mental health
services, where there were felt to be “huge holes” (VCS). One participant reflected on
the impact of short-term mental health interventions:
“I think even people who have a diagnosis or have moderate to profound mental
health difficulties don’t get the support they need on an ongoing basis, very cyclical,
you do something, you stop, you close the case, something happens, you then go
back into a service, it’s not an ongoing sustained support that enables that person
to slowly build their resilience and to slowly be able to live their lives in a better way
for them… and services wonder why it costs so much money, because they’re not
investing in that long term support which would actually make a lot more difference
to more people… no wonder people end up in crisis.” (VCS)
Whilst professionals discussed the various referral networks and the facilitators and
barriers within these, often service-users did not know how they were referred onto
other organisations and felt relatively out-of-the-loop in these processes. This was not
spoken about in a particularly positive or negative manner by participants and was just
accepted as the way that the system worked:
“I had to go to the food bank so I think all my details would have been registered
with the food bank… So, I’m wondering if that sort of then triggered other things
off.” (SU)
“She was going to refer me to all these different places and sort of see what
happens.” (SU)
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“They’d refer me and she’d put my number out there and people would just start
ringing me if they could help me.” (SU)
Thus, this suggests that more could be done to involve service-users and ensure that
they are fully informed about their onward referrals. However, service-users did speak
passionately about the result of support falling into place:
“You don’t know how grateful and what a relief it is when all of that support
finally does come through for you. And it just, god like, no one should be having
breakdowns and feeling stress and anxiety and depression all the time over
these things.” (SU)

Case Study: Service-user being supported holistically through coordinated
services
“I had a keyworker [from VCS organisation] assigned to me who, within their
limits, could do as much or as little as I needed them to do. And when my
application [for accommodation through the council] had been accepted I was put
with a housing officer who did the process with finding me somewhere, seeing if I
am applicable for it and things like that. It wasn’t like I was just chucked from pillar
to post in this instance. On this occasion, I know in the past and some councils
are known for just chuck you, but I was assigned somebody, so I knew who to
contact and how all the paperwork emails and things like that. Every time I’d go to
a meeting or to visit a place it would be the same person. So obviously that’s
within the circumstances at the time that was ideal because I am very distrusting
in situations like that.”

4.4 Impact of Covid-19 on crisis support provision
Whilst the current research did not seek to provide a comprehensive overview of the
impact of Covid-19 on crisis support provision, the majority of participants made
reference to the impact of the pandemic on the number of service-users experiencing
crisis, the profile of service-users, and access to services.
In relation to the number of individuals experiencing crisis, some organisations had
experienced a reduction in the number of service-users that they reported, consistent
with the survey results presented in Section 3. This was primarily described as
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resulting from the additional support that the Government had implemented in terms
of the furlough scheme, mortgage holidays, and restrictions on property evictions:
“The people on benefits, they're getting extra benefits because they’re not
having deductions taken. And they’ve got the protection against being evicted.”
(VCS)
Despite this, participants described increases in certain crisis issues, particularly in
relation to enquiries about Universal Credit. Likewise, food banks and similar
organisations described their perception that foodbanks had received a lot of publicity
over the course of the pandemic, which had contributed to increases in service use.
For some organisations, this increase in demand exceed capacity: “we think there are
more people needing support than we’re able to see at the moment” (VCS).
In addition to affecting the overall number of service-users, participants articulated
nuanced perspectives regarding the impact of Covid-19 on the overall profile of
service-users. Indeed, some organisations perceived there to be an influx of new
clients who had been put in positions where they needed to “rapidly learn how to
access services” (VCS) that they may not have used or needed before as “they’ve
never been in crisis” (VCS). Subsequently, they were navigating new and unknown
systems at a time of both great personal change but also great organisational and
sector changes as a result of Covid-19. Participants reflected that this had a negative
impact on service-users seeking help and delayed their attempts:
“One thing that we have noticed with regard to people coming for tenancy
support is where people that have been tenants for a long time, that have been
in work, and have never needed the support…they're coming through now and
unfortunately, they’ve taken their time to come through to us because they don’t
know how to use or navigate the system but also, because they’ve always been
involved or recovered themselves and they're reluctant to come through for
support.” (VCS)
As illustrated in the above quote, there were also personal psychological barriers to
support seeking, as outlined in Section 4.2. However, these perception barriers were
felt to be intensified for new service-users who had, up until this point, not needed
additional support.
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Case Study: Service-user needing support due to the impact of Covid-19
“I needed help, I needed help for myself to make sure that we were doing okay, as
well as trying to support my husband…Some of it was due to finances, it was just
a very tight week, month. He runs his own business and there had been some
incidents at work that meant he was having to pay out more than what he was
bringing in at that point in time, so he couldn’t then pay himself a wage which
meant we then couldn’t pay our bills, couldn’t pay for food and things like
that…and he didn’t qualify for help through the government because he had only
just set up the business.” (SU)

In addition to the number and profile of service-users, participants also raised changes
regarding the impact of Covid-19 on access to crisis support services. In Norfolk,
Covid-19 was seen to have both facilitated and restricted access depending on the
service. Indeed, some participants praised some organisations for their quick
adaptability in the pandemic to support people with an extended range of services
such as “food, shopping, and medication” (LA) or even “befriending” (VCS) for those
who were self-isolating and/or shielding. Similarly, some described how it had been
easier to access services such as food parcels over the last few months, as there had
been an increase in council-run and community-run groups providing this type of
support. Participants reflected on these situations as being a positive to come out of
the pandemic:
“The one good thing as a result of the pandemic is that there have been some
more localised groups that have set up and they’ve been really beneficial and
helping the people we’re trying to support.” (VCS)
In contrast, other types of support became more difficult to access. Participants
described how the Department for Work and Pensions “froze” (VCS) some of the
assessments of individuals capabilities, which restricted access to Employment and
Support Allowance (ESA) and Personal Independence Payments (PIP). This impacted
upon the funds that individuals were eligible for:
“Because the assessment hadn’t taken place, they hadn’t made a decision on
what award the person could have and therefore they weren’t getting any
income, and although the DLA [Disability Living Allowance] was meant to
continue until the PIP assessment had been done, I think there were all sorts
of problems with that. So, that has caused some people quite a lot of difficulty.”
(VCS)
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Unsurprisingly, professionals also cited service closures in the first national lockdown
as having a negative impact on the availability of services. Closures were further
compounded by staff and volunteer sickness and/or shielding, which reduced
organisations’ capacity. This issue was spoken about as a particular issue in the more
rural parts of Norfolk, where services were already sparser.
In addition to service closures and limited staff, many services changed the way that
they worked to means that were conducive to virtual support. One VCS organisation
described how they changed from “eighty percent face to face advice” to ”one hundred
percent remote advice” (VCS) within a week. Whilst this transition allowed
organisations to continue to provide support in the only way that they could during the
lockdown, participants spoke of the digital exclusion that this caused for many
individuals:
“A lot of organisations have now closed their face to face support so they
[service-users] need to be able to access this support virtually… There’s a lot
of people that haven’t even got a smartphone so they can’t access anything.”
(LA)
The digital divide was consistently raised by professionals in the local authority and
VCS, which resulted in the most vulnerable individuals potentially not having access
to services in this new digital world. This was referred to as a “new pandemic crisis”
(VCS) within the overarching context of the Covid-19 pandemic and risked pushing
the most vulnerable or isolated individuals into more “hardship” (VCS). This was
acutely felt in the rural local authority of Norfolk, and was felt to exacerbate the
isolation that people were experiencing:
“We've got a lot of people living out in surrounding villages, poor public transport
networks, closure of banks and post offices, poor broadband, slow speeds, no
equipment, no knowledge of how to use the equipment, so that's been a real
issue as well.” (LA)
Therefore, supporting service-users to access digital devices became a key concern
for many organisations, who moved into providing practical digital support to facilitate
access:
“We’re doing a lot of work so we added to our offer laptops, smartphones, and
dongles…because if we provide somebody with a smartphone or laptop, a lot
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of people have got capabilities of doing their own shopping it’s just that they
can’t access it so we’re enabling them instead of doing this dependence on us.”
(LA)
“I will say recently I had a young lady and provided her with a
smartphone…such an essential item these days, just for her to manage her
Universal Credit journal, she would have got sanctioned without it, so it just
opens so many avenues for people to have that internet access.” (LA)
This also extended to providing laptops for vulnerable children who did not have
access to a device to facilitate their remote education. Moreover, this nature of support
also extended to not only providing practical access but supporting individuals to be
digitally literate in using devices to access support and/or engage in social interaction.
“The difficulty is also that people don’t have that skills set maybe to actually
learn how to do it and you can with all the best will in the world try and talk to
them over the telephone, a lot of people need that face to face in the room and
helping them.” (VCS)
Nevertheless, there were still tangible limitations of remote or virtual support that
participants described. Participants noted that with online appointments, service-users
had to make a “conscious effort” (VCS) to engage with a service about a specific issue.
However, many participants reported that side-conversations with service-users were
often more revealing than the issue that they came forward with: “a lot of this crisis
support came about because of conversations about something completely different”
(VCS). These more informal side-conversations were felt to be much harder to
facilitate with online support. Consequently, services were not able to offer the same
level of “wraparound” (VCS) or holistic care that they usually would in order to address
service-users underlying needs:
“It’s hard because we can’t sit down and have a long conversation with them
[service-users], and I’m sure other Food Banks are finding exactly the same
thing. There isn’t the facility because we’re having to social distance and having
personal conversations with people at a two-metre distance when there are
other people in earshot is really not ideal.” (VCS)
The lack of privacy in conversations was a real concern expressed by participants
regarding virtual-only support for victims of domestic violence. One participant
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described the concerns regarding online support for these individuals, which was felt
to reduce the effectiveness of help-seeing:
“It's a very difficult way of working because [service-users] can't come into the
office, she's talking to them at home…but she's very aware of what’s not being
said and who might be in the next room, so we are aware that there are people
who have been trapped in the home and who have been trying to get help but
find it very difficult to do that.” (VCS)
In order to reduce the restrictions to access that affected those without access to digital
devices, many services had returned to or were keen to return to some level of faceto-face service following the safety measures outlined by the Government5.
“We've been very tight about businesses in the building and every individual
that comes in and track and trace, but we are very keen to return to some sort
of face to face.” (VCS)
Services that had managed to move back to some level of face-to-face support noted
that their “regulars” (VCS) were “knocking on the door, peeking through the windows,
trying to find out whether we’re here” (VCS). This suggests both the preference for
face-to-face services for some service-users, but also the urgency of their support
needs, possibly implying that they had not been met virtually and/or elsewhere.
Consequently, services speculated as to the future of service delivery models,
acknowledging that they would likely not go back to an entirely in-person service and
would most likely adopt a “mixed” (VCS) or blended model of delivery to optimise
services:
“We are never going to go back to how it was, we don’t want to. There's been
so many positive things that have come out of it that we have to keep hold of,
but it's just making sure that we then use the new ways of working and keep
some of the better bits of the old, otherwise we’re going to go backwards
again.” (VCS)
Given the impact of the pandemic on every aspect of people’s lives, professionals felt
that there was still a large “unknown” (LA) about how people’s circumstances would
continue to unfold in the coming months and/or years. There was an acknowledgment
Interviews and focus groups were conducted between September – December 2020, which covers
the period of Lockdown 2 (November) in England, which further affected how services were able to
operate.
5
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that some of the Government supported schemes (e.g., furlough) had been extended,
but some saw this as “just kicking the can down the road” (VCS), leading to
exacerbated issues later down the line. Indeed, there was a view that what
organisations were currently seeing was only “the tip of the iceberg” (VCS).
Participants reflected on these challenges for the future:
“A lot of the people who were furloughed are now going to discover they haven't
got jobs to go back to, that's definitely going to happen and you’ve got this debt
mountain developing in the background that you’ve got no idea what that is
going to look like.” (VCS)
“I think there may be some crisis lurking that we don’t know about yet because
people’s problems are festering and until they come forward none of us will
know and we won’t be able to support. So, I do feel there is an unknown group,
I’m not sure how many but there are people who are out there who are not in
contact with us or with any of the other organisations that we’ve been talking
about and they’re a worry so I think there’s a tsunami of crisis out there that we
could see later on down the line.” (VCS)
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5. Conclusion
This mixed-methods research has shed light on the views of local authority staff, VCS
professionals, and service-users regarding defining, accessing, and engaging with
crisis support organisations in Norfolk. Participants held varying views regarding
defining points of crisis based on local need and external factors; however, all agreed
that at the core of crisis was the urgency of situations for service-users. Whilst not all
professionals who participated in this research saw themselves as providing crisis
support directly, it was acknowledged that support came from various sources and
served different purposes.
Consistent with the results of the survey, those who participated in the focus groups
and/or interviews, came from a wide-range of organisations, reflecting the breadth of
support available across Norfolk. However, the accessibility of services was
dependent on multiple factors, not only availability of support. These factors were
varied and included geographical factors, organisational factors, and individual-level
factors. In regard to geographical factors, as highlighted in the survey, support was
concentrated around more central parts of Norfolk and was sparser in more rural
areas. Organisations factors centred around the level of advertisements of services
and the extent to which service-users were aware of what support was available
locally, but also organisations’ internal processes for ensuring service-users were truly
experiencing ‘crisis’. Lastly, participants reflected on individuals’’ own help-seeking
behaviours and noted that some groups were more or less likely to seek help than
others.
When people did seek support, however, professionals in this research were
passionate about and addressing service-users underlying needs through coordinated
and multi-agency ways of working. This suggests that professionals ultimate aim was
to improve service-users life circumstances and capacity for helping themselves, thus,
reducing their reliance on support services in the long-run. The main way that
organisations sought to do this through was multi-agency working in a network of
coordinated services and onward referrals to other organisations who could meet
service-users’ needs. Despite this passion, professionals cited numerous challenges
and barriers to providing this more coordinated and holistic type of support, namely
resource and capacity challenges.
Lastly, definitions of crisis support, access and engagement with crisis support, and
addressing service-users holistic needs were significantly impacted by the ongoing
Covid-19 crisis. Whilst there were some benefits in organisations working together to
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support individuals and Government-led support, there were many barriers caused by
Covid-19, which exacerbated challenges within the sector and challenges within
service-users’ lives. This complex picture was also captured within the survey
responses, where organisations experienced various changes in service use as a
result. Most significantly in Norfolk, there were acute concerns about the digital divide
and the digital exclusion caused by services moving online, which potentially caused
more hardship for the most vulnerable.
Consequently, organisations proved themselves to be adaptive and flexible to local
needs in challenging circumstances, updating definitions of crisis and expanding the
nature and type of support on offer for service-users.
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6. Appendices
Appendix A: Survey

Emergency Financial Crisis Support - Norfolk
The Coordinated Community Support Programme is a partnership between The
Children’s Society, Local Government Association, Trussell Trust, the Church of
England, Lloyds Bank Foundation for England and Wales, and BBC Children in
Need. We are working in partnership with four local authority areas across England
and Wales to pilot a coordinated community support programme to better coordinate
provision of emergency financial crisis support within local areas.
We have designed this survey to better understand emergency financial support in
Norfolk. The survey will ask about your organisation, the type of emergency financial
support offered, geographical areas of work, the number of clients you support, and
perceptions about support in the local area.
This survey is for any organisation working in the Norfolk area who self-identifies as
providing emergency crisis support to local residents.
The questionnaire should take no longer than 10-15 minutes to complete.
Your responses will remain confidential and will be analysed as a group to better
understand local provision. The data from this survey will be shared with our external
evaluators, Cloud Chamber, and the information will be used to inform a local report
which will be published by The Children's Society in early 2021.
If you have any questions, or if you wish to withdraw your data before
publication, please get in touch with Isabelle Rothstein from the Coordinated
Community Support Team at The Children's Society:
Isabelle.Rothstein@childrenssociety.org.uk
1. The nature and purpose of the research has been explained and I agree to
complete this survey. I understand that I am free to stop at any time.
• Yes, I agree to take part
• No, I do not agree to take part
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2. Does your organisation provide emergency financial crisis support in Norfolk?
• Yes
• No

3. What is the name of your organisation? *

4. How long has your organisation been operational? Please select one.
• Under 6 months
• 6 months – 1 year
• 1 year – 2 years
• 2 years – 5 years
• 5 years – 10 years
• 10 years +
 I don’t know
5. In Norfolk, which area(s) do you work in? Please select all that apply.
• We work nationally
• We work across the whole local authority
• Breckland
• Broadland
• Fenland
• Forest Heath
• Great Yarmouth
• Kings Lynn and West Norfolk
• Mansfield
• North Norfolk
• Norwich
• South Norfolk
• Waveney
• None of the above
6. What help does your organisation provide for those in need of emergency financial
support? Please select all that apply.
• Advice and/or Information
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• Clothing & Children’s essentials
• Domestic violence support
• Food or food vouchers
• Fuel top up
• Furniture
• Monetary
• White good
• Other: please specify
7. What type of advice do you provide to those in need of emergency financial
support? Please select all that apply.
• Debt advice
• Housing related advice
• Legal advice
• Specialist Immigration advice
• Welfare rights advice
• Supporting applications for Local Welfare Assistance or other emergency
grants
• Other: please specify
8. How many people has your organisation supported since January 2020? Please
provide an estimate if you are unsure. Alternatively, you can click "save and
continue" to answer the question at a later time.

9. Of the service users that you have supported this year, what proportion of serviceusers have accessed the following different types of support? Please provide your
best estimate. If your organisation does not offer one or more type(s) of crisis
support, please select Not Applicable.

Clothing & Children’s
essentials
Domestic violence
support
Food or food vouchers
Fuel top up

N/a

0-20%

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•
•

•
•

•
•

•
•

•
•

•
•
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20-40% 40-60% 60-80% 80-100%

Furniture
Monetary
White goods
Other

N/a

0-20%

•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

20-40% 40-60% 60-80% 80-100%
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

10. Of the service users that you have supported this year, what proportion of
service-users have accessed the following different types of advice? Please provide
your best estimate. If your organisation does not offer one or more type(s) of advice,
please select Not Applicable.
N/a

0-20%

Debt advice

•

•

•

•

•

•

Housing related advice

•

•

•

•

•

•

Legal advice

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Specialist Immigration
advice
Welfare rights advice
Supporting applications
for Local Welfare
Other

20-40% 40-60% 60-80% 80-100%

11. In comparison to January-September 2019, how has the number of clients that
you have supported this year (Jan - September 2020) changed? Please select one.
• Significant increase
• Slight increase
• No change
• Slight decrease
• Significant decrease
Please use this space to elaborate on any further context for the change that may be
specific to your location or organisation.
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12. As a part of this research project, we are undertaking interviews with local VCS
organisations to further explore access to crisis support, and resources to address
underlying needs. If you or a colleague would be interested in participating in a focus
group interview, please provide contact details below and a member of the team will
be in touch. Please note that your contact details will be kept separate from your
responses to the survey.
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Appendix B: Topic guide for professionals (LA and VCS)
Focus Group Guide

Section One: Introductions and Background information


Can you give me a brief overview of your organisation and your role within that?
o What type of crisis support is offered?

Section Two: Perceptions of crisis support


What is your assessment of need within the local area?
o Any trends or patterns in needs? Concern for particular groups?
o High demand for any particular resource? (e.g. white goods, digital, advice
etc)?
o Has this changed since COVID-19?



How do you and your organisation define crisis support?
o Sense that this is similar/different to other VCS organisations/LA?
o Has this changed since COVID-19?

Section Three: Journey through crisis support


Can you talk me through how you come into contact with clients/clients come into
contact with you?
o How could access to crisis support be improved?
o What would need to be done to achieve this?



What do your referral processes entail? (who is eligible, processes?)
o Can service-users self-refer or referrals from others (if so, who?)
o How could application/referral processes be simplified or streamlined?
o What would need to be done to achieve this?



How do you address and respond to clients’ underlying needs?
o Signposting and/or referrals between agencies (is do, who)?
 How co-ordinated are these processes between organisations?
o Information sharing? (and issues with this e.g. consent)
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o
o

How could holistic needs be better supported? (e.g. co-ordination)
What would need to be done to achieve this?



What sort of aftercare support is available? Does support extend beyond addressing
immediate crisis?
o How could aftercare be improved to better address need?
o What would need to be done to achieve this?



What are you most proud of in service and what works well?
o What challenges are there to providing crisis support? (funding?)

Section Four: Multi-agency working


To what extent do you work with the LA or other VCS organisations to provide
services?
o What are the facilitators and barriers to multi-agency working?



How can organisations in the local area work together to better support people in
crisis?

Section Fiver: Future thinking


What impact, if any, has COVID-19, had on your work and your clients?
o How do you see that changing in the next year?
o How have you changed your delivery to reflect changing need since Covid19?
o Will any of these changes be maintained?



What are the priorities for the future of your crisis support?
o Any areas of innovation/improvement?
o What are the barriers to these priorities?
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Appendix C: Topic guide for service-users
Interview Guide for Service Users

Section One: Background information


Can you tell me a bit about yourself? (general rapport building questions)
o Where do you live?
o Who do you live with?

Section Two: Perceptions of crisis support


Before you were involved with [referring service], what did you know about crisis
support?
o Any expectations about what/how they would be able to help with?

Section Three: Journey through crisis support
We’re conducting this project to better understand people’s experiences through
different crisis support organisations, so it would be really helpful if you could talk me
through your journey.


How did you first come into contact with the crisis support organisation?
o Referral from organisation/self-referral/advertising?
o What were your first impressions of the organisation?
o What could have made this process easier/better?



What were the application processes like?
o [If direct application to organisation]
 How did you apply? Phone/internet?
 How long did this process take? How did you feel during this time?
 What could have made this process easier/better?
o [If application made on behalf of service user to organisation]
 How involved were you in the application process?
 What could have made this process easier/better?
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How did the organisation support you?
o What type of support was provided?
o How did you feel about the type/level of support?
o To what extent did you feel that your needs were met?
o What could have made this process easier/better?



[if applicable] After you were provided with support from [organisation], did they offer
any additional support (i.e. aftercare)?
o Any outstanding needs?
o Referred to other organisations?
 Level of co-ordination between services?
o Do they follow up?

Section Four: Future thinking


Taking your experience as a whole, what do you feel went/worked well?



Taking your experience as a whole, what went less well?
o How could these aspects be improved?
o Any advice for crisis support organisations?
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Appendix D: Breakdown of service-user estimates from the survey

16
50
12

1500
2
20

1500

75
50
200
200
2413
268

75

20

360
2033
290

80
450
4
3673
7500
100
7200
7200
525
250
1400
280
28662
2388

80
4
408
1500
2
20
800
800
75

4

Other

White
goods

16
350

Monetary

160
500
40
4081
15000
24
200
8000
8000
750
500
2000
400
TOTAL
Average

Furniture

TOTAL
no.
serviceusers

Clothing
and
essentials
Domestic
violence
support
Food or
food
vouchers
Fuel top
up

Approximate number of service-users supported for each service across all
organisations who responded to the survey.

80
450
4

350
4

150

375
50

22
20

2.4

525
50

375

60

375
250

600
4290
429

120
699
140

971
162

40
417
139

1219
203

50

48
250

150

16
50

45

80
150

16
250

80
450

Other

Supporting
applications for
LWA other
emergency
grants

Welfare rights
advice

Specialist
Immigration
advice

Legal advice

Housing related
advice

TOTAL
no.
serviceusers
160
500

Debt advice

Approximate number of service-users supported for each advice/information type
across all organisations who responded to the survey.

40
15000
200
8000
750
500
400
TOTAL
Average

12
4500
800
375
120
5857
976

12
4500
20

1500

375
50
200
5455
682

225
50
120
2045
409

12
10500
20
75
50
211
42
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375
150
120
11387
1627

20
1500
20
2400
525
150
120
5001
556

60
225
150
965
193

