EIA PROFORMA FOR SAVINGS PROPOSALS

PS03: Reductions to and reconfiguration of welfare rights, debt, housing, employment, immigration and related advice services
	1.What is the name of the savings proposal and its current status?  


	PS03: Reductions to and reconfiguration of welfare rights, debt, housing, employment, immigration and related advice services 

	2. Which Service is responsible for this proposal?


	Customers and Communities Service 


	3. Does this proposal impact on other services or other service savings proposals and if so, have you discussed this proposal with the Service Directors from those other services?

	The proposal impacts directly upon Rochdale Law Centre and Citizens Advice Bureau, both of whose largest funding stream is via Council budgets discussed in this proposal



	4.Please state the name of the officer leading the EIA 



	

	5. Who has been involved in undertaking this assessment e.g. list the stakeholder groups which have been involved? 


	Internally, we have worked with the Council’s Performance and Transformation Service to identify the areas of greatest potential need in the borough in order to deliver our services in the most appropriate geographic locations in the future.  

Consultation events took place with the organisations involved and customers of the services.


	6.What is the scope of this assessment?
· -what is included in this assessment

· -does this proposal link to any other proposals (i.e. previous or current).  If so, please state



	This assessment analyses the impact of reducing funding of welfare rights, debt, housing, employment, immigration and related advice services in the borough.  It considers ceasing the existing mixed market model of working, where we have an in house team, a contract with Citizen’s Advice Bureau and a separate contract with the Law Centre. 


	7 a).What does the function currently do?  

   b).Describe the needs which this service  meets?



	Welfare rights, housing, debt, employment and immigration advice provision in the borough is 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.  
Of the activities delivered, only a small number have a direct impact on statutory duties, in relation to protection from eviction and homelessness. To deliver to the minimum level against the statutory duties, it is estimated that there would be a requirement of between one and two posts, or the equivalent contracted rate.  However, the advice provision also contributes generally to wider statutory duties of the council, such as the prevention of child poverty.  

The internal team and the CAB also encourage the take up of particular benefits, including those administered by the Council’s Revenues and Benefits Team and by the Department for Work and Pensions.  The CAB provides predominantly debt related advice to a wide range of customers.  

Demand for advice services has increased as a result of the economic downturn and at present no eligibility criteria is applied.  Unmet demand is not known, although customer data suggests that access to services is higher in areas where the services are more visible.  

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.  

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.



	8. What proposed changes do you wish to make?

	This proposal seeks approval to consult on the rationalisation and re-configuration of debt, housing, welfare rights, employment and immigration advice services in the borough.  The proposal will:

· 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 March 2012.  

· 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. 
Either model should achieve the following goals:
· The council requires that council funding is used only to support residents of the borough – residents of neighbouring authorities should be signposted to services in their own local authority area.  

· The solution must focus on prioritising the prevention of homelessness, the prevention of debt and within this context, challenging inaccurate benefits decisions (e.g. Disability Living Allowance).  

· Where benefits maximisation work is undertaken, this must be in relation to debt prevention or in relation to encouraging greater independence (e.g. transition to work). 

· It is a requirement that providers work with other borough partners to support people into employment and to encourage greater independence overall.

· Support for people with mental health issues should remain a priority and it is envisaged that this element of service delivery will not change significantly from current provision.

· Employment and immigration advice should be provided as part of the solution, but access to these services should only be available to those who are not able to access them on a paid for basis.  It is envisaged that the delivery of these services would be provided for from a specific ‘employment and immigration hardship fund’ with applicants to this fund clearly having to demonstrate need and inability to access paid for services.  This approach ensures that the council focuses its increasingly limited resources squarely on supporting people who need help the most. 

· The solution must seek to reduce overheads – including reductions in management and asset costs in order to protect services and to ensure that value for money is achieved.  It is envisaged that management structures across all providers will need to change to achieve this.  Management should not be disproportionate to the staffing base and unnecessary management layers should be removed where they do not add value to service outcomes. 

· A single point of contact is required for customers accessing the service in order to remove duplication, to ensure effective triage and to accurately record the volume and type of contact, improving management information about service delivery.

· The proposed service model should actively encourage and support customers to use more cost effective forms of contact (e.g. phone and web) and should retain face to face as an option for those who need it most.  Face to face provision must prioritise the needs of protected groups as defined by the Equalities Act. 

· Where face to face service is provided, this should be predominantly appointment based in order to best manage demand.  

· Opening hours should also be revised to better meet customer demand.  

· Greater emphasis needs to be given to the overall use of, and support for, volunteers in order to aid retention and to develop a cost effective community support/prevention infrastructure.  

· Specialists should only be used where there is a clear requirement for their services.  Specialists should not be used to carry out general work that can be completed more cost effectively by alternative means

	9. Who are the key stakeholders who may be affected by the proposed changes?

	Clients of the Internal Advice Team, Rochdale Law Centre and Citizens Advice Bureau.
Rochdale Law Centre and Citizens Advice Bureau whose largest funding stream is via this funding. The Council Advice Team who will be greatly affected by the proposal.



	10. What impact will this proposal have on all the protected groups
Description of Service Users 

As there is currently no eligibility criteria, any member of the population is potentially a customer of the Internal Advice Team, Rochdale Law Centre and Citizens Advice Bureau.
Figures collected by the CAB have been used to determine the impact of this proposal.  These figures include statistical data about the number and type of enquiries received, and the profile of the customer base (age, gender, ethnicity).  

In addition, we have used existing Council data (Mosaic data and Stats and Maps) to identify areas of potential need, where residents may benefit from access to the service, but do not currently access it.

Together, the data indicates that the use of the CAB is broadly in line with the demographic make up of the borough, with very slight anomalies - including a 7 – 9 % lower representation of White British people than the overall borough make up and a 2 – 4 % higher number of Black/Black British people accessing the service.  Other than the slight statistical differences above, no group with a protected characteristic would be unequally affected by this proposal.


	Race Equality 

	The reconfiguration of face to face service, has a potential to affect those people whose first language is not English, and are not fluent in English.  


	Disabled People

	There is a potential disproportionate impact if the proposal results in an appointment based way of working and the phone becomes the primary access channel to the service.  

A substantial number of clients have learning difficulties, and these people often need the most support.



	Carers

	There is a potential disproportionate impact if the proposal results in closure of physical venues.  



	Gender

	There is no unequal impact on this customer group.

	Older and Younger People

	There is no unequal impact as a result of age, as the majority of users are in the 25-64 year old age group..

	People who are Socio-Economically Disadvantaged

	The vast majority of clients are from people who are Socio-Economically Disadvantaged, often with debt problems.  Therefore any adverse changes to service will affect Socio-Economically Disadvantaged people disproportionately
We do not believe that the service will lead to a reduction in service for those most in need.
 

	Religion or Belief

	There is no unequal impact on this customer group.

	Sexual Orientation

	There is no unequal impact on this customer group.

	Gender Reassignment

	There is no unequal impact on this customer group.

	Pregnant Women or Those on Maternity Leave or Those who have given Birth in the Previous 26 weeks

	There is no unequal impact on this customer group.

	Marriage or Civil Partnership

	There is no unequal impact on this customer group.


11.  Conclusions and Recommendations

	What are the main conclusions from this analysis?

	 

	What are your recommendations?

	What measures (a) have you or (b) do you propose to put in place to mitigate any adverse impacts?

Plans for implementing this proposal will be agreed at each stage and consideration will be given to ensuring solutions are applied equitably across all groups. 

Possible Adverse Impact

Mitigation Measure

There is a risk that the Advice Team, CAB and Law Centre will not be able to come to an agreement in how to move the service forward.  This would mean a pro-rata reduction in funding for all organisations, putting the future viability of the Law Centre and Rochdale Citizens Advice Bureau at risk. In this case, all equality strands would be adversely impacted, as these services would end.
The organisations will be supported by the Council to try and come to a solution that will achieve the savings and desired service outcomes. 
Those in most need for example those with learning difficulties, disabled or in most severe Socio-Economically Disadvantaged positions will not be able to gain advice and support as a result of less funding being available.
Eligibility criteria will be introduced, for example people must be residents of the borough, to ensure those who are in most need receive the advice and support. 
Disabled people may have difficulties using the telephone, and be more suited to drop in appointments.
Face to face appointments will continue for people with disabilities. Face to face provision must prioritise the needs of protected groups as defined by the Equalities Act. 

If the reduction in funding results in a closure of existing face to face venues, people with disabilities and carers may find it harder to travel to alternative face to face venues
Provision of services over the telephone helps people with mobility difficulties, and carers of people with mobility difficulties, because they will not have to travel to face to face venues.
The reconfiguration of face to face service, has a potential to affect those people whose first language is not English, and are not fluent in English.  

There should continue to be employment of an advice worker who is fluent in community languages. Moreover the organisations should place a greater emphasis upon volunteering. Greater emphasis needs to be given to the overall use of, and support for volunteers – this should be most beneficial in communities where it is common for English not to be the first language.
All the measures outlined above will be publicised within local communities and across townships and the borough to try and ensure that all  residents are aware of the changes to the service and how to access the new service

The new service will be monitored and reviewed, and improvements being made as appropriate.

What evidence do you have which demonstrates that these measures will be effective?
The Council’s advice team introduced a system within the last 12 months where more clients are dealt with via the telephone, with only those with most complex enquiries dealt with face to face.  This has led to more clients being dealt with and those in most need being seen quicker.  This suggests that this way of working can be expanded for all advice services in the borough.



12.  Please provide details of who you have consulted on the proposals and the methods which you used to consult.  State your consultation and inclusion methodology. 

	The Consultation and Inclusion Methodology Used

	Please see consultation plan



13. Produce an action plan detailing the mitigation measures that you propose to put in place to address any adverse impacts.  
An action plan will be developed once a formal decision has been reached about the proposal.

14. Equality impact analysis sign off by the  Equality Impact Assessment Board for the Cabinet Meeting

	Name
	Position
	Date
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Cheryl Eastwood

	Executive Director

Children’s Services


	20th January 2011

	Andy Zuntz
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	Executive Director
	20th January 2012
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