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Making the local case for housing support services

This document has been drafted as a model or template for use by providers in local work on informing and lobbying local decision-makers. It refers to national data, such as the financial benefits information from the report by Capgemini, but is intended to be supplemented with any available local data on financial benefits, service numbers and service outcomes. It should also include the local case studies which illustrate the real impact of services on people’s lives.
It was drafted for use by local Provider Forums but could be further adapted to be used by one provider organisation. In either event, to be effective it should be used in conjunction with, and as a background briefing for, meetings with key local stakeholders and decision-makers. Do refer to Sitra’s report on Local Strategic Engagement, Navigating the Maze, for guidance on identifying who to brief.
This briefing is produced as a Word document so that any of its content or layout can be amended, deleted or added to as appropriate for local use. We would be glad to receive any feedback on its use and to share any good practice or success stories on making the local case. Contact us on post@sitra.org
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DRAFT Briefing on funding for housing support services
[Name] Provider Forum

[date] 2010
1. Purpose of this briefing
As providers of housing support services in [name of area], we know that the local authority faces significant cuts to budgets for public services. The Government has announced in its Spending Review that their funding for Local Government will be cut by 28 percent over the four year review period. It also set out its intention that services that support the most vulnerable in society would be relatively protected, with £6.5 billion funding identified for the Supporting People programme over these four years. The Government had previously indicated that while public spending must be cut to reduce the budget deficit, it wants to ensure that ‘expenditure is focused on protecting the quality of the key frontline services that are important to the public and that provide support to the worst off in society’
 and that it ‘will make supporting those most in need a priority’. Its Spending Review announcement also reinforced its focus on localism, continuing to remove targets and ring-fencing of grants to allow for more local decision-making. This offers local authorities opportunities but also the challenge of addressing competing priorities with diminishing resources.
Housing support services, since 2003 funded through the Supporting People (SP) grant programme, work with the most disadvantaged people in our society to enable them to achieve and maintain independent lives. In spite of evidence of the benefits and achievements of the SP programme, funding for preventative support services is at particular risk of cuts because these achievements are not always widely appreciated and because, in times of financial pressures, services to which there is no statutory entitlement paid for through an un-ring-fenced grant may be a target for short-term cuts. 

In this briefing, we make the case for continuing investment in housing support services.

2. [name of area] Provider Forum

[EITHER] We are an open forum where organisations providing housing support services in [name area] come together to work in partnership with our SP commissioning staff, to promote best practice and share information on innovation and service improvement. [OR own short description of purpose/membership/achievements]
3. What housing support services achieve

The SP programme has been highly successful in delivering targeted support services to disadvantaged and marginalised people. Specific strengths include:
· highly personalised services built around, and responsive to, the individual person’s support needs;
· focus on re-building lives by supporting moves into training and employment, improving health and well-being, developing social networks and integration with communities, as well as finding and keeping a home;
· robust monitoring and evaluation of quality of service and the outcomes achieved for individuals with national frameworks developed in partnership by the SP sector. 

In England, the programme provides essential preventative services to around 1 million people at any one time, meeting the needs of a wide range of vulnerable groups, including older people who need support to remain in their own homes, young people at risk of homelessness, women fleeing domestic violence, ex-offenders needing support to prevent re-offending, people recovering from drug and alcohol abuse, those with health problems or disabilities needing support to live independently and many others. In [name of area] [xxxx] people are supported by [xxx] services.
Cost savings
These services have been shown to provide good value for money. An independent evaluation
 carried out by Capgemini in 2009 for the Government estimated that the national annual investment of £1.6 billion in housing-related support generated net savings of £3.4 billion to public spending by avoiding more costly acute services. This evaluation of the financial benefits of the SP programme in England estimated what the costs would be to other public services, e.g. in hospital admissions or evictions and homelessness, if support services were not available to the clients currently receiving them. It included avoiding £315.2 million health costs, £413.6 million costs of crime and criminal justice and £95 million of the costs of homelessness.  [EITHER] Where this national financial benefits modelling tool has been used at local authority level, adjusted to take account of local data on needs and supply of services, proportionately similar levels of savings have been demonstrated. [OR When [name] Council carried out local financial benefits modelling it found that …]

This financial benefits assessment aimed to identify immediate or near-immediate costs to which a financial value can be attributed. It took a very cautious approach and acknowledged that this meant it undervalued the benefits in many areas. It did not include a range of uncosted short-term benefits, such as improved access to employment or reduction of the fear of crime, or long-term benefits to individuals or communities of sustaining independence and increased social inclusion.

The provision of housing support services shows savings compared to alternative provision but also within the sector costs have been held down. Since the launch of SP, providers have delivered year on year efficiency savings and cost-reductions. [name] has seen its SP programme grant reduced from £[xxx] million in 2003/04 to £[xxx] million in 2010/11, a reduction of [xx]%, while need for services has increased. The Council can demonstrate the achievement of value for money through a range of benchmarking, contract negotiation and procurement processes. However, there is little scope for further efficiency gains and further cost-cutting now risks significant impact on availability and effectiveness of services. 

[INCLUDE IF LOCAL ISSUE]The use of competitive procurement processes, in place of negotiated renewal or remodelling of services, introduces significant additional costs to both commissioners and providers of services. One local authority who evaluated the costs and benefits of competitive procurement of support services established that it was spending an additional 10 staff days per tender and achieving lower cost reductions than it achieved by negotiation, while providers have estimated costs of £3 – 10,000 per tender, per organisation. As well as disadvantaging smaller and leaner organisations, this process wastes resources which could otherwise be used to deliver services to clients. 

Outcomes for individuals and communities
The SP national outcomes framework has been used since 2007-08  to collect and report on the outcomes achieved by individuals receiving housing related support services, using indicators relating to the five high level outcomes also used by children’s services:
· economic well-being

· enjoying and achieving

· being healthy

· safety and security

· social and civil participation

Individuals choose the outcomes with which they wish their service to support them and their own support plans record their progress and achievements but the nationally collected outcomes data provides evidence of the overall impact of housing related support services and their contribution to sustainable community objectives. For example, for clients who left short-term services in [name area] in 2009-10: [EITHER]

· xxxx people (xx% of those who needed support with this) maintained their accommodation and avoided eviction 

· xxxx people (xx% of those who needed support with this) better managed their physical health 

· xxxx people (xx% of those who needed support with this) better managed their mental health

· xxxx people (xx% of those who needed support with this) participated in their desired education or training

· xxxx people (xx% of those who needed support with this) established contact with external services 

[OR selected other categories/figures]
The outcomes that these preventative services deliver are making a very significant contribution towards individual and community well-being and do so while saving expenditure on the acute and residential services that would be required if they were cut. Where Social Return On Investment (SROI) assessments have been carried out, commissioners and providers of services have been able to identify a fuller range of public benefits than can be outlined here.
The voluntary and community sector plays a vital role in helping [name] achieve its objectives to be a [EITHER successful, inclusive and sustainable area OR relevant wording from authority’s SP strategy or LSP.] It makes a major contribution to delivering housing support services. The organisations providing these services have a track record of working in partnership, bringing together a wide range of statutory agencies, and of reaching out to and representing the interests of some of the most disadvantaged and marginalised people in our [area/city].
Quality and personalised services
The quality of housing related support services has been continuously improved through use of the sector’s Quality Assessment Framework (QAF). The QAF enables providers to self-assess their services against agreed national standards and provide evidence of their performance to their local authority contract monitoring staff. Client involvement is at the heart of the QAF and central to the way that providers work with those using their services. While personalisation is a new approach in some areas of social care and health, it has always been an integral part of housing support service provision. Support plans focus on the needs of the individual and services can respond flexibly as those needs change, avoiding the one-size-fits-all problems of more institutionalised services. 

[If there is any collated info – add - In [area], quality of service is illustrated by the following summary of QAF assessments: service numbers/percentages achieving Levels A, B, C].

4. Local examples of achievement
These case histories illustrate how people have been able to change their lives with the help of local support services:
[Individual case studies – select if possible to highlight priorities in SP strategy or LAA priorities]
5. Consequences of funding cuts
With service prices having been held down since the introduction of the SP programme, there is little scope for efficiency gains. Further cuts will now directly impact on front line services at a time when demand is likely to increase because of the economic recession and reduced public spending. The impact may be seen first on availability or effectiveness of services, depending on the service type and the way the funding cuts are administered. In some cases, providers of generic, floating (i.e. visiting) support services may be able to adjust to a reduced volume of contracted hours by cutting numbers of clients and making a percentage of staff redundant but continue to offer an effective service on a smaller scale. A provider of an accommodation based service however would in many instances be unable to maintain the viability of a project if the numbers of residents who can be supported is less than its capacity, which would result in the closure and alternative use of the whole building. The impact on individuals of being unable to receive support when they need it is illustrated by these examples of peoples’ experiences [EITHER before reaching a service OR where they were unable to access one:
[individual case studies – select as above or to illustrate range of needs]

The impact on communities will be seen in both short and long term social problems as well as the increased costs associated with acute services referred to earlier. Increased rough sleeping, more youth homelessness, less effective intervention to prevent anti-social behaviour would become visible to local communities as services are closed. Increased isolation and marginalisation of those with mental health issues or learning disabilities may be less visible but would not only seriously worsen the quality of life of the individuals and any family or carers but also increase need and costs for benefits and acute and residential services. A picture of the costs to the community of a housing support service closure is outlined here:
[case study projected impact local service closure]

6. Local contacts for further information:

[Names, organisations, emails]

� HM Treasury, The Spending Review Framework, June 2010 � HYPERLINK "http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/d/spending_review_framework_080610.pdf" ��http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/d/spending_review_framework_080610.pdf�.





� Capgemini for Communities and Local Government, Research into the Financial Benefits of the Supporting People Programme, 2009. � HYPERLINK "http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20100210162740/http://www.communities.gov.uk/publications/housing/financialbenefitsresearch" ��http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20100210162740/http://www.communities.gov.uk/publications/housing/financialbenefitsresearch� 





PAGE  
5

