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Submission to the Spending Review 2010

Making Every Adult Matter (MEAM) is a coalition of four national membership organisations – Clinks, DrugScope, Homeless Link and Mind – focused on policy and practice change for people facing multiple needs and exclusions.  

The coalition represents over 1600 frontline voluntary sector agencies working in the Big Society to provide criminal justice, drug treatment, homelessness and mental health services.  It is committed to promoting coordinated service interventions from voluntary and statutory partners.
MEAM is pleased to be able to make a short submission to the Spending Review.  Below we outline our main ask followed by evidence and detail to support it.  We have used sub-headings that relate to the key criteria listed in the Spending Review Framework document published in June.
If you would like to discuss any aspect of this submission with us further please contact the MEAM Project Director, Oliver Hilbery, at oliver.hilbery@meam.org.uk
We ask the Government to: 

Recognise adults facing multiple needs and exclusions as a key issue. Make a clear statement in the Spending Review on the importance of cooperation between local services in achieving coordinated, cost effective delivery for this group and support this where appropriate with cross-departmental coordination and cross-government funds.

Essential reform to meet government priorities and provide economic value

Individuals with multiple needs and exclusions are among the most vulnerable people in society.  They face a combination of problems such as homelessness, substance misuse, mental ill health and offending; and they are ineffectively supported by current local services that focus on one problem at a time.  As a result they can live chaotic and expensive lives ‘recycling’ between different services or relying on expensive, inappropriate emergency and criminal justice responses rather than coordinated interventions that can help change lives.  
These individuals are often well known locally and could be readily defined by local areas if appropriate guidance and advice were available.  

Despite representing just 0.1% of the population (around 60,000 individuals)
 this highly vulnerable group impose disproportionate costs on the Treasury.  Reforming the way that services support those facing multiple needs is therefore central to reducing the deficit, getting more for less from public expenditure and ensuring that government can limit the impact of spending cuts on the most vulnerable groups.  A statement on multiple needs and exclusions should form a core part of the Spending Review 2010.

More effective service provision and better use of government funds 

We welcome the government’s explicit recognition that ‘how it spends money is often more important than how much it spends’ and that the Spending Review is committed to considering ‘new and radical approaches to public service provision.’
 
Better outcomes could be achieved for people facing multiple needs and exclusions, alongside efficiency savings for government, if existing expenditure were better coordinated locally, and supported nationally. No new investment would be required. However there would be a need to retain current investment in relevant budgets and for central government to emphasise the importance of cooperation between services in local areas.  
The evidence from initial attempts at coordinated local delivery shows that outcomes for individuals can be improved and efficiencies created.  Total Place, the Adults Facing Chronic Exclusion (ACE) Programme at Cabinet Office, Making Every Adult Matter and recent work from Pro Bono Economics have all provided relevant information.  For example, the Pro Bono Economics evaluation of the St Giles’ Trust ‘Through the Gates’ scheme found that the service saved £10.4million based on running costs of £1.05 million, a cost benefit ratio of 10 to 1.
  Total Place reported a range of efficiencies from pilot areas across the country in its latest report.
  
Supporting it to happen – a statement on local cooperation

The average individual with multiple needs and exclusions receives interventions from a number of services (both statutory and voluntary) funded by a range of government departments, for example: homelessness and housing support (CLG); welfare and benefits (DWP); physical and mental health services (DH); social care and social work interventions (DH); drug treatment programmes (DH/HO); and police, courts, prison and probation (HO/MoJ).

Local coordination of these interventions is currently constrained by government incentive structures, funding streams and an inability for cost-savings and efficiencies in one budget to result in extra resource for the budget that made the savings possible through preventative activity. Consequently it is only local areas that have made a concerted effort to improve outcomes for individuals with multiple needs that have developed statutory and voluntary services to overcome these difficulties.
 These areas currently do so in an environment in which the savings and benefits they make to public finances may not be recognised across government
 and in which there is limited action from the centre to sustain an environment which supports the approach, often resulting in a return to silo working.

The Spending Review 2010 should send a message from government that the economic waste from current, disjointed approaches to adults with multiple needs (while not visible as a problem to individual local services or government departments) is not acceptable at a time when the Treasury has prioritised savings to cut the deficit and is committed to supporting the most vulnerable.  

The Spending Review should therefore include a clear statement on the importance of local cooperation.  This should emphasise that government needs local services to cooperate fully to achieve coordinated, cost effective delivery for those facing multiple needs and exclusions if it is to meet deficit reduction targets and protect the most vulnerable.  The statement should also set out government support for local areas that are rising to this challenge through their locally driven agendas.

This approach should be supported by cooperation between relevant government departments and, if desired, the identification of a proportion of existing national funding streams to be used for specific investment in holistic local responses.
  

Such an emphasis in the Spending Review would protect Treasury finances without interfering in the detail of local service delivery.  Senior Cabinet ministers have already shown they support such an approach. As Iain Duncan Smith has said:
“If we are to transform the lives of those with multiple needs then a truly joined-up approach is needed.  Instead of funding individual departments to deliver programmes, funding should be attached to the delivery of policies which are cross-departmental. This would require buy-in from all relevant Secretaries of State via a co-ordinating body.  A similarly cross-departmental approach should be adopted at a local level. All programmes to do this should be overseen and coordinated by someone at cabinet level.”

The Social Justice Cabinet Committee and the Public Expenditure Committee (PEX) should have key roles in creating an environment across central government that supports local co-operation and in leading coordination across government departments.  We consider that a multiple needs and exclusions Green Paper, led by the Social Justice Cabinet Committee, may be a useful mechanism to take forward this work.

Measuring progress 

The Spending Review should also establish processes by which local areas can measure their progress and compare themselves with other areas. Local areas, having identified a group of individuals to focus on, should be able to recognise and track the benefits of supporting them in this more co-ordinated way.  A localised approach would remove many of the problems with the previous government’s tool for this purpose, PSA 16.  This was a centrally driven target that did not include the most chaotic adults as the indicators were reliant on a particular relationship to specific public services.

Non-state providers in partnership with government
Non-state providers have a key role to play in the provision of services to people facing multiple needs and exclusions.  
MEAM represents 1,600 frontline agencies working across the fields of criminal justice, drug treatment, homelessness and mental health and is committed to promoting coordinated service interventions from voluntary and statutory partners.
 
MEAM believes that a statement in the Spending Review on the importance of local cooperation would support its member agencies in their local service delivery.  
Please do contact us if you would like to discuss any part of this submission in more detail and we look forward to continuing to work with government on this important agenda.
Oliver Hilbery
Project Director

August 2010

� It is estimated that there are around 56,000 individuals with multiple needs and exclusions at any one time, found mainly in the prison and homelessness populations.  Source: Making Every Adult Matter (2009) A four point manifesto for tackling multiple needs and exclusions, MEAM, London, p.8


� HM Treasury (2010) The Spending Review framework, HM Treasury, London, p.7


� http://www.stgilestrust.org.uk/CaseStudies/410375/evaluation_reports_on_st_giles_trust_services.html


� HM Treasury and CLG (2010) Total place: a whole area approach to public services, HMT & CLG, London


� For example, joint funded teams to engage and support those living the most chaotic lives in local areas such as those being promoted in the MEAM pilots http://www.meam.org.uk/service-pilots


� There is, for example, no mechanism to show that a local authority has prevented one of its residents going to prison through a cheaper intervention from its housing, social care or drug treatment budget.


� For example, the difficulties experienced in maintaining effective ACE projects at the end of the programme


� Note that this is not a prerequisite for a statement on cooperation but a supporting idea


� Iain Duncan Smith in Hampson et al (2010) Hardest to Reach? The politics of multiple needs and exclusions, London, p.20


� For more information see: � HYPERLINK "http://www.meam.org.uk/service-pilots" ��http://www.meam.org.uk/service-pilots�
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