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1 Executive Summary and Strategic Recommendations

1.1 Background

In September 2005, Oldham Metropolitan Borough Council (OMBC) commissioned Michael Bell Associates to undertake a strategic review of the provision of advice services in the Borough. The main aim was to inform the development of a strategic plan to achieve improved outcomes and value for money for local people. This short opening section covers our key findings and broad recommendations. It is followed by more detailed recommendations and then by a more comprehensive presentation of our findings. The scope of this report does not include the particular issues facing young people seeking advice but does include access issues for black and minority ethnic communities, disabled people and older people. The report has also excluded consideration of equalities issues in relation to gender and sexuality; however, along with issues relating to young people, we consider that these are areas that merit consideration in the future, but should be part of studies that concentrate upon the wider needs of these communities rather than just advice and legal services.
1.2 Issues and Options

A Strategy for Advice

In our view the advice sector in Oldham suffers from the absence of an overarching strategy to inform the funding, planning and co-ordination of advice services. This absence is recognised by OMBC, and has in part informed the decision to commission this review. Particularly there is a lack of co-ordination between funders – even, we suggest, between different parts of OMBC.

· Oldham Metropolitan Borough Council should take the initiative to establish a strategic body to undertake the commissioning and planning functions and should engage with the Legal Services Commission (LSC) and the Primary Care Trust to jointly develop a strategy which explicitly acknowledges the contribution of advice services to meeting their respective strategic and policy objectives. This should work in the context of the Local Area Agreement and it must be absolutely clear where strategic responsibility for advice lies in the Local Strategic Partnership as well as within the Council. 

We see a need to clearly define what funding is for advice and what is for other community cohesion work. This is an issue about clarity for planning and budget allocation, not about where funding is currently allocated.

· A clear, agreed Oldham definition of advice is needed – we would suggest the LSC’s definitions and social welfare law areas. Within those definitions, we see funding going to advice agencies rather than to lone workers embedded in community groups

Currently funding is allocated following bids by agencies to carry out work they wish to pursue. 

We would see a move towards a system where priorities are strategically identified and the best-equipped supplier appointed to meet them.

There is a considerable amount of insecurity among advice providers caused by concern over the Council’s financial position. This is allied to confusion over the Council’s proposals for moving to three year funding plans.

· We wholly endorse the Council’s move towards three year funding plans. There is a need however to communicate how this will happen to the advice sector. Such funding should be inflation linked, but may include provisions for ongoing productivity gains by providers.

1.3 Geographical Spread of services

Most agencies whose main purpose is to give advice, including private practice solicitors are based in the town centre. Oldham is largely urban and the most deprived wards are close to the centre. Bus services on the main arterial routes are quite good and there is a strong culture of taxi usage. However, the East of the Borough – Saddleworth is rural and Shaw and Crompton are more detached. It is not proposed that any agency relocate its core services beyond the centre but access must be maintained. Localisation of services while maintaining high standards is expensive and again we recommend that advice agencies deliver outposted services rather than embed isolated advisors in community organisations.

· Advice agencies appear to be located broadly in the right places to meet need. The gap analysis (see below) will seek to identify pockets of deprivation away from the inner wards where access may be more limited and consideration may need to be given to how services are most effectively delivered. 

· A standard system of monitoring service users by their postcodes should be introduced to ensure those parts of the Borough most in need of services are being effectively served.

Models of Delivery

CAB’s Telephone advice line is available out of hours using contemporary technology and people working from home and this extends access to services. Use is being made of Primary Care centres as venues for advice. A home visiting service which is crucial to the effective take-up of disability benefits is in place with DIAL. Our recommendations take account of the changes to Trading Standards, proposed changes to Welfare Rights Service and proposed mergers in the voluntary sector.

· The method of delivery of telephone advice should be examined. A feasibility study should be conducted into the possible advantages of establishing a single advice line for the Borough. This may be an effective way of addressing some access issues identified for people living in pockets of deprivation in the east of the borough.

· The impact of the changes to the Welfare Rights Service both directly on the public and on the demand for other services must be monitored. The way those services are integrated into the overall strategy and with other council services  also needs to be considered

· We would like to see a strategic commitment to looking at new models of advice – including on-line advice and to consider developments in a co-ordinated way.

· Our findings suggest the need for more assertive models of advice – targeted benefit take up; particularly with households and children with a disability, carers, Council Tax Benefit and young men not claiming Jobseeker’s Allowance.

Quality and Capacity

Our fieldwork has not raised significant concerns about quality. 

· A number of detailed recommendations are made to safeguard and develop quality in the Borough. These are of a quite specific nature and are not repeated here. They include securing the Legal Service’s Commission’s Quality Mark for the few services which do not hold it.

Our fieldwork suggests that it is frequently not possible to be seen by an appropriate specialist advisor at first port of call and that referrals are being made purely on capacity grounds rather than from need for a different specialist. People are lost randomly from waiting rooms due to the length of queues. Debt primarily and Employment, Mental Health and Community Care have also been highlighted as areas lacking capacity. We are aware that there are some regional moves in relation to securing Financial Inclusion funding for debt advice work. We feel significant numbers of people may not reach advice soon enough or have early access to general advice and signposting. 

· We recommend that the proposed strategic commissioning board should look at possible sources of funding, particularly Financial Inclusion and finance sector charitable funds to secure additional resources for money advice and consider the other issues, particularly access to general help level advice.

There is a need for a body which can build effective partnerships between advice providers to maximise any opportunities for new funding.

· On balance, we feel that the Community Legal Advice Service Partnership (CLASP) should be restructured rather than any new body being established. We feel OMBC or the Legal Services Commission should provide administrative resources for this. OMBC must be the key bridge between this body and the commissioning body and LSP.

There is no accurate comprehensive referral directory for the public or other agencies and those which may be relied on are inaccurate. Referrals do work on an informal network but those outside that network are excluded. We understand that CLASP has a template for such a directory.

· We recommend as a matter of urgency that all existing providers, including private sector solicitors co-operate to produce an accurate local directory. This could be incorporated into Oldham Disability Alliance’s “Making Contact” booklet and/or available separately. It will also be important for one organisation to take responsibility for updating and distributing the directory.  Our experience is that the availability of such a directory will lead to more appropriate referrals taking place.

While some agencies do provide services in the same specialist areas of law, we have not found evidence of overcapacity.

· While not an immediate priority, we feel the specific roles of each agency within the strategic framework should be examined, once that framework is in place.  They should be agreed with each agency and reflected in the performance measures in each agency’s Service Level Agreement.

Recruitment and retention is a problem for most agencies. Undoubtedly a more stable funding regime would help that. We consider that there remains scope for further development of volunteering in the advice sector in Oldham.

Management

We have looked at the number of agencies, their size and the services they provide. We are mindful that OMBC’s debt and welfare rights service are no longer fully publicly accessible. We also note the lack of “Legal Aid” solicitors covering many fields and that conflicts of interest (advising former partners for example) could be an issue. We consider this more important than simple choice of supplier. The LSC’s proposed Community Legal and Advice Centre and Networks (CLACs and CLANs) suggestions should also inform this discussion.

· At this stage, a possible suggestion of reviewing the number of agencies operating at the specialist level has been overtaken by the impending merger of two agencies and we see no need to pursue this further at this stage. The opportunities offered by CLACs and CLANs should be looked at when more detail about them is available.

· Our detailed recommendations include a series of measures relating to OMBC’s in-house welfare rights and debt service.

Premises

There is little doubt that premises could be improved from a public access viewpoint. We found the specialist agencies refreshingly enthusiastic about sharing premises and some resources (though not about further mergers).

· The Council should review the accommodation needs of the advice agencies and explore with them the possibility of finding suitable accessible, larger premises which would house all the specialist Quality Marked advice services. 

Funding & Monitoring

Overall agencies have been successful in using their core funding to secure additional funds from other sources. We are very keen to stress that this should be seen as a success: levering money and jobs into Oldham as well as securing additional advice work and consequent increases in the Borough’s revenue. We are very clear about the need for stable core funding to enable additional income to be secured.

We have undertaken a computer based analysis of the socio-economic indicators of needs for advice using a bespoke program called Advice Needs And Resource Allocation Kit (ANARAK) and also carried out a survey of advice agencies (though we had less than a 100% return rate on survey forms). Our work indicates that there may be a shortfall of 43% in the provision of advice workers (i.e. up to an extra 17 fte posts). If all the surveys had been returned, while this figure would reduce, there would still be a significant shortfall of advisers against the needs in Oldham. Our findings do not factor in the impact of volunteer provided advice.

Monitoring of Service Level Agreements is more advanced in Oldham than in many places. It does however depend almost wholly on outputs not outcomes.

· Our view is that the value of advice services is in what they achieve. Our detailed recommendations include a move towards greater monitoring of outcome measures to complement the monitoring of output measures but will highlight some of the pitfalls of badly set outcome targets.

Equalities Issues

Black and Minority Ethnic Communities appear to be under-represented in users of advice services. However there is no consistent recording of ethnicity of service users. Understandable concerns about delivering services to the majority community must not obscure this fact. 

· A consistent and standardised method of monitoring ethnicity of users should be agreed with providers as soon as possible. Completion of ethnic monitoring data by agencies should be a requirement in future service level agreements. 

· Service Level Agreements should, where appropriate require the recruitment of bi-lingual advisors particularly to serve older members of minority communities.

Miscellaneous

Our fieldwork examined the extent to which OMBC may be funding advice solutions to problems it created itself – e.g. clearly erroneous Housing Benefit decisions. Our finding was a universal view that while such things inevitably occurred, they were not a major part of any agency’s work. The Borough Council should be pleased by this finding. We were pleased to note that this finding is borne out by the Authority holding three stars for its benefit service delivery.

Summary

We feel Oldham has a network of good quality advice agencies delivering the quality of service and the volume of service which would be expected from the funding available. There is however a lack of clear strategy or priorities for the development of the services and a lack of co-ordination. There is also a lack of capacity which mirrors a lower level of funding than we would expect given the needs of the borough. We wish to make it clear that we refer to a lack of funding in total rather than a shortfall from a particular source. Any strategy must include a plan to secure additional funding and to prioritise the areas in which such funding would be spent in addition to having a plan for development and improvement of services.

2 Detailed Recommendations

2.1 A Strategy for Advice

Recommendation 1

It is important that the future planning of advice services is more widely owned by the full spectrum of public sector stakeholders and that the work of the sector is seen to be assisting them in meeting their respective agendas and their collective agenda as expressed through the LSP. OMBC should take the lead in establishing such a strategic planning and commissioning body and engage the Primary Care Trust and Legal Services Commission in developing a joint strategy. This may need to meet infrequently but should be at a sufficiently senior level to develop an effective funding strategy across the key organisations and across Departments within OMBC. Other bodies, including representatives from community organisations, advice providers and other funders, should be used to inform the decisions of this body.

Recommendation 2

The Borough should consider placing responsibility for all funding for advice services with a single Department. This should probably be a central policy function rather than one tied to a service delivery department. Whether or not a single point of formal responsibility is established, it is imperative that that an internal forum for key Departments dealing with Social Services, Trading Standards, Housing Policy and Regeneration Policy is established. 
Recommendation 3

A definition of advice services is needed in order to clarify what is funded as advice and what is included in a strategy. This should be an Oldham definition. We would recommend that he LSC’s definitions of levels of advice and categories of law are used. For Oldham we consider this list should be the starting point but do not wish to prescribe what is locally appropriate.

· Debt

· Welfare Benefits

· Housing

· Employment

· Consumer

· Community Care

· Education

· Mental Health

· Public Law

· Immigration and Asylum

· Discrimination

· Harassment 

Family and matrimonial law advice have been excluded as this area is almost exclusively funded by Legal Services Commission contracts. While the commissioning body may want to discuss this, it would not generally be an area for locally sourced funding.

Recommendation 4
We endorse the Council’s view that advice services should be provided by skilled advisors supported by the resources of an advice agency and these services should be accessible to all members of the community. We do not support the placing of individual advisors in particular communities. Our experience suggests this, however popular, frequently leads to dangerously sub-standard advice for that community because of the difficulties in providing adequate support, supervision and training, particularly given the increased quantity and complexity of social welfare law.
Recommendation 5

The commissioning body should identify a process where priority needs for services are identified, whether or not these are already being met. It may be possible to agree which provider is best equipped to meet which need. Where bidding is required to ensure Best Value, potential providers should be bidding to meet an identified service need rather than seeking a grant to deliver the services they choose. OMBC’s current approach to Service Level Agreements needs relatively little enhancement to deliver this within a suitable planning framework. The planning process for all potential partners is however very far short of meeting this requirement. 

Recommendation 6

We wholly endorse the Council’s move towards three year funding plans. There is however much confusion and uncertainty within the advice sector about what this means and from when it starts. A dialogue is needed to clear up the confusion. Such funding should be inflation linked, but may include provisions for ongoing productivity gains by providers.

2.2 Geographical Spread of Services

Recommendation 7

Super Output Area (SOA) data should be used to inform the future planning of advice services. However, additional resources should also be deployed to tackle areas of high advice need, using an “assertive” model (e.g. targeted take-up campaigns) in order to supplement “passive” methods of delivery (waiting for individuals to identify a problem and seek assistance). We consider that such active campaigns should take the form of a special, fixed-term projects commissioned from either the Council’s own services or an appropriate voluntary sector agency. 

Recommendation 8

A standard system of monitoring service users by their postcodes should be introduced for all agencies to ensure those parts of the Borough most in need of services and particularly pockets of deprivation in outlying estates are being effectively served.

Recommendation 9

Outreach sessions are an invaluable but expensive way of delivering services at a local level. A early consideration of the commissioning body should be the volume and nature of outreach work to ensure it: 

· Is in appropriate places to meet needs of deprived groups

· Provides appropriate access to services for actual users in terms of language, physical and sensory disabilities, etc.

· Provides a sufficiently high level of advice in areas needed – e.g. welfare benefits

· Provides an effective gateway to more specialist services if needed 

· Is well used – numbers of users of outreach sessions should be monitored by all agencies to ensure these session provide a cost-effective solution to the needs of their communities.

Service Level Agreements should be amended to specify the provision and level of usage expected of outreach services.
2.3 Models of Delivery

Recommendation 10

The method of delivery of telephone advice should be examined. A feasibility study should be conducted into establishing a single advice line for the Borough. We would recommend that such a line should:

· Be able to give independent advice to the equivalent of the LSC’s General Help with Casework level, not just signposting and issuing leaflets

· Be under the management and / or supervision of a single advice agency

· Offer at least the opening times currently offered by the CAB’s telephone service

· Have the facility to make appointments with specialist advisors at a number of agencies for its callers

· Add value to existing or planned national or regional services particularly the Legal Service Commission’s proposed services, National Debtline and Consumer Direct
· Be distinct from the Borough Council’s service lines

· Have multilingual advisors available at regular times using a different number so the telephone is answered in the appropriate language.

· Be accessible by textphone (Minicom)

Feedback we received from focus groups suggest that a significant number of people see telephone advice as a second class option and this should not be pursued as an alternative to existing models of service but as a way of making telephone services more accessible for Oldham residents who can use them effectively.

Recommendation 11

A review of the recent changes to the Council’s own advice services should be conducted in October 2006. The review should include representatives of voluntary sector agencies. The review should be conducted in partnership with the independent advice agencies and should:

· Assess the effectiveness of the One Stop Shop, Neighbourhood Access and Prevention Officers and Contact Centre in delivering high quality general advice. This should include mystery shopping in its methodology

· Assess the adequacy of remaining Welfare Rights and Debt specialist staff to pursue all the cases raised by the users of the Borough Council’s services

· The impact on other welfare rights and debt advice services of the change to the Council’s provision

· The numbers of days of training received and delivered and the effectiveness of that training in improving the standards of both in-house and other services

· Number and effectiveness of updates and briefings published for OMBC staff and outside agencies

· The extent to which Consumer Direct has enabled Trading Standards to devote more time to 2nd tier work in the Borough

· Introduce performance measures for the work of its own services – this could usefully include

I. Numbers of Tribunal cases taken on and success rate (see notes below on performance measures)

II. Benefit gains from cases allocated to specialist staff

III. Numbers of calls taken by the contact centre specific to Welfare Rights and Consumer Advice and the clearance:referral ratio of these particular types of call

IV. Numbers of days training to be delivered and received

V. Numbers of briefings to be published.

OMBC may also wish to develop Service Level Agreements between the in-house Welfare Rights Service and other council service and which reflect these performance measures.

Recommendation 12

The Pensions Service of the Department for Work and Pensions and OMBC’s Social Services staff are forming a Joint Team to deliver financial assessment services to older people. However, there is evidence that Joint Teams nationally are not having a huge impact on benefit take-up, partly because of their need to deliver routine DWP work and also because of the very small sub-set of older people which they target.  So for example, as the number of Joint Teams has increased, the rate of take-up of Pension Credit has diminished.  Because Joint Teams are not a substitute for welfare rights advice services, it will be essential to have good referral procedures to advice services which are independent of the Joint Team. There should be scope for joint work by advice agencies and the Joint Team on tackling pensioner poverty. Experience elsewhere shows that this is a more effective use of resources than focusing on a small cohort of older users of social care services – for example follow-ups of routine Housing Benefit scans to identify people who are missing out on Pension Credit.

Recommendation 13

OMBC and its partners should look at Manchester’s Advicekit on-line service and assess the extent to which the resources required would help serve the geographically more far-flung areas and people with mobility difficulties. This needs to be done in the light of public access to computers in local libraries, community centres, etc and the penetration of home computing in Oldham. Consideration should be given to buying into the existing service rather than setting up in parallel. 

Recommendation 14

Oldham Law Centre’s de-facto role in providing second tier support for other agencies should be examined with a view to possibly expanding it.

Recommendation 15

We recommend that the social policy work carried out by advice agencies should be acknowledged, strengthened and included is service level agreements. We feel that the role of advisors in providing information on failures and difficulties is invaluable to local authorities and other service providers striving to improve services.

2.4 Quality and Capacity

Recommendation 16  

The Contact Centre, One Stop Shop and Neighbourhood Access and Prevention Officers should obtain the Community Legal Service Quality Mark to at least General Help level.

Recommendation 17

Oldham Race Equality Partnership should obtain the Legal Services Commission Quality Mark at General Help with Casework level.

Recommendation 18

OMBC should explore with the Legal Services Commission the possibility of providing training on a low cost basis for the sector in the Borough rather than individual agencies having to purchase training. CLASP should be asked to develop a training needs analysis to inform this.

Recommendation 19

Agencies using less that 37 hours a week of volunteer time should be asked to review their use of volunteers and consider whether their service could be made more effective by increasing that use.

Recommendation 20

While we cannot see a rapid solution to recruitment and retention problems, we would recommend that a review of terms and conditions of employment of advice agency staff is carried out in the light of the changes to three year core funding. 

Recommendation 21

Providers should monitor their debt casework to ensure liability for debts is being correctly considered and arrange training either locally or through the Money Advice Association or another provider.  We should stress that this recommendation is seen as precautionary rather than necessarily corrective as our fieldwork provided no evidence to support concerns in this area but the suggestion that it is a potential problem was made more than once.

Recommendation 22

As a matter of urgency, existing providers, including private sector “Legal Aid” solicitors, OMBC and the Legal Services Commission should prepare an accurate up-to date referral directory and set up a mechanism for keeping it up to date and ensuring it reaches local community organisations, health professionals, etc. A template already exists for such a directory and Oldham Disability Alliance publish a directory entitled “Making Contact”, the first section of which covers benefits and advice but in insufficient detail to form a referral tool.  

Recommendation 23

While not an immediate priority, the specific roles of each agency within the strategic framework should be examined, agreed with each agency and reflected in the performance measures in each agency’s Service Level Agreement.

Recommendation 24

While not necessarily an issue of quality and clearly not one of overcapacity, the patterns of referral and use of Oldham Race Equality Partnership and Tameside Race Equality Council in Race Discrimination (as opposed to Harassment) cases should be looked at. 

2.5 Management

Recommendation 25

Given the proposed merger of Oldham Independent Housing Aid Centre and Oldham CAB, we do not consider the number of agencies to be excessive or the size of any to be too small for continued viability and effectiveness. We would recommend that in 2007 after the proposed merger is completed, a review should be conducted of the division of specialist work to ensure that agencies have a sufficient volume and depth of experience in their specialism. Any re-alignment of specialist level work would of course need to be carried out in close co-operation with the Legal Services Commission.

Recommendation 26

Generally supervision systems are well developed but we would recommend that monthly supervision of staff is included in the standard requirements of service level agreements.

2.6 Premises

Recommendation 27

The Council should review the accommodation needs of the advice agencies and explore with them the possibility of finding suitable accessible, larger premises which would house all the specialist advice services. Consideration should be given to provision of loan funding for the purchase of premises by a consortium of agencies as an alternative to renting at a market rent.

2.7 Funding & Monitoring

Some key funding issues have already been discussed above, recommendations below cover securing additional funding for specific work rather than the core funding to secure a viable network of agencies.

Recommendation 28

The funding priorities and strategies of major charitable trusts should be explored as should government funding. Many trusts currently have social cohesion and financial inclusion agendas and some have targeted particular geographic areas. Where matches between the Borough’s advice strategy and the targets of trusts are identified, CLASP or its successor should identify the agency most likely to be able to deliver the particular service and assist the agency concerned in bidding or submit the bid itself.

Recommendation 29

We consider that co-ordinated joint bids for funding from a number of agencies working in partnership need to be developed more than they currently are and both CLASP (or its successor) and the commissioning body have roles to play in this

A note on Outcomes, Outputs and Measures

The terms “outcome” and “output” still cause some confusion in the advice arena. Reduced to their basics they could be characterised as:

Output – how hard you work

Outcome – the effect you have. 

Service specifications are often very long on outputs – numbers of people seen, number of training sessions run, etc. but very short on outcomes – number of cases won, amount of debt written off, etc
The value of advice services is in the outcomes they achieve for individual citizens, for the community as a whole, for the local economy and particularly their impacts on excluded individuals and groups. Outputs are a way of achieving outcomes and should not be an end in themselves as they do not measure effectiveness. It is far more difficult to devise good outcome measures and they are often shied away from but we would encourage those commissioning services to try to develop ways of commissioning results rather than work.

Objectives are also difficult to set. The familiar language of business and marketing does, for once, provide a useful test for output measures – are they; Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Realistic, Time based (SMART)? Many objectives set by advice agencies fail to pass this test, particularly the measurability test.

Great care needs to be taken in selecting outcomes to measure, some of the obvious ones are not effective – e.g. setting a high target for cases won deters advisors from taking important “50/50” cases. We would incidentally consider an indicator in the 60 to 70% range to be appropriate here provided there were adequate quality measures and supervision in place. 

Recommendation 30

We recommend that OMBC approach Manchester City Council which is involved with two other authorities in piloting a set of measures that should lead to a set of nationally agreed measures. We would recommend that these measures be adopted from April 2006 as a step towards developing a set of outcome and output measures which are nationally consistent and locally relevant. 

Recommendation 31

The commissioning body should work with the service providers to develop local measures and indicators which are relevant to the Community Strategy and other local plans.

2.8 Equalities Issues

Recommendation 32

Recording of the ethnicity of service users by advice agencies is not sufficiently consistent to give a completely clear picture. We therefore recommend that a standard method of ethnic monitoring is agreed with all providers to inform decisions about access to services. Ethnic monitoring should be a requirement within the service level agreement with each agency. 

Recommendation 33
We recommend that consideration be given to including bi-lingual advice workers in the specifications of some key services, particularly those delivering benefit advice to older residents. We feel that key points relevant to benefit entitlement are easily lost, even when using skilled interpreters and dangerously so when using family members.

Recommendation 34

We recommend that a home visiting service is maintained for delivery of advice, particularly Welfare Rights advice to people with disabilities as this can most effectively deal with “whole family” issues, securing benefits for carers as well as the disabled person.

Recommendation 35

Any moves to different premises should seek to improve both physical access to buildings and access from suitable car parking.

Recommendation 36

We recommend that steps are taken to develop advice giving capacity by members of black and minority ethnic communities and particularly that volunteers are sought from those communities by the advice agencies. We would re-iterate our view that advice should be given from within the quality framework of a dedicated advice agency and see staff members and volunteers within these agencies as the way to develop this capacity. 

Recommendation 37

There are a significant number of community organisations that undertake a signposting or community advocacy role in relation to social welfare issues. Their contribution has not been included in this review, but OMBC should consider mapping the location and scope of the work they undertake and should assess their training and support needs, as these groups have a central role in providing a gateway for communities facing obstacles to accessing advice and other services.

3 BackGround and context

3.1 Background to this Report

Oldham Council (OMBC) has funded a wide range of voluntary and statutory providers of advice and legal services for many years. It has also kept these services under review. In 1999, a comprehensive review of those services was conducted, the recommendations of which still, in significant measure, inform decisions made by advice providers. During the 2005-6 financial year, OMBC’s Main Programme Grant (soon to be Priority Programme Grant) provides some over £467,606 to five key voluntary sector agencies to provide advice services. Social Services contributes £23,250 specifically for advice to one agency. The in-house contribution of other Council Departments is harder to assess due to changes currently taking place. In addition to this, other OMBC departments also contribute to the delivery of advice, and funding from regeneration (SRB6) funds some short-term work. A number of agencies are funded in their respective communities but this funding is for development of those communities and has not been treated as advice funding.  A range of other funders invest in services in Oldham, notably the Primary Care Trust, the Legal Services Commission and the Big Lottery.

For the purpose of this review we have defined advice as the provision of information, advice and representation to individuals and groups on their legal rights and responsibilities on social welfare law.  See Glossary for further definitions.

In undertaking this review we have considered not only local factors but also the wider policy context as set out in Oldham’s Community Strategy. In addition certain external developments will have an impact on the advice sector. Amongst these perhaps the most significant is the health sector’s renewed commitment to tackling health inequalities and the opportunities this presents for advice services.
3.2 The Importance of Advice
Lack of access to reliable legal advice can be a contributing factor in the creation and maintenance of social exclusion
. Poor access to advice means that some of the most vulnerable members of the community are unable to enforce their legal rights effectively and/or are not aware of their rights and responsibilities in the first place. 

Good advice and assistance at an early stage can prevent a problem getting worse, and may well lead to its prompt resolution. Early intervention can avoid the need to go to the expense and trouble associated with court action.
As well as “direct” outcomes such as e.g. increased benefit income, advice can often have a range of wider beneficial effects on clients such as:

· Enhanced sense of overall well-being

· Reduced stress, anxiety or depression

· Improvements to physical health

· Greater sense of overall control over one’s life

· Greater capacity for and interest in social, cultural and community engagement

· Improved ability to engage in and maintain paid or unpaid work

3.3 Advice Networks

Most non-local authority providers in Oldham are members of one (or more) of the following advice network membership bodies:

· Advice UK – network of independent advice organisations (formerly FIAC);

· Citizens Advice – network of CABx in England;

· DIAL UK – Disability Information Advice Line UK;

· Law Centres Federation – network of Law Centres;

These umbrella bodies promote quality advice services via the provision of training, consultancy and other developmental support and the promotion of quality assurance systems appropriate to their members.

3.4 Oldham Community Legal and Advice Services Partnership (CLASP)

Oldham responded quite early to the establishment of the Community Legal Service Partnership and set up a Community Legal & Advice Service Partnership (CLASP). Unfortunately the original strategic plan of this partnership published, it is believed, in 2000 or 2001 can no longer be located and nor can related agreements. This is perhaps indicative of CLASP’s progress. Some providers where staff interviewed had not been in place for more than a year or two do not recall ever having been invited to a CLASP meeting. Some, indeed, had never heard of CLASP. No forum for funders was established and the promising start has not been developed. Oldham does not currently have an effective forum for planning or co-ordinating the delivery of its advice services. This has led to a culture in which agencies see themselves as competing for available funding rather than forming part of a strategic plan to deliver quality, effective advice. This is not in any way a comment on the quality of the services themselves.

3.5 Methodology

The methodology used in undertaking this review is outlined below. A planning tool developed by Michael Bell Associates for use in advice reviews, ANARAK, was used to assess advice need, supply and capacity. Please see Appendix 1 for a fuller description of ANARAK.
Stage One – Assessing Advice Need

An assessment of advice needs on a ward by ward basis, aggregated to four district levels and a borough-wide basis was undertaken using ANARAK and a separate needs analysis using broad indicators of needs for advice. An assessment of benefit take-up was also carried out.

Stage Two – Mapping Provision & Gap Analysis

Research consultants undertook an analysis of funding drawn on and activities provided by agencies via a survey of advice providers and detailed interviews with stakeholders. 

Stage Three – Best Value

Costs were benchmarked against other authorities, focus groups were held with potential service users and site visits carried out to 11 key advice providers.

Stage Four – Developing the Strategy

Early findings were discussed with a range of stakeholders, funders and service providers before production of the final report.

4 A Changing Context for Advice Services

4.1 The Community Legal Service

The Community Legal Service (CLS) was introduced in April 2000 with the aim of improving access for the public, to quality assured information, advice and legal services through local networks of services supported by co-ordinated funding and based on an assessment of local needs. The Legal Services Commission (LSC) replaced the Legal Aid Board. As well as inheriting the Board’s responsibility for the administration of Legal Aid (through the fixed budget Community Legal Services Fund), the LSC was also charged with developing a more proactive role in identifying needs and improving access to legal services.

The Lord Chancellor directed the LSC that priority should be given to, “help with social welfare issues that will enable people to avoid or climb out of social exclusion”. 

Community Legal Service Partnerships (CLSPs) were established to provide a mechanism for joint working between existing agencies, and to act as a means to identify advice needs, plan advice provision at local level, and make recommendations for funding. Each CLSP was expected to produce a strategic plan to map out need for advice services in each category of law for each partnership. It was intended that these plans should feed into community plans and the work of Local Strategic Partnerships.
However, the success of these partnerships has varied considerably across the country. There have been varying degrees of commitment to or interest in CLSP involvement shown by local authorities. Oldham’s CLSP (CLASP) has, from a highly promising start, fallen into disuse or disrepute.

The 2005 CLS Strategy

In July 2005 the government published ”Making Legal Rights a Reality”
 the long awaited LSC strategy for the development of the CLS over the next five years. After undertaking a review of the CLS to date, a number of key points emerged:

· The need to provide clear leadership and strategic direction for the CLS;

· Recognition that many CLSPs have not delivered the evidence to identify local need;

· Many people do not get legal advice and there is need to improve early access to advice;

· Advice services need to be provided in an integrated and seamless manner;

· Services should be commissioned against agreed targets on access and range of services.

There is a commitment to using the law as a way of achieving positive change for both individuals and communities. There is also a recognition that the CLS needs to work with other funders ‘to agree priorities and to obtain best value for money’.
The paper suggests ways of improving accessibility of advice which include:

· An expansion of telephone advice services;

· The piloting of Community Legal and Advice Centres (CLACs) to provide local social welfare law services;

· The piloting of Community Legal and Advice Networks (CLANs) to deliver a ‘seamless’ service over wider areas. 

CLACs would be based in major urban centres with possibly satellite offices in the most deprived communities. They would offer ‘seamless’ access to basic advice and assistance to access specialist representation. CLACs will cover a broad range of categories of law (debt, housing, welfare benefits, community care and employment) and will have effective links with suppliers in other specialist areas of law. It is suggested funding of CLACs could relate to achieving specific outcomes including:

· Targeting hard to reach communities;

· Helping tackle problems relating to poor delivery of public and private services through dialogue and negotiation;

· Making clients aware of their rights through information and self-help packs.

CLANs would be a group or consortium of advice providers who provide a seamless and integrated service across a broad range of welfare law categories. They would work across a broad range of legal categories and possibly be run by a lead supplier.

The Quality Mark

The CLS Quality Mark is the quality standard for advice, information and legal services in England and Wales, developed by the LSC in consultation with representatives from the advice sector. The Quality Mark does not measure outcomes from, nor the accuracy of advice provided, but instead requires organisations to have systems for quality assurance. The promotion of the Quality Mark as a nationally recognised quality standard was an initial priority for the LSC and the CLS Partnerships. There has been an increasing trend for funders, especially local authorities, to require agencies to have the appropriate Quality Mark as a condition of further funding. 

In the last year the future of the Quality Mark has been questioned and there has been a significant reduction in resources available to undertake Quality Mark audits. The recently published CLS strategy suggests that it has been ‘valuable’ but ‘it will not remain unaltered’. It is understood the Quality Mark is currently being reviewed to take account of the changing context of the advice sector and in particular the general improvement of standards in the sector, which allows a lighter approach to auditing. It is likely the LSC will be replaced as auditors by the use of the advice networks that will be used to audit and accredit agencies.

Future of Legal Aid Contracts

Following a pilot phase initiated in 1993, the opportunity for non-private practice providers of legal advice to bid for Not-for-Profit (NfP) ‘block’ Legal Aid contracts was introduced in the mid 1990’s. Under the terms of these contracts, agencies are contracted to provide a specified amount of ‘Legal Help’ in specific categories of social welfare law, expressed as hours per year (typically 1100 hours per worker per individual contract).

There is a strong belief that even current levels of LSC funding do not fully cover the cost of providing legal advice under the terms of Legal Aid contracts. Current contract requirements are more difficult for small organisations to fulfil – larger organisations have a greater opportunity to use economies of scale in order to cover administration and other support activities.  

The introduction of fixed fees for NfP contracts, which is a likely change within the next three years, will no doubt mean that many current suppliers, especially smaller, less well-resourced agencies and small private practices, will be unlikely to be able to offer Legal Aid supported advice services. Any reduction in payment rates would have a significant impact on many agencies’ ability to deliver such contracts, which would in turn lead to a reduction in the supply of legal advice. 

Any moves to further restrict the time spent on cases would have a severe impact on access to justice, particularly for clients with the greatest needs, whose cases are likely to be more complex, take longer and therefore cost more.
 Another problem associated with LSC contracts is the fact that all work must be undertaken on behalf of financially eligible clients (typically those on Income Support or similar income levels), a principle which causes difficulties for advice agencies accustomed to providing services to all and which excludes large numbers of customers on low incomes but who are in work. This will have a particularly marked effect in Oldham due the large numbers of people who are in work but earn low wages. Similarly, no funding is available for work involving representation of clients at most tribunals such as employment or social security tribunals. There is ample evidence to suggest that such work is vital in enforcing rights and is often seen by local authorities as a priority element of specialist agencies’ funding that complements LSC contracts. In the area of refugee and immigration advice, significant cuts have been felt by LSC contract holders over the last year, leading to a number of firms and agencies returning contracts to the LSC. 

LSC contracts have been subject to a stand-still budget for five years with little prospect of increase in 2006 or possibly even beyond. Indeed, the recently published proposals for Legal Aid bluntly highlight that “…there is no extra money for legal aid”
, highlighting the huge pressure on the criminal law Legal Aid budget which competes with funds for civil law help.

With the new CLS strategy and the “Clementi Review” of legal advice services
 (with a White Paper published this autumn) the LSC is looking to procure advice and legal services in a different way – either through price competition, bulk contracting or lead suppliers.  It is clear they will be looking to develop social welfare law through electronic and telephone methods, while also aiming to increase the capability of face-to-face advice and representation “for those in vulnerable groups”
 (CLACs and CLANs); the trend towards having larger advice services which thus have better economies of scale may well continue.

4.2 Changing legal needs

There are constant changes to the social welfare legislation that impact upon advice and information providers. For example, during the last year there were over thirty significant changes to welfare benefits law. In recent years there has been the introduction of the Human Rights Act, the Disability Discrimination Act and the Civil Partnerships Act which have added to the need for advisers to have a wider knowledge base. The National Audit Office has recently observed that between 2000 and 2004 there were six Acts of Parliament and 364 Statutory Instruments affecting social security law 
.  

New legislation and case law means advisers need to ensure they keep up-to-date with these changes in order to provide accurate advice. Resources are needed and are vital, to purchase up-to-date information as well as access to training and specialist support.  

Legislation can also impact on the delivery of advice services in other ways. For example, the Disability Discrimination Act meant that from 2004 service providers have to take reasonable steps to make services accessible to disabled users.

4.3 Local Authority Best Value Performance Indicators

Following a comprehensive review of Best Value Performance Indicators (BVPIs), the indicator dealing with advice provision was clarified and refined, and is now as follows:

BVI 177 Percentage of authority expenditure on community legal services:

(a) Total amount spent by local authority on advice and guidance services provided by external organisations;

(b) Percentage of money spent on advice and guidance services provision given to organisations holding the CLS Quality Mark;

(c) Total amount spent on advice and guidance provided directly by the authority in the area of housing, welfare benefits and consumer.

The revised Performance Indicator has certain implications for the funding of advice by OMBC:

· In line with our recommendation, OMBC should ensure that it agrees, understands and applies a consistent definition of “advice and guidance” that focuses on social welfare information and advice and is distinct from mediation, community advocacy or other support activities.

Additionally the following Public Service Agreement (PSA) targets are either wholly concerned with advice or hugely influenced by the provision of advice.

Office of the Deputy Prime Minister PSA1

Tackle social exclusion and deliver neighbourhood renewal, working with departments to help them meet their PSA floor targets, in particular narrowing the gap in health, education, crime, worklessness, housing and liveability outcomes between the most deprived areas and the rest of England, with measurable improvement by 2010.

Department for Constitutional Affairs PSA Target 3
Reduce the proportion of disputes resolved by resort to the courts
Department for Constitutional Affairs PSA Target 6
Increase year on year the number of people receiving suitable assistance in priority areas of law involving fundamental rights or social exclusion.
4.4 Advice and Regeneration

The Department for Constitutional Affairs (DCA) regards the CLS and advice and legal services as an essential part of efforts to tackle social exclusion. Access to justice is seen as vital for social inclusion and a fully inclusive society is one where citizens understand their rights and have access to advice so they can enforce those rights
.

Advice agencies contribute to regeneration and renewal policies across a wide spectrum of activities. They operate in the pre-economic development phase of regeneration in areas of severe deprivation, offering opportunities to link the socially excluded to a range of regeneration initiatives. They empower individuals by transferring knowledge and skills about rights and entitlements, as well as bridging the gap between excluded individuals and mainstream services. Agencies also work to influence policy and practice through partnerships with regional and central government bodies.

The activities provided by advice services may vary but the unifying thread is they attack multiple disadvantage that affects many, often marginalised, communities. For example, averting homelessness or improving housing can bring benefits such as better health and access to statutory services, potentially leading to pre-employment activities. Reducing debt and increasing benefit take-up may lead to improved diet and health and contribute to the economic success of a neighbourhood. 

4.5 How Advice Contributes to Oldham’s Community Strategy

Social welfare advice plays a key role in meeting key themes of the Oldham Community Strategy. The paragraphs below summarise research findings that demonstrate how advice contributes to five of the Strategy’s key themes:

· Community Cohesion

· A Strong and Vibrant Economy

· Health and Well Being For all

· Decent Homes for All

· A thriving Voluntary, Community and Faith Sector

Community Cohesion

In addition to ODPM PSA 1 referred to above, access to proper rights advice and advocacy contributes to:

· ODPM PSA4 – effectiveness of services to communities – an effective partnership with the advice sector provides an excellent mirror on the Authority’s service in key areas.

· HO PSA6 – the use by agencies of volunteers increases community engagement and the training given and responsible roles undertaken open paths into employment.

· HO PSA7 and DTI PSA9 – challenging discriminatory decisions helps to reduce race and gender inequality

· DWP PSA8 – advice secures the rights of disabled people, the income they may gain often opens paths into employment

The ASA briefing The Impact of Advice provides brief summaries of a number of reports into the effects of advice on clients and others, including a study by Dr Leah Pybus into Dial House Chester’s advice service
. The report found that advice provided was “considered vital to the quality of life of clients”, and “played a central role in the social and economic empowerment of disabled people in the region”.

A report by Brighton and Hove Citizens Advice Bureau on the impact of its advice services cites case studies that provide practical illustrations of the effect of increased benefit income on clients’ ability to engage in a wide range of cultural, social and recreational activities and develop social autonomy
. Interestingly, the effects of increased confidence created by successful benefit claims often reinforced the objective possibilities created by increased spending power. In other words, the positive impact of advice assistance isn’t limited to “more money” but also includes a more positive outlook based on having one’s statutory entitlements recognised
.

A Strong and Vibrant Economy

Very specifically, NVQ’s are available in advice work and are used by Oldham’s advice agencies. The target of a 40% reduction of workers without NVQ2 or better is directly contributed to (DfES PSA 13). 

Improved take up of benefits or controlling outgoings for debtors have significant local impacts.

A report on HABIT, a multi-agency benefit take-up campaign for older people on Merseyside, reported a wide range of positive economic effects associated with income maximisation advice, namely:

· The potential knock-on effect of rises in benefit income on local authorities’ Formula Spending Shares (central government subsidies based on specific deprivation indices, include rates on mean-tested benefit entitlement).

· Increased benefit take-up improves revenue collection (rent and council tax).

· Increased local spending generated by higher benefit income “benefits the local community as benefits are usually spent locally”
.

· According to cited research by John Moores University, “for every £100,000 spent on local shops and businesses, another job is created within the economy”.

A report on the economic impact on job creation of increased benefit income derived from take-up work undertaken by Glasgow Council’s Welfare Rights Services calculated that just over £11 million in additional income led to the creation of 163 jobs in Glasgow and 264 across Scotland as a whole
.

This report also concluded that it was likely that these jobs would be sustainable, in the sense that many benefit awards would be ongoing and therefore would be able to “support” the additional employment created in the medium/long term. These new jobs in turn led to increased local and national income through the salaries that are paid for them – calculated as over £2.8 million in Glasgow and a further £1.7 million in the rest of Scotland
.

When considering the economic benefits of take-up work for the local authority, it should also be borne in mind that there are “hidden” outcomes that are impossible to quantify with precision, such as avoidance of housing arrears, voids, repossessions and emergency housing costs.
Health and Well-being for All 

Many advice agencies have been delivering services in a primary health care setting since the early 1990’s if not before. The impact of this work is reasonably well-researched. A report by the Legal Service Commission in May 2005
 showed that such advice services 

· reached people who would not otherwise seek advice

· resolved their legal problems and reduces health care staff time on non medical issues

· have a positive effect on overall health and well-being.

This report and other found that the health care setting enabled advice services access to hard to reach clients groups. For the health sector, access to advice addresses some of the underlying causes of ill health without the need to invest large amounts of time and resources.

The financial gains are significant. For example over a two year period:

· A primary health care advice scheme in Prescot and Whiston helped 448 people to achieve more than £1.4m in additional benefits.

· The HABIT Project in Liverpool secured £3.4 million for clients.

· The Health Outreach Project in Northampton obtained over £1.5 million.

A number of projects helped clients resolve their debt problems. For example, the Community Advice Service in Flintshire succeeded in having over £81,000 of debt written off or re-negotiated. 

Improvements in health and quality of life include examples of peoples’ moods being lifted and depression decreased.
 By dealing with clients’ multiple problems it has enabled them access a broad range of services. 

Some local authorities have also funded their in-house welfare rights services to provide advice in primary health care settings – for example, Lancashire County Council and Wakefield Metropolitan Borough Council’s welfare rights services have found that over half the patients referred to them were under-claiming benefits. Manchester City Council secured funding from the Neighbourhood Renewal Fund to put advice staff in over ten primary care settings throughout the city.

An example of a successful primary care advice scheme is the Oxford Benefits in Practice scheme which receives funding from Oxford City Council, the Legal Services Commission and the Oxford Primary Care Trust.

Reduced levels of stress and being able to afford a better diet contribute to two Department of Health PSA targets – reduced mortality rate (PSA1), reduced health inequalities (PSA2). 

The Dial House Chester report cited above found that in the view of local doctors, the service “contributed to the health and well-being of patients”, a view that was endorsed by the patients themselves. An academic study evaluating the impact of increased benefit income on users of seven advice services based in primary care settings made the following findings
:

· “Better health [appeared] to be associated with income increase in two domains, vitality and mental health

· The vitality score at six months of those whose income had increased improved, whereas that of those whose income had not increased worsened

· The mental health score at twelve months of those whose income had increased improved by significantly more than that of those whose income had not increased

· Generally, improvements at six months were sustained, although reduced, at twelve months”
.

The report also found that “there may be considerable disadvantage to health if benefit entitlements are delayed: those whose income had increased within 6 months scored higher at 12 months that those who had to wait longer”. This may suggest that for those who have to wait unreasonably long periods to have their entitlement experience “attrition”, i.e. positive effects of gaining or safeguarding benefits are offset by the frustration of the delays involved in securing them.

These findings support the importance of continuing to support the provision of benefit take-up advice, both in primary care settings and elsewhere, on the basis that such work will enable clients to improve their health, particularly if we understand this term in the broad sense of “the capacity of people to adapt to, respond to, or control life’s challenges and changes”
. The report also suggests diversifying delivery sites to ensure accessibility to a wider range of client groups and encouraging benefit take-up services to collect and analyse basic health data, in order to “understand the needs of their existing clients and to argue more strongly for continued or extended funding”
.

Decent Homes For All

Both Housing and Debt advice are key to the reduction of homelessness by enabling tenants and owner occupiers to remain in their homes either permanently or until they are able to move in a structured way. Independent advice is a key element of effective relocation assistance, mortgage rescue and equity release schemes. 

Research in Manchester showed that the provision of debt advice to tenants significantly reduced the rate of property abandonment compared to an unadvised control group.

A Thriving Voluntary and Community Sector

The direct contributions to PSA targets are covered in notes above. The advice sector has a good record of respecting volunteers and providing high quality training and support for its volunteers. Our fieldwork shows professional supervision and appraisal of volunteers at a very high level in Oldham. NVQ’s are used, not just as a qualification but for effect they have on individual’s confidence which is particularly important where volunteers come from communities with low educational attainment. Volunteers do, as agencies know to their cost, successfully find paid work in the advice sector and elsewhere. The advice sector generally and in Oldham particularly provides a high quality volunteer environment. 

We have focussed on specific areas but increasing income, reducing outgoings, secure accommodation and utility supplies are contributors to other key themes – e.g. secure utility supplies mean warm homes which do not deteriorate due to condensation, where no candles or unsuitable heaters cause a fire risk contributing to housing, environment and community safety objectives.

4.6 Funding for Advice

Potential sources of financial support have become increasingly diverse in recent years, particularly as a result of the introduction of various forms of regeneration and social inclusion funding, such as the Neighbourhood Renewal Fund, New Deal for Communities, Single Regeneration Budget, Sure Start, Financial Inclusion Fund and various Home Office refugee/asylum/community cohesion funding programmes. Many agencies rely on a patchwork of funding from a range of statutory and charitable sources. This section attempts to provide a brief outline of current sources of non-local authority funding and the issues associated with them.

We did not seek to identify the type of work funded by different funding streams. This section highlights the funding sources for key providers as identified by survey returns. Sources marked * are likely to be hypothecated funding for specific work.

CAB

· OMBC: £215,500

· LSC: £290,000

· PCT: £85,500 *

· Big Lottery: £114,977 *

· DWP Pension Partnership: £44,000 *

· Age Concern: £15,000 *

· Others incl donations: £15,000

Law Centre

· OMBC: £101,900

· LSC: £175,310

· Lloyds TSB: £4,760*

Low Pay Unit

· Association of Greater Manchester Authorities: £138,100

DIAL

· OMBC: £25,444

· OMBC (social services): £23,250

· Big Lottery: £42,044 *

Independent Housing Aid Centre

· OMBC: £66,150

· LSC: £23,107

· SRB 6: £69,603 *

· Community Safety Unit: £33,062

· Probation: £19,128 *

· Neighbourhood Team: £11,078

· OMBC private sector housing team: £15,000

· West Pennine HA: £2,000

Financial Inclusion Fund

As part of the 2004 spending review, the Government set out a commitment to tackle financial exclusion and announced a Financial Inclusion Fund of over £120 million over three years to support initiatives to tackle financial exclusion. 

The Government has recognised that the most financially excluded would benefit from face-to- face Money Advice. £45 million will be used to increase face-to-face money advice, administered by the Department of Trade and Industry (DTI). This will be targeted at areas of ‘high financial exclusion’
 In August 2005 it was announced this will be available for development of face–to-face money advice services from 2006-7 (£15 million) and 2007-8 (£30million). 

A further £6 million will be used by the Department of Constitutional Affairs to pilot money advice outreach aimed at those who do not normally present themselves to advisers. Advice UK has funding to identify existing provision and gaps in provision and hopes to work with members to bring in money from the Financial Inclusion Fund to meet the unmet demand for money advice.

Oldham CAB is embarking on a Financial Literacy programme and is seeking funds from this source. This funding should be sought wherever possible specifically for early intervention to prevent debts escalating, financial education and specialist advice to help with problems of mortgage repossessions and evictions.
Regeneration Funding

The nature of funding for regeneration initiatives has changed radically over the last few decades. In the 1980’s the emphasis was on economic and environmental improvements to tackle declining or failing areas rather than social or pre-economic interventions such as advice work. Task Forces and Challenge and Single Regeneration Budgets (SRBs) have always allocated funds to pre-economic activity and the government’s policy goals for regeneration and renewal included a commitment to empower communities to increase social inclusion. Neighbourhood Renewal strategies provided opportunities for individuals and their communities and voluntary sector organisations to engage constructively in the regeneration and renewal of their neighbourhoods.

The range of regeneration funding included the following programmes:

· Coalfield Regeneration Trust

· Community Empowerment Fund

· Community Legal Services Partnerships

· Connexions

· European Structural Funds

· Health Action Zones

· Neighbourhood Renewal Fund (NRF)

· New Deal for Communities

· Sure Start.

The advice sector in England and Wales has had varying success in accessing regeneration funding. Many of the streams had modest budgets, strict output and impact requirements and in most cases a pre-requisite is to provide match funding. 

The Spending Review 2004 has made available a further £525 million of NRF resources for 2006/7 and 2007/8 and no decision has been taken yet on how the new resources will be allocated but guidelines are expected soon. 

Charitable Trusts and the Big Lottery

Regional and national charitable trusts can be used to fund advice services, particularly in areas of deprivation. 

The Big Lottery, formerly the Community Fund, is a substantial and important funder of the advice sector, with some 15% of its funding distributed to advice services.
 It has recently been announced that the Big Lottery is to launch a strategic fund to support advice services in England and Wales. 

Many voluntary sector agencies are sceptical of the short-term project-based nature of such funding. However, it can often secure initial investment for innovative services which could be mainstreamed by traditional funders. It is also expected that some trusts and the Big Lottery may extend funding periods to in excess of three years.

Generally Oldham’s advice agencies have been successful in raising funding from this source. There is scope for a more co-operative approach to raising funding for work to which several agencies contribute.

Private Sector Funding

The private sector, particularly the banking and credit industries, fund national money advice projects such as the Money Advice Trusts and Citizens Advice financial literacy project. There are a few examples of local advice agencies accessing support from local private sector business. This can be done in the form of sponsorship, for example of the Annual General Meeting or publishing the Annual Report. Support may be given in kind by private sector staff with, for example, financial management or personnel skills. Some agencies have tried to maintain links with local businesses and encourage their support by demonstrating the income brought into the local economy by maximising claimants benefits and how this is spent in local shops. However, fundraising with this sector and building beneficial relationships is resource intensive and often undertaken by willing trustees. 

Funding from Housing Associations set up following stock transfer has been used for a number of financial inclusion and advice projects such as Moneyline in Blackburn.

Joint Teams

A recent development has been the high profile promotion by the DWP of Joint Teams to deliver financial assessment services older people, involving local authorities’ fairer charging teams and Housing/Council Tax Benefit services and the DWP’s Pension Service as a contribution to tackling pensioner poverty. While these developments have some potential to improve service levels and simplify access to benefits, (though they cannot resolve the DWP’s own internal barriers such as having a different organisation to administer disability benefits), they must not be confused with the role of independent advocacy in challenging decisions. Oldham has such a joint team and this may provide a resource for some key areas of advice work but there are major concerns among advice workers about the weakening of independent advice and advocacy and quality concerns inherent in the Joint Team approach
.  

4.6.1 Primary Care Trusts

As a result of the reorganisation of the NHS in 2002 Primary Care Trusts (PCTs) were established across England to be largely coterminous with local authority boundaries
. Oldham has one PCT which currently has a three star (highest) rating, being rated “significantly above average” (again the highest rating) in commissioning assertive outreach services.

Traditionally primary care has related to treatment services
. In the new NHS, the key role of PCTs goes beyond treatment services to embrace activities associated with improving the health of the local community. PCTs use NHS resources to commission hospital and other services from NHS trusts and other healthcare providers. This includes commissioning services from independent primary care contractors such as GPs and dentists and from the independent sector, i.e. voluntary and private sector providers. As such, PCTs are pivotal to the planning and delivery of local NHS services. They are expected to work closely with patients, service users, carers, GPs, other health professionals and local healthcare providers to assess local health needs and develop or commission suitable services. PCTs receive most of their budget directly from the Department of Health (DH). In July 2004, the DH issued new standards for PCTs, which will form the basis of the future assessment of their performance
. These standards explicitly confer a responsibility on PCTs to “promote, protect and demonstrably improve the health of the population… served and reduce health inequalities between different population groups and areas”. The core standards require PCTs to co-operate with local authorities and other organisations in order to contribute to meeting this aim, and the developmental standards require PCTs to develop programmes that address wider health outcomes and factor-related service objectives into their commissioning processes.

The Wanless Review of the NHS for the Treasury in 2002/3 supported the future funding of the NHS on the basis of taxation, but indicated that this was only affordable if the NHS moved from a “treatment” model to one that tackled the underlying causes of ill health. In the autumn of 2004 the DH published “Choosing Health”, which affirmed this new commitment to support public health with concrete actions.

Such initiatives do not explicitly highlight a specific role for advice agencies but we consider that they provide significant opportunities in general terms for the sector to align itself with the health promotion agenda and secure funding commensurate with this role. The effects of poor housing, low income etc. upon health outcomes has been well documented for more than 100 years (led by early pioneers such as Joseph Rowntree) and whilst there is less conclusive evidence of the impact of advice on health outcomes, their capacity to influence key determinants of health, such as income etc. is not in doubt. 

In the period to 2008 the budgets of PCTs are increasing by 8-9% in real terms. Once other commitments are deducted, this may represent a notional “pot” of up to £10 million for new developments, representing a considerable opportunity to invest in services that will reduce health inequalities and minimise long-term associated costs to health services. To secure such funding, both OMBC through the Oldham Partnership and advice agencies themselves will need to demonstrate how advice services can contribute to the PCT’s achievement of their health inequalities targets as set out in the PCT’s Local Delivery Plans. The PCT does commission advice services but there is currently no forum for joint planning with other funders.

5 Current Advice Provision in Oldham

5.1 Introduction

The OMBC tender brief sought a review of existing services to assist in developing a five year plan for advice in Oldham and informing future commissioning strategy. It required us to look at the:

“Range of types of advice are provided in Oldham by a number of different providers.   In conducting the review it will be necessary to take account of:

· The complexity of clients’ needs, since people seeking advice will often have a variety of inter-connected problems;

· The level of support required including: general help, casework, specialist advice, advocacy and representation;

· The variety of different client groups, and their differing advice needs, taking account of Oldham’s social, economic and demographic circumstances;

· The geographic distribution of need across the Borough.

Categories of advice

The types of advice provision to be considered include:

	· Debt 

· Welfare Benefits

· Immigration and asylum

· Housing

· Family and Matrimonial

· Discrimination 

· Harassment “
	· Employment

· Consumer

· Social care

· Education 

· Mental health

· General help and advice


We identified organisations by discussion with OMBC officers. In the course of those discussions, the list of agencies was amended to focus more closely on those funded primarily or in large measure to deliver advice.

These organisations were then sent a survey form to identify the nature and extent of their service, the inputs (staffing, funding) and outputs (amount and type of advice, location). 

5.2 Organisations Included in this Review

The following voluntary organisations were including in this review and the mapping of services: 

Oldham Citizens Advice Bureau

Provides free, impartial, confidential advice at all levels. CAB holds the Quality Mark at Specialist Level in Immigration, Welfare Benefits and Debt. It uses volunteers and paid staff, including solicitors. It is centrally based on two sites but runs a number of outposts. The Bureau also provides a drop in service at the Hospital and at a Town Centre location and runs an advice line including out of hours opening. It is proposed to merge the CAB with Oldham Independent Housing Aid Centre.

Oldham Disability Alliance/Oldham disability Information and Advice Line

Provides a range of services to Oldham residents with disabilities, including free, impartial, confidential advice. The centre is based in Hathershaw but does much of its work by home visit and outpost. Quality marked at General Help with Casework level in Welfare Benefits, the centre’s staff complete claims and advocate on behalf of disabled people, usually referring to specialist agencies where appeal representation is needed. A telephone advice line is also provided.

Oldham Independent Housing Aid Centre

Provides a free, impartial, confidential advice on all housing matters affecting tenants or owner-occupiers. The centre provides a twice-weekly drop in service in addition to a telephone service and appointments or home visits where needed. The centre is Quality Marked to Specialist level in Housing and employs a solicitor. There are current proposals for this centre, which is located in the town centre, to merge with the nearby Oldham CAB. 

Oldham Law Centre

Provides a free, impartial, confidential advice by telephone, appointment or home visit. The Law Centre is Quality Marked to Specialist Level in Immigration, Employment, Welfare Benefits and Housing and again is a solicitor agency. Work is undertaken in other areas including education. 

Oldham Race Equality Partnership

OREP is a relatively new organisation, having no manager in place until June 2003. It deals primarily with racial harassment cases, although around 10% of cases are discrimination rather than harassment. Referrals, where necessary, are made to the Commission for Racial Equality or Oldham Law Centre.  Currently the organisation does not hold a Quality Mark though this is being considered and we would strongly recommend that this is pursued.

Tameside Race Equality Council

For Oldham residents, the service is very specific - free, impartial and confidential advice and representation specifically to victims of racial discrimination as defined by the Race Relations Act 1976 (as amended). They do not take Racial Harassment cases from Oldham. This forms part of a contract with the Commission for Racial Equality to provide this service across Greater Manchester and is not funded by Oldham MBC. 

We have some concerns about the handling of race discrimination cases and particularly the mutual confidence between the agencies involved. We recommend that Oldham MBC look at this in more detail with the agencies concerned and those agencies which refer discrimination cases. We should stress that we have no evidence of cases being handled improperly.

Greater Manchester Low Pay Unit

The Greater Manchester Low Pay Unit is an independent advice, research and campaigning organisation working on issues of low pay, employment, rights at work and welfare reform. The Low Pay Unit is Quality Marked to General Help with Casework level. The Unit is primarily funded by the Association of Greater Manchester Authorities. The Low Pay Unit carries out relatively little casework in Oldham and was not visited in our fieldwork (see below). 

Oldham MBC Social Services

For many years provided a free and confidential debt and money advice service to Oldham residents through telephone, appointments and outreach sessions. However following a review of the service in 2004 recommendations are about to be considered which will fundamentally change the nature of the service. Their future role, should this proposal be adopted, will be to train and support all Council Staff who have “advice and guidance” in their job descriptions. This will include the Contact Centre staff and the Neighbourhood Access and Prevention officers. Support will include tribunal and court representation for clients of those members of staff. These changes will fundamentally affect the availability of specialist Welfare Rights and Debt advice to the general public in Oldham. We make a number of quite specific recommendations which are included in the Recommendations section (part 2) of the report.

Oldham MBC Trading Standards

Currently provides free, impartial, confidential advice on a drop in or telephone basis with appointments or home visits where necessary. Resources for advice have been reduced since 2003 and currently permit little time for second – tier work and the pursuit of cases. Consumer Direct, the regional telephone advice line should open during the writing of this report (on 12 December 2005). This should free up some more time for pursuing cases.

Oldham MBC One Stop Shop / Contact Centre

These provide, respectively, personal caller and telephone access to Oldham MBC’s services. They hold Investors In People but no Quality Mark and we would recommend that a Quality Mark at General Help level should be sought. They do not provide casework and their fundamental role is as the front end of all corporate services with an expectation of clearing 80% of enquiries on first contact. They will however be taking on the telephone benefit advice formerly carried out by the Welfare Rights service – but, again, will not undertake casework. Developments may include surgeries in Voluntary Organisations for access to Council Services and surgeries by those organisations at the One Stop Shop. We want to make a number of quite specific recommendations here which are included in the Recommendations section (part 2) of the report.

5.3 Private Practice Solicitors

Oldham has few “Legal Aid Practices” – i.e. firms whose work is targeted at low income groups who will be eligible for public funding. The large regional firms doing such work are not present in Oldham. The amount of legal help money spent on Family law is unusually low. None of the factors suggested would fully explain this and exploring that in detail is beyond the scope of this review. Despite this 52% of the Legal Help work done by private practice is family law. There are 12 firms doing this all based in the town centre. A number of other firms in neighbouring Tameside, Bury and Rochdale provide services which may be more accessible for some residents. All the Asylum Seekers’ immigration matters are dealt with by private practice, whereas only 6% of the other Legal Aid funded immigration work is carried out by private practice solicitors. Significant amounts of Mental Health, other Medical matters and Employment and Housing issues are also carried out by local solicitors.

There are a number of areas of law which are not well catered for locally, Education and Community Care being the outstanding ones. There may not be the volume of work to enable specialist suppliers to develop in Oldham, particularly with Manchester being a neighbouring borough. The nearest Education specialist does appear to be in Lancaster but this is clearly a regional if not national issue rather than being specific to Oldham.  

5.4 Organisations not Included in this Review

There were a number of groups receiving OMBC funding that we decided not to include in review findings. These groups provide essential and valuable services but their principal role was not the provision of free, legal advice services to the public. These organisations are:

· Coppice Community Centre 

· Glodwick Bangladeshi Society 

· Indian Association 

· Westwood Advice and Information Centre

5.5 Survey of Advice agencies in Oldham

As part of our fieldwork we undertook a survey of advice agencies in Oldham.  The survey was designed to gather key information about how advice agencies were funded and how they operated as well as their outputs and outcomes.  We surveyed eight advice agencies, all of whom receive funding directly or indirectly from OMBC.

Unfortunately, despite issuing several reminders, only six survey questionnaires were completed and of these, five were fully completed.  It is therefore difficult to draw out extensive conclusions from this sample, even though all the most significant advice agencies did return their questionnaires.  However, there are some useful messages which emerged from our analysis of the questionnaires which were returned, some of which corroborate other findings and some which have useful messages for OMBC and the advice agencies.

Resources

Among responding advice agencies, there are a total of 23 full time equivalent paid advice posts.  ANARAK assumes that each post provides 966 advice and casework hours in year (to allow for time spent on administration, training, travel and other non face-to-face work). This equates to 23 full time equivalent posts at 37 hours a week (1 adviser per 9474 residents). Even allowing for the lack of response from some advice agencies, this indicates a significant shortfall in advisors in Oldham because ANARAK indicates that at least 40.2 full time advisers are required in Oldham.  

It should be borne in mind that ANARAK produces broad indicators rather than absolutes.

The figure we have cited does not include volunteers.  The equivalent of approximately 5.4 full time paid posts are provided by volunteers in Oldham.  We were struck by how little use is being made of volunteer advisers in several agencies, particularly for less complex advice work and we would recommend that each agency with less than 37 hours volunteer adviser time each week, should review their use of volunteers with a view to seeking to increase this.  Among other things, volunteers can be a source of future paid advice workers (thus helping to ease recruitment difficulties), and a way of strengthening links with local communities.

All respondents who had recruited staff indicated that they had experienced significant recruitment difficulties, particularly in trying to find experienced advisers. These reflect:

· A UK wide crisis in training and development of advice workers with no formal route to training and employment. This is being addressed by the development of National Occupational Standards but these will not be completed for some years.

· Smaller agencies are unable to match the terms and conditions of larger agencies and local authority posts.

One advice agency (DIAL) had a staff sickness rate above 10%.  While not excessive, and a rate which is below that of many public sector bodies, this is something which may benefit from clarification and monitoring.

Service availability and accessibility

No concerns emerged about disability access or interpreter use; however, some agencies appear to have limited availability of advisers at their main advice bases and a significant amount of outreach work.  While such work, when properly focused and structured, can be very effective, it is important to retain a balance and to have a clear objective rationale for it.  Outreach work can involve significant risks – additional staff travel costs, the problems associated with isolated advisers, inadequate supervision and insufficient use by the public to justify the resources invested.

We would recommend that OMBC specify the outreach activity and hours to be funded by OMBC and monitor activity levels in outreach locations.

All responding advice agencies have an appropriate model for home visits.

Client monitoring systems and activity levels

All responding agencies have appropriate systems.  However, we do have concerns about the disparate methods used for recording activity levels and outcomes.  This makes it impossible to draw meaningful conclusions about how far the needs for advice on social welfare law are being met by the current arrangements.

It was also apparent that different methods of ethnic monitoring are being used.

The need for standardised recording systems is growing in acceptance.  Among other things, it enables funders to be confident that public money is being well spent, to see what unmet needs exist and for advice agencies it is crucial performance management information which can be used to guide how the service is delivered.  Good quality data on activities and outcomes also helps funders and advisers to identify broader training needs, key social policy issues and the impact of socio-economic changes.  

We therefore recommend that a standardised system for recording advice activity and outcomes is implemented by OMBC from April 2006 as a condition for receiving funding.  A standardised system is being developed in a consortium of local authorities, including Manchester City Council, and OMBC should consider adopting this ready-made system.

Despite the difficulties we are satisfied that key advice agencies are delivering a large quantity of advice work and that there is a good spread of advice activity at different levels.  However, advice activity levels (45 clients in six months) by the Greater Manchester Low Pay Unit appear to be very low. The Low Pay Unit is not, of course, purely an advice agency, conducting research, campaigns and producing information of relevance to areas with a low wage economy such as Oldham.

There was no significant evidence of advice being delivered on issues which are outside the remit of advice agencies.  Among the two responding agencies which provided information on enquirer location, there was no evidence of advice being delivered to people who are not Oldham residents.  Location recording is a feature of the statistical system being used by the local authority consortium.

Client ethnicity

Again, advice agencies used different methods to record ethnicity and only four agencies provided us with ethnicity data.  This showed that use of two agencies by people from black and minority ethnic groups did not match the ethnic profile of Oldham.  Adopting a standardised statistic system as we recommend will enable OBMC and advice agencies to more closely monitor use of advice agencies by black and minority ethnic groups.

Funding

The answers to questions about funding highlighted the fragility of many agencies’ sources of funding and the significance of stable core local authority funding which then enables them to attract additional funding for their work.  We would recommend that OMBC gives a commitment to sustain and develop their core funding because there is a danger that even a few successive reductions in the real level of funding can easily cause a service to no longer be effective and to also lose its ability to lever in external funds.

Given the links between poverty and ill-health, we were stuck by how little NHS money has been invested in advice services in Oldham – just £87,500 – 6.1% of the total funding for the advice agencies which responded to the survey.  This is an issue which is best approached strategically by OMBC.

Advice agencies have made very good use of sources of external funding such as charitable trusts and our fieldwork showed that they take a proactive approach to finding funding to complement that from the local authority.  The disadvantage of obtaining funding from charitable and short-term sources is the instability which can be created in services and the negative impact on and cynicism among local communities if funding is not renewed or replaced when it expires.  Our experience suggests that when funding from unsustainable sources reaches 20% of an organisation’s total funding, it creates such instability which then requires a disproportionate amount of management time to address.  This difficulty can become amplified among smaller organisation which will not have the same economies of scale as larger advice agencies. 

Three advice agencies are at or above that critical 20% figure: CAB (20%), DIAL (46%) and Oldham Independent Housing Aid Centre (55%).  Conversely, we felt that they may be some scope for Oldham Law Centre to attract additional external funding. 

The tendency for successive governments to ring-fence funding for local services, is one reason why it is becoming increasingly attractive for local authorities to move away from funding small advice services or small advice functions within larger services, (expect where there is clear evidence that a niche advice need will be met) and to reinvest in larger advice services.  The moves by the Legal Services Commission to develop preferred providers also reflect this.

Generally we would also recommend the development of joint bids for external funding – this would be more achievable if a strategic or commissioning body is established in the Borough.

Quality systems

All responding advice agencies have more than adequate quality systems (with the exception of Trading Standards which does not have a Community Legal Service Quality Mark). 

Training

Three advice agencies supplied details of their training expenditure. In one case (DIAL) the level of spending on training appeared to be too low.

We would recommend that smaller advice agencies should aim to spend at least £500 per post a year on training paid advisers and that larger agencies should be spending at least £400 per post a year. OMBC could consider specifying a minimum level of ongoing training and development activities for advisers.

In some areas, advice agencies have been able to deliver very low cost training and development via peer training delivered at local advice agency forums and in other areas the Legal Services Commission has invested in adviser training.  We recommend that OMBC explores the scope for the Legal Services Commission to provide free or low cost training for Oldham advice agencies.

Our fieldwork and survey analysis pointed us to recommend that Oldham Law Centre should more explicitly develop its second tier function by supporting other advice agencies, this would include providing training.  

Information resources

All four responding advice agencies have more than adequate information systems. This is a good proxy indicator for the level and quality of advice being provided.

Supervision

Regular supervision sessions to examine quality and casework issues are an accepted feature of effective and good quality and it is also a requirement of the Community Legal Service Quality Mark.

In four advice agencies supervision takes place on a sufficiently frequent basis.  In one agency (Oldham Independent Housing Advice Centre) we felt that supervision should be more frequent. The agency is aware of past failings and this should change following their proposed merger.  It is not known whether or not advisers at Greater Manchester Low Pay Unit receive supervision sessions.

We recommend that OMBC should require advice agencies to have monthly advisers’ supervision sessions.

Social policy work

Social policy work is the activity by advice agencies which involves using evidence and client experiences to press for improvements in the law or services.  It is an important and accepted part of the remit of advice agencies because it not only holds public services to account, but enables problems affecting sometimes thousands of people, to be resolved at source. 

Only two agencies (CAB and Law Centre) appear to be undertaking any social policy work and we believe this is an area which should be strengthened.  Social Policy work can be particularly effective when it involves advisers from different agencies, so this could provide an opportunity for advisers in different agencies to collaborate and pool social policy activity for the good of Oldham residents. Advice agencies provide eyes and ears for local authorities seeking to improve services by identifying areas of repeated service failure and taking an active role in consultation on service development.

This is a process which OMBC should encourage.

5.6 Oldham Community Legal and Advice Services Partnership

The Oldham Community Legal and Advice Service Partnership (CLASP) was established in 2001. It included representatives from the main advice providers from private practice solicitors, the voluntary sector and the local authority services, as well as the LSP. 

An initial Strategic Plan was published but it is not possible to comment on this. Neither the Local Authority nor the Legal Services Commission could locate a copy. The copy found by one supplier was lost in the post to the consultant. Whatever its merit or otherwise, the Plan has clearly not formed a blueprint for services in Oldham. CLASP still exists but is not currently properly active. View expressed by providers in, voluntary sector, private practice, funders and other stakeholders were remarkably consistent from their different perspectives. 

· CLASP failed to involve many of the key stakeholders at all – either they were (and are) not invited or they failed to see the relevance and did not attend.

· Administration has been patchy – originally the LSC took it on and it was felt to be reasonably effective, OMBC then took it on with a chair from the providers.

· It became a forum for providers to discuss their issues which deterred other partners

· Conversely, it was (is) not a good forum for providers to discuss technical matters as the audience is too mixed.

· Private practice attendance has been patchy.

· The report published in September 2004
 was felt to cover only priorities for LSC funding.

· No priorities were agreed between areas 

· Critically, no attempt to develop a funders’ forum and a cohesive funding strategy has yet been made.

For all its failings, we feel CLASP could still form the network for the service providers in Oldham. 

We feel however that a separate strategic funding and commissioning body is needed and that OMBC must take the lead in establishing this to:

· Commit all funders to such a strategy and to open an early exchange of information about funding proposals.

· Enable dialogue between funders and providers to determine who is best able to supply which services.

· Provide a network for the ongoing development of quality.

Dialogue is obviously needed between CLASP and the commissioning forum both in planning and implementation stages. 

None of the above issues are unique to Oldham; some CLSPs no longer function at all. A briefing paper by the ASA recognised that CLSPs operate under significant constraints. There is no obligation for anyone other than the LSC to participate and no resources or funding are provided to assist the work of CLSPs. In addition, the balance between different partners and the commitment they have shown has raised serious issues about the sustainability and impact of CLSPs
. The report in particular noted the “varying degrees of commitment and interests shown by local authorities” and suggested that “clarification is needed as to the duties of local authorities and whether they should be required to participate in CLSPs”.

Response in our fieldwork was unanimous that CLASP as it currently stands was not able to be the co-ordinating and planning body for the Borough. 

6 Advice Needs in Oldham

6.1 Advice need indicators

Research conducted by the National Consumer Council in 1992 indicated that 16.5% of the population used, or would have used if they had known about it or it had been accessible, some form of advice service.   In Oldham this would approximate to 35,851 people in any one year. It is also well established that people on lower incomes are more likely to have advice needs across arrange of social welfare law topics.  For this reason, the Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) is widely regarded as being a reliable indicator of advice needs on a geographical basis (the drawback being that the needs of those on low incomes in prosperous areas may be less apparent). 

On all the indicators of poverty and inequality, Oldham demonstrates very high levels of need.

Oldham Council is a data rich local authority and much high quality analysis of socio-economic and other indicators has been undertaken.  In particular, the council’s research service has undertaken extensive mapping of the IMD and the patterns of poverty and inequality across the Borough.  We are indebted to Susan Kirkham and her colleagues for providing us with this information and for also doing so at great speed and the data used in this summary are taken from Oldham Council’s Social Inclusion Audit 2001 and the draft 2005 update as well as the 2005 Unemployment Bulletins published by Manchester Enterprises and the Council’s statistical summary of the Oldham population.

6.2 Local advice need indicators

The IMD for Oldham shows very marked inequalities between the most and least deprived areas of the town.  There are large clusters of areas with very high IMD scores (indicating high levels of deprivation), in the geographical centre of the Borough stretching south across parts of Alexandra, Saddleworth West and Lees Wards with a separate large cluster in Hollinwood ward
.  Conversely, some areas have very low deprivation scores, even by national standards – for example, Crompton, most of Saddleworth West and Saddleworth East Wards.

Analysis of the 2004 IMD by the Council’s research service indicates that:

· Oldham was ranked the 43rd most deprived out of all 354 local authorities in England (placing it at the 12th percentile)

· The IMD indicator which Oldham was ranked as most deprived is “local concentration” - the intensity of deprivation in the most deprived areas (placing it at the 7th percentile nationally)

· The following wards are more deprived on the 2004 IMD than the average for Oldham: Coldhurst, Alexandra, Werneth, St Marys, Lees and Hollinwood Wards.  This is not to imply that other areas of Oldham are not deprived, merely this indicates the relative levels of deprivation.

· Over two fifths of the Super Output Areas (the smaller areas within wards for measuring Census and other data) were in the most deprived 20% nationally, almost a quarter are in the most deprived 10% nationally and 13.2% of the Areas are in the most deprived 5% nationally.  One Area is in the most deprived 1% nationally..   
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6.4 Low pay

Where a large section of the local workforce are low paid, one can expect there to be a corresponding high level of need for advice on employment law, in-work benefits and tax credits, and debt. 

There is good evidence about the scale of low pay in Oldham, for example:

· In 2003, average full-time weekly pay in Oldham was 79.6% of the average in England

· Average hourly pay (excluding overtime) for full time workers in Oldham was the lowest in Greater Manchester with average hourly pay being 77.7% of that for England as a whole.

· In April 2004, the national Minimum Wage for adults was £4.50 per hour.  Almost a fifth (19.6%) of the jobs advertised at Oldham Job Centre were at this level and 29.2% paid less than £5.15 an hour.

Low pay and long hours of work are also closely associated – for example, 10.8% of all jobs advertised at Oldham Job Centre had average hours of work of 40 or more hours a week compared to 9.9% across all of Greater Manchester. Because of the impact on personal relationships, long hours also have implications for levels of advice and help on family and criminal law. 

6.5 Unemployment

While the average level of unemployment across Oldham (January 2005) at 3.3% is only marginally higher than the rate for Great Britain of 3.2%, there are huge differences in unemployment rates across Oldham, with rates for Wards varying from 10% to 0.9%.  Within the Wards with the highest unemployment, there will be rates far higher than the ward average.

We also particularly noted the very high levels of youth unemployment in Oldham with an average rate of 7.8% (compared to 6.1% for Great Britain).  Young people are underrepresented among users of advice agencies, yet they are entitled to lower levels of benefits and a lower National Minimum Wage. Helping young people under 18 to access benefits requires a high level of skill and good knowledge of the relevant parts of the benefits system.  During 2003, 8% of 16 year old school leavers in Oldham left school to no employment education or training, and there were 500 unemployed people aged 16-19.  However, only 305 (including an unknown number of those aged 18-19 who do not face restrictions accessing Jobseeker’s Allowance) were receiving Jobseeker’s Allowance.  In common with all other parts of the UK, there appear to be a significant number of young people aged under 18 who have no independent and legitimate income.

The higher levels of unemployment among people in black and minority ethnic groups is also a noticeable feature – in the year to February 2004 non-white working age people had an employment rate of 46.0% compared to 78.1% for white people and OMBC’s estimates of the International Labour Office measure of unemployment suggests an unemployment rate of 4.8% across Greater Manchester for white people compared to rates between 11.1% and 13.9% for people in black and minority ethnic groups.  Given the ethnic differences in other indicators, one might expect a greater variation in ethnic employment rates within Oldham. 

6.6 Disability and Ill Health

Poverty and ill-health and higher levels of disability are closely correlated.  Ill health and disability have direct implications for the needs for advice on a range of social welfare law – for example, benefits, employment, discrimination, housing, education and community care.

As one expects, the data indicate that levels of ill health and disability in Oldham are above average.  For example:

· People born in Oldham have a lower than average life expectancy (73.3 years for men and 78.5 for women – compared to the England and Wales average of 75.7 and 80.4).  Early death rates are higher than the national average in all wards in Oldham except for five of the most prosperous areas.

· According to the 2004 Index of deprivation, Over two fifths of the Super Output Areas in Oldham were among the 20% most health deprived nationally and a quarter were in the most deprived 10%

· 39.1% of households in Oldham have one or more people with a limiting long term illness compared to 33.6% of households in England and 19.7% of Oldham’s population has a limiting long term illness compared to 17.3% in England.
6.7 Poorer Pensioners

An area which has more pensioners on low incomes indicates a clear need for advice and help with benefits.  However, there are some indications that take-up of Pension Credit is better among the poorest pensioners (entitlement is clearer and the incentive to claim is greater), which, to an extent, might contradict this. The 2004 Index of Deprivation contained an Index of Income Deprivation among older people.  This is based on the numbers receiving means tested befits (so would be distorted by higher take-up levels) but it does serve as a useful indicator of poverty among older people.  Almost a third of Oldham wards were in the 20% of wards nationally with the highest levels of pensioner poverty. 

6.8 Literacy and educational attainment

The experience of advice workers shows that people with less good levels of literacy, specifically literacy in English, and numeracy are more likely to require additional time when they approach an advice service.  This has been consistently borne out by findings in our reviews of advice services in other parts of the country.  Our view is that a person with significant literacy problems will require 50% more advice worker time.  In addition, a poor level of literacy and numeracy can actually cause certain advice needs – for example, if someone is unable to understand a letter about an unpaid debt or a Notice of Intention to seek Possession, they are less likely to action it appropriately, thus meaning that the matter progresses onto the next stage of recovery action with associated legal complexity and cost.

In Oldham generally, basic skill levels are low – 18.2% of adults have very low literacy compared to 15% nationally and 23.7% have low numeracy compared to 21% nationally.  In seven wards over 20% of the population have very low levels of literacy (Coldhurst has the highest rate at 26.7%). In addition, Census data show that 37.7% of Oldham’s population have no qualifications, compared to 28.9% in England, placing Oldham in the 10% of local authorities with most unqualified residents.

6.9 Housing

Various indicators of housing need can also suggest a high need for advice on housing law.  For example, having more homes in poor repair will drive a need for advice on disrepair rights for tenants or help with repair costs from the benefits system for owner-occupiers.

Oldham has high levels of need for advice on housing law. For example:

· A survey by Oldham Council in 1999 showed that 8.7% of households in the Borough had unsuitable housing

· The 2004 IMD index of housing deprivation showed that three wards in Oldham are among the 1% most deprived in the country and a further three were within the 10% of most deprived wards

· There are marked inequalities with nearly half of “Asian” households in housing need and 18.9% of black households compared to 4.4% of white households

· Extensive Housing Market Renewal, while clearly benefiting the Borough in the long term, does appear to be creating additional pressures both in the form of temporary homelessness and in creating family housing at the expense of accommodation for single people – who frequently are young and income deprived.

· Data from the Centre for Sustainable Energy shows that 65% of Oldham’s wards have a percentage of households experiencing fuel poverty which is higher than the national average of 23%.  Five wards have percentages of 30% or higher.  Fuel poverty is a growing issue for advice agencies because fuel prices have risen significantly over the last year and are predicted to continue to rise meaning that more advice worker time will be required to help with the consequences of non-payment.

6.10 Ethnic minority groups

The data suggest that Oldham’s black and minority ethnic population is markedly disadvantaged compared to the white population. People of Pakistani and Bangladeshi heritage make up 10.9% of the population and other minority ethnic groups make up a further 3.1% of the population.  While the patterns of migration mean that people of ethnic minority heritage are increasingly born in Oldham – indeed, Oldham has a higher proportion of its population who were born in the UK than the national average – a larger ethnic minority population is an indicator of a greater need for advice on immigration and discrimination. Also, given the higher levels of poverty and deprivation among black and minority ethnic groups, there will be a need for additional resources to address their other social welfare law needs. This may be a bigger factor in Oldham because of the high rates of poverty and deprivation in some of the Boroughs black and minority ethnic communities. 
Our fieldwork supports the view that the lack of awareness of legal rights and possible solutions is more marked among minority communities. Oldham’s minority communities are demonstrably economically disadvantaged and additional barriers make seeking advice more difficult, particularly for women in some communities. In addition, the supply of immigration and asylum advice does not currently seem sufficient.
6.11 Public services

The introduction of Jobcentre Plus has seen a backlog of claims and errors in benefit eligibility calculations, this reflects problems nationally and there are signs that this is not a short-term issue. The Child Support Agency also continues to be a source of difficulty for significant numbers of residents.

6.12 ANARAK analysis & Actual Provision 

ANARAK
 findings are calculations that allow for an estimate of likely predicted advice need in a given area and the level of resources required to meet this need. The figures generated by ANARAK should be seen as indicators of need, rather than absolutes. They should be used as a starting point for planning local advice needs, not a blue-print.

Assessing advice needs is an imprecise science and caution is advisable in interpreting the data. However, this data can provide a framework whereby commissioners of services can begin to understand the profile of need in a given locality and, in conjunction with other data, begin to make informed decisions on planning services.

ANARAK does not take account of literacy levels.

ANARAK was a tool we used to begin to address one of the key questions in the review, which was, “Does current provision address geographical based needs for advice services in the borough?” For the purpose of this review we updated the ANARAK model to add a further multiplier to reflect the needs highlighted by the Super Output Areas. The table below sets out the estimated advice need in Oldham. It estimates a minimum number of paid advisers needed to be 40.2 compared to the actual amount currently in post of about 23. This is likely to be an underestimate of the level of need.

	Area
	Special Needs Multiplier

	Total 

population

	Advice Hours Required Per Year
	Advisers 

Required
	Actual 

Advice

Hours
	Actual Advisers

FTE
,


	Oldham
	10.3%
	217,818
	38,865
	40.2
	c22,218 

	c23


The pattern of advice need predicted by ANARAK remains largely consistent over time. This is represented in the table below:

	 
	1991
	1995
	2001
	2005
	2011

	Special Needs Multiplier
	9.9
	13.2
	12.3
	10.3
	13.7

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Active Sign Posting
	39281
	40908
	40261
	39659
	40902

	General Help
	4910
	5114
	5033
	4957
	5113

	General Help with Casework
	4910
	5114
	5033
	4957
	5113

	Specialist Help
	3928
	4091
	4026
	3966
	4090

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Number of Advisers
	39.8
	41.5
	40.8
	40.2
	41.5


Please note: a separate, detailed ward-by-ward report of the ANARAK findings has been provided to the Council and it is envisaged that this will be used by officers and the new commissioning body to inform the planning and configuration of future services.
6.13 Local authority funding

This table summarises the key funding provided by OBMC to the main advice agencies:
	Agency
	Oldham CAB
	Oldham DIAL
	Oldham Independent Housing Aid Centre
	Oldham Law Centre
	Oldham Race Equality Partnership

	OMBC Main Programme 2005/6
	£215,550
	£59,006
	£66,150
	£101,900
	£25,000


How does this investment compare to similar local authorities? It is very difficult to undertake an accurate comparison of spending on advice services by local authorities. With many authorities, funding for in-house and voluntary sector provision may be spread across a number of departments or divisions. There is not a clear definition about what they each include under the term advice services. The revised BVPI for 2005-6 should enable better comparisons to take place in future years.  The table below corroborates our earlier finding that advice services in Oldham appear to be under funded and are so compared to other local authorities.

	Local authority
	In-house provision
	Voluntary sector provision
	Total spend
	Spend per head of population

	Leicester
	£665,300
	£546,600
	£1,211,900
	£4.27

	Manchester
	£2 million
	£1.5 million
	£3.5 million
	£8.09

	Nottingham
	£822,470
	£532,560
	£1,355,030
	£4.95

	Bristol
	£1,118,858
	£891,789
	£2,010,647
	£5.28

	Oldham
	£112,320 

	£467,606
	£579,926
	£2.66


The table in Appendix 7 shows the overall type(s) and level of advice provided by each agency .

The table below outlines breakdown of the overall levels of advice provided by agencies. Assisted Information level is not included as data about it was not provided by a sufficient number of advice agencies to draw meaningful conclusions.  

	Overall Levels of Advice
	% of enquiries/clients

	General Help

	82.4%

	General Help with Casework
	9.2%

	Specialist Help
	8.4%


The following table breaks down the above table over areas of law as follows:

	Areas of Law 

	% General Help
	% General Help with Casework
	% Specialist Help

	Welfare Benefits
	2.7%
	24.9%
	2.5%

	Housing & Homelessness
	1.1%
	<1%
	1.3%

	Debt & Money Advice
	3.2%
	12.7%
	2.6%

	Employment
	<1%
	3.7%
	1%

	Consumer 

	6.6%
	25.3%
	<1%

	Family
	<1%
	<1%
	<1%

	Immigration
	<1%
	<1%
	1%

	Education
	<1%
	<1%
	<1%

	Community Care
	<1%
	<1%
	<1%

	Racial Equality/ Harassment
	<1%
	<1%
	<1%


There were significant inconsistencies in the recording of enquirer/casework data by advice agencies which means that this table should be treated with caution.  This problem again highlights the need for OMBC to agree a common statistical recording system with advice agencies that it funds so that accurate performance management information is available to all.

Area of Law
Number of Agencies with LSC Contracts

Welfare Benefits
2
(CAB & Law Centre) 

Debt


1
(CAB)

Housing

2
(Law Centre & OIHAC)

Employment

1
(Law Centre)

Immigration

2 
(CAB & Law Centre) 

(Note: the impending merger of CAB and OIHC will not alter the above).

6.14 Benefit take-up in Oldham

As part of our review we undertook an analysis of benefit take-up in Oldham.  It is well known that many people who are entitled to benefits fail to claim them and researchers have extensively explored the reasons for this.  

The research shows that people fail to claim benefits they are entitled to because of a number of inter-related barriers: 

· They have low lifestyle expectations

· They wish to retain independence by avoiding contact with the social security system

· They have negative perceptions about the social security system and benefit recipients

· They have had or have heard of previous personal negative experiences with the benefits system

· They have insufficient knowledge about the basic rules of entitlement

Advice agencies and local authorities have a crucial role to play in helping people overcome these barriers.

Lower levels of benefit take-up have direct implications for the local authority and the local community:

· Part of central government grant to local authorities is weighted to take account of certain proxy indicators of need (primarily the number of people receiving Income Support or Attendance Allowance)

· There is strong evidence that higher levels of benefit take-up result in local job creation and the multiplier effect from local benefits spending has been shown to recycle benefits spending 1.7 times a year within the local economy.

· Levels of material deprivation are higher than they should be

· Local authority incomes from care charges is reduced

· People are less able to meet their key liabilities such as rent, utilities and local taxes – all of which have a wider impact on people’s well being and the local authority’s financial position

· There are links between higher level of benefit take-up and improved health outcomes

The National Picture

The latest available data from the Department for Work and Pensions
 shows that the following patterns of benefit take up apply nationally.  Estimates of means tested benefit take-up are based on data from the Family Resources Survey and the sample sizes of this mean that local disaggregation produces very unreliable results.

(2001/2)

· Income Support (for non-pensioners)

Take-up between 85% and 95% by caseload 

Take-up between 91% and 97% by expenditure  (up to £880m unclaimed)

· Minimum Income Guarantee (IS for pensioners)

Take-up between 63% and 74% by caseload 

Take-up between 73% and 83% by expenditure (up to £1260m unclaimed)

· Pension Credit

66% (Jan ‘05) by caseload 

· Housing Benefit

Take-up between 84% and 90% by caseload 

Take-up between 88% and 93% by expenditure 

· Council Tax Benefit

Take-up between 65% and 71% by caseload  
Take-up between 68% and 75% by expenditure 
· Jobseeker’s Allowance (Income Based)

Take-up between 55% and 70% by caseload

Take-up between 62% and 76% by expenditure

· DLA
 

30% - 50% (care)

50-70% (mobility)

Take-up of Council Tax Benefit has been falling in recent years (despite DWP publicity which has had little effect). This is partly because of Council Tax increases above inflation and higher levels of qualifying income for pensioners and those with children, which all have the effect of increasing the number who qualify.  Different groups are known to have lower levels of benefit take up - for example black and minority ethnic groups and young people.

The Local Picture

While it is an imprecise exercise, if the same levels of national take-up are applied to Oldham, it would suggest that the following numbers of people were missing out on benefits they are entitled to:

	
	Number of recipients in Oldham (2004)
	Lower estimate of entitled non recipients in Oldham
	Total annual amount unclaimed
 

	Income Support
	10,330
	544
	£1.24m

	Pension Credit
	11,105
	5721
	£7.46m


	Housing Benefit
	16,500
	1833
	£3.17m

	Council Tax Benefit
	22,600
	9230
	£4.07m

	Income based JSA
	2,265
	971
	£2.25m

	DLA care component
	9,785
	9,785
	£19.49m


	DLA mob component
	10,600
	4,800
	£8.65m


	
	
	
	


How does benefit take-up in Oldham compare to other local authorities?

A further indicator of take up can be obtained by comparing benefit recipient numbers as a proportion of broadly eligible groups (e.g. people in the 2001 Census whose health is not good and the number of Disability Living and Attendance Allowance awards) between Oldham and some other local authorities.  We have selected a mix of local authorities –some which are known to have done a lot of benefit take-up work and some which have similar socio-economic characteristics to Oldham and which are in the same Audit Commission “family” of local authorities.

This exercise produces some useful insights into comparative levels of take up but it is not a precise exercise because there is no data about the actual eligibility of people in the broadly entitled groups (e.g. income, capital, levels of disability and means tested eligibility among non working people aged 18 - 60). 

The results can also be skewed by local population characteristics (e.g. if the local elderly population have an above average level of occupational pensions or a higher than average level of publicly funded care accommodation).  However, despite these limitations we believe that these broad groups are proxy indicators of entitlement when used comparatively and help indicate where the priority areas for benefit take-up work might lie.

Estimates of benefit take-up

	
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E

	Oldham
	72.2
	17.1
	26.4
	50.8
	36.0

	Derby
	79.8
	18.2
	23.1
	46.9
	38.4

	Leicester
	65.6
	14.3
	35.5
	69.7
	48.3

	Manchester
	74.6
	18.4
	37.6
	66.9
	49.7

	Newcastle
	68.4
	16.5
	31.2
	50.2
	38.2 

	Rochdale
	73.8
	16.1
	28.3
	43.9
	42.5

	Salford
	82.6
	18.2
	30.5
	57.4
	36.7

	Tameside
	73.6
	17.9
	27.6
	50.5
	35.2

	Average
	73.8
	17.0
	30.0
	54.5
	40.6


   Key:

A = Number of awards of AA and DLA as a percentage of the population whose health is “not good” 

B = Percentage of population over 65 who receive Attendance Allowance

C = Percentage of over 60s who receive Pension Credit

D = Income Support or Jobseeker’s Allowance as percentage of the workless population aged 18 – 60; this is the least reliable indicator.

E = Carers allowance awards as percentage of the number of unpaid carers who spend 50 or more hours per week caring. 

Conclusions and Solutions

A number of priorities for benefit take-up work are suggested by this analysis:

· Overall, benefit take-up rates in Oldham appear to be better than other areas where we have carried out reviews of advice provision, particularly in areas which have been targeted by the Borough such as Attendance Allowance and DLA However, there is significant room for improvement.

· Take up of DLA and AA is better than the national average, but sustained and effective take-up work could bring the take-up rate to Manchester’s levels.  Children with special needs are known to be a group which particularly underclaim this benefit and they are also known to be a group which is at particular risk of experiencing child poverty. 

· There appears to be significant scope for improving take up rates of Pension Credit – perhaps by large scale and routine use of HB/CTB data-matching.  

· The percentage of carers receiving Carers Allowance is related to the number of awards of DLA and AA. Improving AA take-up will assist take up rates of Carers Allowance (particularly among older carers).  One would expect Oldham to have very similar take-up rates as Leicester and Manchester.  

· As nationally, there is likely to be scope for take up of Council Tax Benefit – low income owner occupiers are known to be a group which particularly underclaim and the cumbersome administrative processes around Pension Credit mean that people on Pension Credit can fail to claim Council Tax and/or Housing Benefits. 

· While we have limited local empirical evidence, take-up rates of Jobseeker’s Allowance by young men are often very poor and we know that few unemployed young people in Oldham are receiving any benefits.  Crucial to tackling this will be an enhanced customer service by Jobcentre Plus as well as improved awareness of young peoples’ rights among staff in organisations which work with young people. 

7 Focus Group Reports on Advice Seeking

As part of the review of advice services Michael Bell Associates agreed to consult with Oldham residents to get a picture of their experience of seeking advice. After consultation with the Steering Group and advice providers, five groups were identified to interview in “focus groups”. Unfortunately, due to organisational difficulties beyond our control, only two of these took place
. Four key themes were identified for the groups to discuss with the help of a facilitator from Michael Bell Associates. These were as follows:

· Experience of seeking advice

· Impressions of advice services

· Barriers to advice

· Possible improvements to advice services.

This was very clearly not a large-scale piece of qualitative research. However, focus groups were used to deepen our understanding of how advice agencies relate to specific disadvantaged communities. In addition, whilst the facilitator explained what was meant by “advice” and “advice services”, many participants spoke about their experiences of seeking information and advice in a broad range of fields, including employment and training opportunities, local authority and health services.

7.1 Findings

Seeking advice:
· Many participants had been put off seeking advice by queues in agencies and several reported leaving waiting rooms unseen. Engaged and unanswered telephones were also reported.

· Almost all of those seen had received advice and all sought it initially through agencies or individuals they knew, whether or not specifically advice agencies. Neither group can be taken as typical and this finding, while factual, has no general validity.

· Both groups were held at venues where users could seek advice. It is thus difficult to draw much of relevance to the wider population. Views expressed were essentially that if DIAL/Nugget Street were not there, they did not know what they would do. Both groups knew of the CAB (who visit Nugget Street) but saw it as very busy.

Impressions of advice services:

· A small number of users reported being passed from one agency to another to another. One person had hired a commercial financial advisor.

· There was some evidence of people dissatisfied with advice received being advised to try elsewhere rather than simply being given bad news.

· No discriminatory behaviour was reported from any services.

· Home visits were seen as particularly effective as they enabled solutions for the whole family to be found.

Barriers to seeking advice:

· For welfare rights advice, fear of having existing benefits taken away was an obstacle for both groups.

· Low expectations are a barrier – related closely to a very limited knowledge of rights.

· Delays in or obstacles to gaining access to advice – engaged or unanswered telephones, waiting in waiting rooms or for an appointment or being referred on meant that many people gave up seeking help.

· Difficulties for those for whom English was not a first language and concern that services may not have cultural awareness to be appropriate for certain client groups. 

· Car parks free to people with mobility disabilities not being in the right places to visit agencies.

· 9 – 5 opening hours disadvantage both disabled users and people whose first language is not English making it difficult for working relatives to accompany them.

Suggested improvements:

· Users saw the need to contact people who were excluded and say Luncheon Clubs and Ring and Ride as possible ways to pursue benefit take up with older people and people with disabilities.

· Use of bilingual workers rather than interpreters.

· Views were split on having a single advice telephone line – the importance of the telephone being actually answered in a community language (Urdu would be the most functional) was stressed. Many saw the telephone as a second class service and no work was done with users of telephone services.

8 Appendix 1 – ANARAK Background

In 1996, Michael Bell Associates pioneered the use of a computer-generated advice needs assessment model. This was based on a series of socio-economic factors that was considered would be likely to lead to increased (or decreased) levels of need for advice.

The model requires a limited number of data inputs, such as the number of residents in an area, the number of households, and a range of socio-demographic statistics, which serve as indicators. The following five areas are thought to be appropriate indicators of deprivation for advice needs modelling. These are:

1. Income deprivation

2. Work deprivation

3. Health deprivation

4. Housing deprivation

5. Education, skills and training deprivation

In addition, we have included both ethnic origin and age as indicators of advice need because the elderly populations tend to have restricted mobility, which has implications for home visits for example, and large BME communities often have higher levels of demand for immigration advice and potential translation facility implications. 

Advice needs and consequent resource requirements are subject to a Special Needs Multiplier (SNM) based on these indicators, which once applied to an area, produces an indication as to how much above or below a national mean need for advice. 

This latter figure for the national level of need for advice is based upon research conducted by the National Consumer Council in 1992, which indicated that 16.5% of the population used, or would have used if they had known about it or it had been accessible, some form of advice service. 

ANARAK findings are calculations that allow for an estimate of likely-predicted advice need in a given area and the level of resources required to meet this need. Results can be presented on a ward-by-ward basis, though, as for most cities, it was more appropriate to divide Oldham into a number of sub-regions that made sense in terms of transport links and demographic features.

Appendix 2 – Oldham Not-For-Profit Agencies Holding Legal services commission contracts

Oldham Citizens Advice Bureau (Immigration, Welfare Benefits and Debt)



Oldham Independent Housing Aid Centre (Housing)

Oldham Law Centre (Immigration, Housing, Employment and Welfare Benefits)

Appendix 3 – Advice Survey Respondents

Greater Manchester Low Pay Unit

Oldham Citizens Advice Bureau

Oldham DIAL/Disability Alliance

Oldham Independent Housing Aid Centre

Oldham Law Centre

Oldham Social Services

OMBC Trading Standards Service

Appendix 4 – Fieldwork visits to service providers

Oldham CAB 

Oldham Disability Alliance/DIAL

Oldham Independent Housing Aid Centre

Oldham Law Centre

Oldham Race Equality Partnership

OMBC Contact Centre

OMBC One Stop Shop

OMBC Social Services

OMBC Trading Standards

Platt Halpern Solicitors

Tameside Race Equality Council

Appendix 5 – Individual “Stakeholders” Interviewed
Jocelyn Adderly – Legal Services Commission 

Neil Gibson – Chief Executives Department, OMBC

Alan Higgins – Director of Public, Health Oldham PCT (by telephone and e-mail)

Bruce Penhale – Chief Executives Department, OMBC

Dorothy Philips – Social Services, OMBC

Gordon Roscoe – New Deal For Communities

Appendix 6 – Focus Groups

The following groups facilitated focus groups of their own users:

· Nugget Street – facilitated by OMBC Social Services

· Oldham Disability Alliance / DIAL

Appendix 7 - Outreach advice work in Oldham

From the survey returns the following outreach sessions were identified. 

CAB

· 20hrs pw Oldham Hospital

· 3 hrs pw Pakistani Community Centre

· 3 hrs pw Marjorie Lees Health Centre

· 3hrs pw Manchester Rd Health Centre

· 3 hrs pw Limehurst Village Health Centre

· 3hrs pw Royton Health Centre

· 3 hrs pw Glodwick Health Centre

· 2 hrs pw Westwood Health Centre

· 15 hrs pw Age Concern

DIAL

· 2.5 hrs pw Coppice Community Centre

· 1.5 hrs pw Fatima Womens Assoc

· .5 hrs pw Cancer Aid Network

· 1.25 hrs pw Werneth & Freehold

Law Centre

· 2 hrs pw Werneth & Freehold Community Centre

Appendix 8 – Levels of Provision

	Agency
	Community Care
	Consumer
	Debt and Money advice
	Education
	Employment
	Housing and Homelessness
	Immigration
	Disability Discrimination
	Racial Equality
	Welfare Rights

	CAB
	GH
	GH
	SPH
	GH
	GHC
	GH
	SPH
	GH
	GH
	SPH

	DIAL
	GH
	GH
	
	
	
	GH
	
	GH
	
	GHC

	Ind’t Housing  Aid
	
	
	
	
	
	SPH
	
	
	
	GHC

	Law Centre
	
	
	
	SPH
	SPH
	SPH
	SPH
	SPH
	SPH
	SPH

	Low Pay Unit
	
	
	
	
	GHC
	
	
	
	
	

	Trading Standards
	
	GHC
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


AI
=
Assisted information

GH
=
General Help

GHC
=
General Help with Casework

SPH
=
Specialist Help

Glossary

Throughout this report we make reference to a number of terms commonly used in the advice sector. This section provides our definition of these terms and the concepts used.

Advice – the activity of protecting or enforcing an individual’s (or group’s) legal rights and entitlements. This is likely to include one or all of the following activities:
· Listening to clients

· Diagnosing the problem

· Giving information

· Advising on the options available

· Taking action on behalf of clients

· Negotiating on their behalf

· Representing clients’ cases at tribunals and courts

· Referral where appropriate

· Enabling or empowering the individual to take informed action on their own behalf.

Advice agencies are the “traditional” providers of advice services. The role of these providers is primarily focused upon: 

· Case work

· Follow-up work

· Legal advocacy and representation.

The advice agencies should also develop a strategic approach and have a role in policy comment, whereby they use their experiences in providing direct advice to the public to inform and alert policy-makers to issues of concern and promote specific changes in law or practice that may help larger numbers of people.

The Community Legal Service has defined the different levels of information and advice service provision as follows: 

· Assisted Information – this level is where staff are available to help clients access information, to identify where clients need further information or advice and help clients select an appropriate service where they will be able to receive this.

· General Help level – applies mainly to advice agencies that provide general advice, including diagnosing clients’ problems, giving information and explaining options/ identifying further action the client can take, giving basic assistance, e.g. filling in basic forms, contacting third parties to seek information.

· General Help with casework – the definition of “casework” involves follow-up work or taking action on behalf of clients in order to move the case on. This may include negotiation and advocacy on the client’s behalf to third parties on the telephone, by letter or face to face.

· Specialist Help level – refers to services that provide advice and legal help on complex matters in specific areas of law including representation where this is permitted. This level applies mainly to solicitors and franchised advice agencies.

Second-tier Support – one or more of the following: expert legal advice (telephone, face to face or email) supported casework and training to organisations or agencies to help them provide quality advice services.

Social Welfare Law –

· Community care

· Consumer

· Debt 

· Education

· Employment

· Housing and homelessness

· Family law including domestic violence

· Immigration and nationality

· Racial equality and harassment

· Welfare Benefits/welfare rights

�“Legal and Advice Services: A Pathway out of Social Exclusion”, Lord Chancellor’s Department and Law Centres Federation, 2001.


� Making legal rights a reality. The LSC’s Strategy for the Community Legal Service. Legal Services Commission. July 2005.


�Discussions between the Law Society, Advice Services Alliance and the LSC are ongoing. Any changes will not come into force before April 2006.


� Paragraph 8.4 A Fairer Deal for Legal Aid op cit. 


� Report of the Review of the Regulatory Framework for Legal Services in England and Wales. London. 2005. Department for Consitutional Affairs.  


� Paragraph 6.31 A Fairer Deal for Legal Aid op cit.


� “Dealing with the complexity of the benefits system”. National Audit Office. November 2005.  


� “Legal and advice services: A pathway out of social exclusion”, Lord Chancellors Department & LCF, 2001.


� Griffith, A., 2003.


� Ambrose, P. & Stone, J., 2003.


� Ambrose, P. & Stone, J., 2003.


�For more information on this, and in particular findings from previous research involving Newham Social Regeneration Unit’s income maximisation work and its effect on local spend, see Sacks, J., 2002.


� See Fraser of Allender Institute, 2001.


� A unit cost per job was also calculated, and findings demonstrate that jobs created via increased benefit income were substantially cheaper than those developed through other government assistance programmes such as Enterprise Zones.


� Innovations in the Community Legal Service. Legal Services Commission. May 2005. p5.


� As above. P.17.


� Abbott, S. & Hobby, L., 2002.


� In this context, “vitality” is defined as “levels of energy and tiredness”.


� Abbott & Hobby, 2002, p. 2.


� Frankish, C. J., Green, L. W., et al., 1996.


� Abbott & Hobby, 2002, p. 2.


� Manchester City Council, 1979


� See Pre-budget report 


(http:// www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/media/8F9/37/pbr04_profininc_complete_394.pdf.)


� The Big Lottery Fund Consultation: ASA Response. ASA September 2004.                   


� National Association of Welfare Rights Advisers. Position Paper on Joint Teams.  March 2005.


� As set out in the Department of Health’s “Shifting the Balance of Power” (DH, 2001).


� Primary care is defined here as the care provided by people you normally see when you first have a health problem, e.g. interventions resulting from a visit to a doctor or dentist or a trip to a pharmacist to buy cough mixture.


�National Standards, Local Action (DH, 2004).


� Oldham Community Legal & Advice Service Partnership Funding Report and Priorities 2003 – 2004, Oldham CLASP 2002


� “Community Legal Services Partnerships: an Introduction”, Adam Griffith, 2002.


� Pre 2004 wards have been used as insufficient data is available for current wards at the time of writing


� More details about ANARAK can be found in Appendix 1


� Adjusted for SOAs.


� To be adjusted for 2004 figures.


� Includes volunteer hours.


� Includes percentage from cross- agencies for work done in these areas.


� Approximate figures have been used because of the less than 100% return arte of survey forms


� Because of the difficulty in identifying the cost of OMBC’s in-house services, this is an estimate based upon four FTE posts graded at SO1 including employer on-costs. This is based on two Welfare Rights Caseworkers and one trainer and one Trading Standards Officer engaged solely in advice.


� A number of areas of law including discrimination were coded as “other” by advice agencies and it was not possible to disaggregate the data.


� This category may contain several areas of law due to coding practices in advice agencies. A significant degree of skewing of the table is therefore likely.


� Source: DWP Benefit statistics. � HYPERLINK "http://www.dwp.gov.uk/asd/income_analysis/Summary_of_Key_Results_for_0203.asp" ��www.dwp.gov.uk/asd/income_analysis/Summary_of_Key_Results_for_0203.asp� 


� Source: DWP Press release 3rd February 2005


� Source: DWP In-house research summary No 5 1998


�DWP data for 2001/02 so likely to slightly underestimate because of lower benefit rates that year.


� Unclaimed amount of PC not known, so unclaimed average of Income Support for Pensioners in 2001/02 has been used as an indication


� Based on average award of £38.32 pw in 2004


� Based on average award of £34.66 pw in 2004


� Minority communities in Glodwick at Nugget Street and Disabled people at Oldham Disability Alliance.
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