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Building Success and Independence: PS03: Reductions to and reconfiguration of welfare rights, debt, housing, employment, immigration and related advice services
	Status:
Confidential 

	Report of: Kate Lindley , Head of Customer Access, Customers and Communities Service
	Email:
kate.lindley@rochdale.gov.uk
Tel:
01706 925685

	Cabinet Member: Councillor Peter Williams



1. RECOMMENDATIONS / DECISION REQUESTED
1. This proposal seeks member approval to:

· Permanently reduce total advice budgets by £250, 000 from 2012/13 onwards.  In addition to this, there is an agreed remaining £20,000 saving required as part of a previous proposal (Cust02b) which is being met by service under spend in 2011/12, but the implementation of which will be delivered within this proposal.  Taking into account both savings, the total maximum available budget for advice provision for 2012/13 will be £446,900.
· Require existing providers (CAB, the Law Centre and the internal advice team) to work together to deliver a plan for an alternative solution within the reduced budget by 17th February 2012.  
· Require providers to deliver a solution that operates to the scope as defined at Appendix 1.

· Should agreement not be possible within the timeframe, to apply a pro rata funding reduction to all providers from April 2012.  Should agreement not be reached, members will then further consider whether to procure services via an open tender process or to re-structure service delivery, including the option of moving services back in house. 
2. REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATIONS
2. Welfare rights, housing and debt advice provision in the borough is currently delivered based on a mixed market model involving an internal Advice Team and contracts with two external suppliers - Citizens' Advice Bureau and the Law Centre.  The cost of this service in the financial year 2011/12 is projected to be £696,900 (excluding internal recharges).
2. Of the activities delivered, only a small number have a direct impact on statutory duties, in relation to protection from eviction and homelessness. However, the advice provision also contributes generally to wider statutory duties of the council, such as the prevention of child poverty.  
2. Demand for advice services has increased as a result of the economic downturn.  At present no eligibility criteria is applied.

2. There are multiple entrance points to the service, making access potentially confusing for customers and creating potential duplication within the system.
2. To date, interventions beyond the core statutory provision have focused largely on treating the symptoms of indebtedness, rather than focusing on the causes of it, such as a lack of affordable credit locally and mental health problems for example.  The current approach therefore does not provide a long term solution to the problems the borough faces and there is evidence of repeat demand from the same customers who get into debt over and over again.  There is no compulsion within current contracts to compel providers to support greater personal independence by referral to employment support.  Clients with mental health issues are supported by a specific post and it is proposed that this element of service continues unchanged.
2. To deliver to the minimum level against the statutory duties, there would be a requirement of between one and two posts, or the equivalent contracted rate. 
2. However, given the level of deprivation in the borough and the need to move people towards a state of independence on a gradual basis, it is considered necessary to provide more than solely a statutory service.
3. ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS CONSIDERED
3.1. Maintaining service delivery ‘as is’ was considered, but having three sets of overheads and different cost models is not considered viable in the current financial climate.

3.2. Ceasing external contracts in favour of retention of the existing team was considered, but not considered financially viable or equitable to all providers. 
3.3. A social enterprise model has also been considered and internal staff initially expressed a desire to deliver on this basis.  Management was receptive to this idea and agreed to consider any plans brought forward, providing a saving was achieved as a result.  No business case has yet been presented to management for consideration.   

4. BACKGROUND & SUMMARY
4.1. As above

5. CONSULTATION UNDERTAKEN / REQUIRED
5.1. Full consultation has been carried out with staff, trade unions, Citizens Advice Bureau, Rochdale Law Centre, public and other stakeholders.

5.2. Staff consultation included: 

· Regular consultation meetings with union representatives via SCGs

· 4 meetings were held between Senior Management and the Senior Advice Workers, one of which was attended also by HR and Unions, one of which was attended by Finance.

· The Advice Team had team meetings every Tuesday, which were opportunities for consultation.

· Direct individual contact with management – by email, by phone and face to face

· Face to face drop in sessions were offered once a week by senior management.

5.3. Public consultation included

· Several meetings with organizations directly affected by the proposal - Citizens Advice Bureau and Rochdale Law Centre

· A joint meeting with Advice Team, Citizens Advice Bureau and Rochdale Law Centre to discuss the proposal and the potential specification.

· Six open public consultation events - one in each township and three in Rochdale, attended by senior management

· Web consultation – using the council consultation portal

6. Summary / assessment of staff consultation

6.1. Staff raised questions throughout the consultation period about the details of the proposal, the impact on staff, and the potential impact upon clients.

6.2. The Team asked questions about setting up as a social enterprise, and were signposted to internal support to do so.
6.3. The Advice Team lodged an alternative proposal which stressed the importance of Advice provision, particularly at this time when demand on services is likely to increase. The alternative proposal did not consider savings, but suggested funding from Public Health could be diverted to fund advice work.  
7. Summary/ assessment  of non staffing consultation

7.1. We received two written responses from members of the public, opposing the proposals.
· One response suggested an alternative proposal of retaining the internal advice team in its current form, but changing the way in which the CAB and law centre are funded, to achieve the savings target.
7.2. 17 responses were received via the corporate web consultation. All but one of these disagreed or strongly disagreed with the proposal. Comments included:

· The demand for advice services already outstrips supply. This will increase as the recession gets worse, and benefits changes hit those most in need, so we should not reduce funding to Advice at this time.

· Advice provision should be increased not decreased

· These reductions will hit most vulnerable people the most – e.g. people with mental health who have failed ESAs.
· The mental health advice worker is crucial and prevents situations getting worse.
· These changes would potentially mean CAB ceases in Rochdale. 

· The council may look like it is saving money doing this, but it will pay more in the long-run with the increase in crime, homelessness and poverty that will ensue.
· The Law Centre and the CAB provide invaluable services and withdrawing this independent and free advice could result in a loss of contact to certain groups, especially where people might not feel confident enough to contact the council directly.
· If service is to be provided in the libraries, then confidential spaces will need to be created.
· The proposal would work if charges were kept to a minimum and waived wherever possible.

7.3. We received 5 written responses from the Citizens Advice Bureau staff, executors or members of the National Association of Citizens Advice Bureau.
· These communications asked about the details of the proposals and tender specification, raised concerns about TUPE implications and made suggestions such as increasing the length of proposed contract. 
7.4. The majority of people attending the 6 public consultation meetings were from members of the CAB organisation.  There was also a joint meeting specifically for staff and volunteers of the three organisations directly affected – Council Advice Team, CAB and Law Centre.  In total 74 people attended these meetings.

· Concerns were raised from all organisations about the proposed length of contract being too short

·  Concerns were raised from all organisations about the timescale being too tight.  Particularly more time needed to be given after contract award for the contract to begin

· Concerns were raised by members of the public that provision of an advice worker who is fluent in a number of community languages needs to be part of the specification

· Concerns were raised about the impact of people with mental health issues.

8. Equality/Community Impact Assessments

8.1. Revisions to the Equality Impact Assessment have taken place during the proposal in line with feedback from staff and the public.  
9. Workforce Equality Impacts Assessment

There are no significant workforce equality issues arising form this report.

10. 
VOLUNTARY SECTOR IMPACTS
 There is a potentially significant impact on the voluntary sector as a result of this proposal, including a potential risk to the viability of the CAB and the Law Centre.
11. Detail of amendments or changes made to the original proposals as a result of consultation

11.1. Amendments or changes made from staffing consultation

The proposal has been amended and consultation on the detail of the saving extended following feedback from staff to allow additional time for a collaborative solution to be found.

11.2. Amendments or changes made from non-staffing consultation/EIA

The proposal has been amended and consultation on the detail of the saving extended following feedback from external stakeholders to allow additional time for a collaborative solution to be found.
12. FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
12.1. Building Success and Independence
12.2. PS03: Reductions to and reconfiguration of welfare rights, debt, housing, employment, immigration and related advice services
12.3. Breakdown of Savings from the Service
Service Name: Customers and Communities Service
Area of Service:  Customer Access

Cost Centres affected: various
Is this a cost or additional saving: Saving  

	 
	Savings 2012/13 

£000
	Savings 2013/14 £000
	Savings 2014/15 £000

	
	Ongoing
	One Off
	Ongoing
	One Off
	Ongoing
	One Off

	Employees
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other Costs
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Income lost (Show as minus)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Net Savings
	250
	
	250
	
	250
	

	Additional Income Generated

(show as a positive figure)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Savings
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Implementation Costs
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Savings less Implementation Costs
	250
	
	250
	
	250
	


Note that £222k of the above relates to 2011/12 approved savings re: Phase 2 proposal CUST02b, leaving a residual saving of £28K for Phase 4. 
12.4. Financial Impact on another service? 
There will be no financial impact on another service as a result of this proposal, however one post is funded by Adult Care.  This will continue on the same basis as previously.
12.5. Details of the Financial Impact on another service
     As above

12.6. Voluntary Sector Financial Impact
There is a specific potential risk to both the Law Centre and the CAB as a result of this report.  By seeking a collaborative approach, the council hopes to mitigate this risk as far as it is able.
13.  LEGAL IMPLICATIONS
13.1. There are no specific legal implications as a result of this report, as the proposals do not impact  on the statutory obligations in respect of prevention of homelessness.  
13.2. Equality of access for protected groups have been considered as part of the Equality Impact      Assessment.
14.  PERSONNEL IMPLICATIONS
14.1     Staff implications will be fully understood once the details of an alternative plan are available. At           this point further staff consultation will then take place.

15.  RISK ASSESSMENT IMPLICATIONS 
16.  ASSET IMPLICATIONS

There are no specific risk issues for members to consider arising from this report.

17. JOINT WORKING
Should a decision be taken to commission the service externally, it is possible to work on a joint commissioning basis with neighbouring authorities.  This may not be possible in year 1 because of existing procurement cycles, but will be considered from year 2 onwards.  This may allow providers to save money while protecting services by sharing management across borough boundaries, for example.



ITEM NO.  PS03








PAGE  

