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1 Executive summary of finding and recommendations

1.1 Generic findings

· There is “a huge and unmet need” for advice in Haringey

· Demand for advice services in Haringey appears to be significantly amplified by poor quality referrals by a wide range of voluntary and statutory agencies, lack of knowledge and lack of engagement about social welfare law (especially welfare benefits) among many staff working in London Borough of Haringey services and partner agencies, a very noticeable trend among some community organisations to try to provide advice often on complex matters and to frequently make mistakes, significant customer service failures by Jobcentre Plus services in Haringey, 

· Serious shortages of advisers in many areas especially for social security tribunal representation (and Court representation in debt and housing matters) and employment advice. Just one debt adviser post.

· There is a shortage of health based advice initiatives.

· The gradual drift out of legal aid work by good quality private sector solicitor provision on social welfare law is placing additional demands on advice agencies as well as leading to a loss of specialist level help for more complex matters.

· There is no strategic plan for the provision of social welfare law advice, either in-house or externally.

· There is not enough informal contact between workers in different advice agencies.

· Staff employed by the London Borough of Haringey who have an advice giving function appear to have very little contact with advice agencies and the customer contact centre has no processes for referring people to independent advice agencies.

· Little use is being made of volunteers for advice work.

· Poor quality advice being provided by some local community and voluntary organisations which drifted into advice work

· There is a small but active network of private, fee-charging individuals who provide advice on social welfare law to the public.

· All advice agencies in Haringey have multi-lingual staff and an ethnically diverse workforce and this greatly facilitates access to advice.

· Funding Agreements with the advice agencies which cover governance and financial arrangements are very comprehensive and based on best practice and better than those encountered in other local authorities.  Council officer support on such issues is both valued and forthcoming.

· There is a need for advice agencies to have access to timely and skilled advice on human resources challenges.

· Analysis of benefit take-up in Haringey shows that take-up levels, (especially among people of working age), are far lower than one would expect to see and they compare badly with other, similar London Boroughs.

· None of the local advice agencies are using benefits calculation software.

1.2 Generic recommendations

· The London Borough of Haringey should consider establishing a strategic planning and commissioning body and engage advice funders such as the Primary Care Trust and Legal Services Commission in developing a joint strategy.

· London Borough of Haringey should encourage community and voluntary organisations which receive funding for other services and activities, to identify a limit on the level of signposting and information giving work they will offer and also not provide any funding to additional organisations to provide advice and information.

· It would be advantageous for many London Borough of Haringey staff to have welfare rights training to enable them to be ‘early identifiers’ for advice problems.

· Up-to-date referral procedures should be developed and regularly updated and distributed.

· The London Borough of Haringey should work with the Citizens Advice Bureau and Law Centre to identify resources to develop tribunal representation and increase the supply of debt and employment advice.

· The London Borough of Haringey should provide resources for advice agencies which undertake welfare benefits advice to have appropriate benefit calculation software and training and to work with these agencies to maximise benefit take-up in the borough.

· The London Borough of Haringey should encourage the key advice providers to play an effective role in the Haringey Advice Providers’ Network and resources are identified to enable the lead advice agencies to take on a strategic liaison function within the Network.

· The London Borough of Haringey should support the advice sector to recruit, train and support volunteer advice workers.

· London Borough of Haringey should work with local advice agencies to revise Service Level Agreements to include outputs, Social Policy work, supply copies of external audit/inspection reports. 

1.3 CAB findings

· Haringey Citizens Advice Bureau is performing well, having greatly improved in recent years and it has good prospects for further improvement.  The service is well managed and has a committed workforce who use well-established and effective systems and processes.

· There is a raised level of sickness among advisers at Hornsey. 

· The CAB is under considerable pressure with long waiting periods for appointments and actual long physical queues.  The service has adopted appropriate methods to manage this.

· There is a need for additional social policy work coordinated with other advice agencies to address issues of service delivery by local welfare agencies.

· The service is accessible (save for the difficulty in waiting times and limited access hours, caused by volume of work) and has taken steps to ensure accessibility.

· Generally work is of a good standard.  However, a number of shortfalls in advice giving in some of the small number of cases sampled were identified.  

· This highlights the importance of thorough case checking, and a process for this and to address shortfalls is now under way.

· The service has had to severely restrict its involvement in tribunal and court representation because of the impact on advisers’ time.  It is felt that this is adversely affecting the overall quality of work.  

· The service has appropriate reference resources, quality systems and file management is of a high standard. Process for updating advisers about changes could be enhanced by a process of having monthly verbal briefings.

· Feedback about the service from both stakeholder interviews and the survey of referring agencies was good.

1.4 CAB recommendations

· The London Borough of Haringey should monitor sickness levels and require the CAB to reduce sickness levels at Hornsey.

· Further work could be undertaken to improve access to telephone advice (possibly as a borough-wide telephone advice service on behalf of other agencies) and this is an area for investment by the London Borough of Haringey.

· Some limited, additional representational work is undertake as part of a selective and targeted approach to developing individual advisers’ skills and knowledge.

· The current frequency of supervision every three months should be increased to monthly.

1.5 Law Centre findings

· The Law Centre is providing a fair service with some good quality advice alongside other advice which is less satisfactory and a number of other concerns which can be surmounted with the right support and planning.  The leadership of the Law Centre was already aware of these concerns and had begun to address them in a proactive manner before fieldwork was undertaken.

· There are concerns about a lower then expected level of outputs by the Law Centre.  

· Haringey Law Centre appears to operate as a direct public access advice service rather than as a specialist second tier service.

· The Centre has faced a number of human resource challenges in recent months and this has placed additional strains on both staff and the Management Committee and they are to be commended for maintaining a service in the circumstances.

· The majority of customers reside within Haringey but the Centre may wish to consider explicitly restricting its work to Haringey residents, save for that proportion which relates to work which has to be done elsewhere (e.g. work funded by the Association of London Government).

· The Legal Services Commission has indicated that it is indeed to cut its funding to the Centre by 61% because of low output levels.  Such a cut would cause sustainability problems.

· Core funding by the London Borough of Haringey has enabled the Centre to attract additional external funding.

· Some of the recruitment problems will only be solved by setting pay levels for solicitors at a more attractive level, but additional funding will be required to achieve this.

· The Centre’s private landlord doubled the Centre’s rent recently and this used up the Centre’s contingency funding.  

· The Centre has put a lot of effort into making its premises accessible, welcoming and a pleasant environment in which to work.  The location of the premises is as near as perfect as one could expect.

· Feedback about the Centre in surveys was very variable but the return rate was too low to draw strong conclusions.

· The Law Centre’s engagement with external networks in Haringey is not as strong as one might hope and there is no Social Policy work taking place despite the regular evidence from cases about defective services and errors by statutory bodies.

· The sampling of a small number of case files showed that there was some effective work being undertaken, but several cases were identified where it was felt that the advice was significantly deficient.

· The Centre‘s library appears to lack several reference books and journals and it is not catalogued.  In addition, storage of case files was not always appropriate.  There are no concerns about the Centre’s systems and supervision arrangements, provided that the manager’s post is filled.

1.6 Law Centre recommendations

· Funding to the Law Centre should continue, subject to the Centre agreeing a development plan with the London Borough of Haringey.  The plan would cover: 

· The role of the Centre’s manager and recruitment to the vacancy (including recruitment of an interim manager as matter of urgency) 

· Possible cuts to LSC funding

· Output levels

· Developing a second tier function in partnership with other agencies in Haringey

· Restricting service use to Haringey residents

· Improving the Centre’s staff’s access to reference materials

· Identifying areas where staff need additional support and training in order to deliver high quality complex advice and setting out how this will be achieved

· Development of outcome measures

· Communication issues with external agencies

· Networking with external agencies

· Development of Social Policy work.

· The London Borough of Haringey to provide as much ongoing support with this as is possible.

1.7 Angolan Community Association/Cabinda Community Association findings

· A good service is being provided on immigration law, but a less good service on other areas of law.

· The ACA/CCA are not equipped to provide advice on areas of social welfare law apart from immigration and there is a considerable danger of people being misadvised as a result.

· Both organisations have high levels of outputs and despite efforts to manage the flow of work, the advisers are often working well beyond what is expected.  

· The ACA/CCA advice services do not appear to operate as a single entity, though there clearly are close links between the two advice workers and they are located on the same campus.  

· Both the advice workers are highly committed and have good links with many other local organisations and they are targeting communities which have particular needs for immigration law advice.  They increasingly see their service as a community immigration law advice service, not just a service for people of central African heritage.

· Supervision is provided externally but not by someone who is an experienced advice worker and it takes place every three months.

· Approximately 80% of clients are from the Haringey Area.  This means that 20% of capacity is being spent on people who do not live in Haringey.

1.8 Angolan Community Association/Cabinda Community Association recommendations

· The number of cases referred to specialist level services should be recorded and reported on to the London Borough of Haringey

· A condition of future funding by the London Borough of Haringey should be that the advice services provided by ACA and CCA merge and are co-located.

· The London Borough of Haringey should make it a condition of funding that the ACA/CCA does not provide advice on debts, welfare benefits, employment, community care and housing law but should refer people with such issues to other local advice agencies.  Workers also need some foundation training in these areas.

· The frequency of supervision should be increased to monthly and be provided by an experienced adviser.  

2 Background and context

2.1 Background to this report

In January 2006, the London Borough of Haringey commissioned Michael Bell Associates to undertake a strategic review of funding to three advice agencies in Haringey – the Citizens Advice Bureau (which operates from three sites: Turnpike Lane, Tottenham and Hornsey), Haringey Law Centre and the Cabinda and Angolan Community Associations. 

These organisations have three-year funding and Service Level Agreements with the London Borough of Haringey to provide social welfare law advice and these agreements are now due for renewal.  Before agreeing to renewed three year funding, the London Borough of Haringey wishes to have an independent evaluation of the services with recommendations for future agreements.

2.2 Methodology

Michael Bell Associates was commissioned by the London Borough of Haringey to examine and report on the following:

· Performance of the advice services against the existing Service Level Agreements

· The effectiveness of service delivery and management arrangements

· Assessing the quality of the services provided, including some benchmarking of performance with services provided outside the borough

The methods used for this work were:

· A desktop review of information about advice agency performance, governance, strategy and key London Borough of Haringey corporate strategy.

· An analysis of benefit take-up in Haringey and comparisons with similar London local authorities (see Appendix 2).

· Examination of non-London Borough of Haringey funding.

· A review of the changing external environment and context in which advice services are operating.

· Interviews with ten key external stakeholders to assess funding options, feedback on performance and perceptions of needs for advice.  Michael Bell Associates was originally contracted to undertake six such interviews, but several more were identified as being necessary.

· An exercise with advice agencies to identify the key challenges to providing advice in Haringey.

· Lengthy structured interviews with managers and/or management committee members of advice agencies.  Five such interviews took place.

· Completion of a survey by advice agencies to establish key information needed for the project.

· Short informal verifying interviews with advice workers – ten such interviews took place plus two of the above were interviews with managers who undertook advice work.

· An examination of support processes for advice work, including training, updating, reference materials, quality systems, staff development and supervision.

· Examination of key indicators of performance – outputs, outcomes, human resource indicators, engagement with external agencies, governance and financial stability, accessibility, waiting times for advice, service user feedback.

· A brief survey of organisations which have referred service users to advice services in order to obtain feedback.

· A draft of this report was shared with advice agencies.

2.3 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 increased benefit income, advice can often have a range of wider beneficial effects on service users 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

An active advice sector also strengthens local democracy by improving accountability of local services and can provide valuable feedback to local authorities and other statutory bodies about the impact of policies and about how their services are performing.
3 A Changing Context for Advice Services

3.1 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.  Haringey’s CLSP is still active, though its strategic plan is considerably out of date and minutes of meetings from the last year suggest that the CLSP operates more as local support and co-ordination body for advice service managers rather than a strategic planning mechanism.

3.1.1 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.  The LSC say they would offer ‘seamless’ access to basic advice and assistance to access specialist representation, however, this is not detailed in the proposals and it is difficult to see how it would occur given the limits on legal aid eligibility.  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.

However, at the time of writing, there do not appear to have been any public moves to implement these proposals.  Within a Haringey context, we feel that there is a need for a diverse and differentiated advice base which includes active specialist level provision in social welfare law. It is unclear as to whether or not CLACs and CLANS would meet these needs rather than being a new idea for the LSC to rationalise its existing spending.

3.1.2 The Quality Mark

The CLS Quality Mark is the most common 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. The Quality Mark has helped many advice bodies to embed quality systems and to review their processes to help maintain standards and achieving this has been shown to involve considerable work for advice agencies
 and this has also been the experience in Haringey.

Over the last year the future of the Quality Mark has been questioned and there has been a significant reduction in LSC 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 (e.g. National Association of Citizens Advice Bureaux) that will be used to audit and accredit agencies.

These developments have implications for local authorities, such as the London Borough of Haringey, which have been relying on the Quality Mark as proof of quality advice provision. 

3.1.3 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 Haringey due the above average numbers of people who are in work but who earn lower 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, LSC contract holders have felt significant cuts over the last year, leading to a number of firms and agencies returning contracts to the LSC. 

LSC contracts have been subject to a standstill 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 last 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.

The pressures on Legal Aid funding have led to a decline in the number of private sector solicitors providing advice and advocacy on social welfare law issues.  In London, this sector has been comparatively well developed and as private solicitors withdraw from the social welfare law market, it increases demand pressures on local advice agencies as well as removing a layer of legal expertise. There is significant evidence from advice agencies that this is happening in Haringey. 

3.2 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 in order to prevent incorrect advice being given to the public.

Changes to the administrative arrangements for income maintenance – the introduction of tax credits administered by Her Majesty’s Revenue and Customs and changes to claims rules and processes for benefits for people of working age administered by Jobcentre Plus – have also had an impact on advice worker time and significant amounts of time are having to be spent dealing with the consequences of administrative failure by these organisations.  It was found that this was a significant pressure point for advice workers in Haringey.

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 had to take reasonable steps to make services accessible to disabled users.

3.3 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:

BVPI 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.

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.
3.4 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. 

3.5 How advice contributes to Haringey’s Community Strategy

Social welfare advice plays an important role in meeting key themes of the Haringey Community Strategy.  The paragraphs below demonstrate how advice contributes to four of the Strategy’s key themes:

· Improving access to public services for everyone in the community

· Improving the most deprived neighbourhoods

· Better access to jobs and training

· Better housing for all

Despite the contribution that advice services can make towards the Strategy’s objectives, there has been no engagement by then Council of the advice sector in developing or implementing the Strategy and it would add value for this to alter in the future.

3.5.1 Improving access to public services for everyone in the community

Information about services and rights enables people to know which services may be open to them and to better navigate their way through bureaucracies.  The advocacy role of advice workers can also ensure that people are provided with services which they are legally entitled to, but which have been denied to them.

The additional income gained from advice work also enables people to access services and this was borne out in by a briefing from the Advice Services Alliance 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
.

3.5.2 Improving the most deprived neighbourhoods and better access to jobs and training 

Advice on social welfare law can help improve deprived neighbourhoods in several ways. 

For example, additional income in the local economy from maximising take-up of benefits and tax credits and also by reducing excessive debt repayments and advice about issues such as neighbour nuisance, housing disrepair or housing debt.

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.

Many advice agencies have been delivering services in a primary health care setting since the early 1990s, if not before.  The impact of this work is now well researched.  A report by the Legal Services 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 others 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) and 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.

A follow-up study published in 2005 by the same authors concluded that: “Although its impact is modest, welfare benefits advice has a part to play in the holistic care of patients…the benefits of…small improvements to the quality of life of deprived patients with chronic ill-health should not be underestimated: ample qualitative evidence supports the value of such improvements to patients themselves” 
.

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 one understands 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”
.

Currently, the one health-based advice project at the Laurels Healthy Living Centre appears to be providing a service which meets these aims and which also therefore supports the Haringey Community Strategy.

3.5.3 Better housing

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.
  There is now positive evidence in Haringey about the impact of the rent debt referral scheme with the CAB.

This report has focused 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.

3.6 Funding for advice in Haringey

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, many of which will be short-term (typically three years) which can create a range of problems as funding periods draw to a close.

Local authority funding is crucial as it will typically be more sustainable than most other sources of funding and can provide essential stability for advice agencies.  Having a sound base of local authority funding also enables advice agencies to attract external funding.  In the case of Haringey, all advice agencies have been able to attract additional external funding.  For its investment of £782,000 core funding, the local authority enables advice agencies to secure an additional £453,169 from external sources (i.e. additional spending worth 57% on top of the Council’s funding).  All Haringey advice agencies have taken appropriate steps to obtain additional funding, but it is apparent that there is scope for attracting further external funding from charitable and Neighbourhood Renewal sources, particularly if bids are undertaken on a co-ordinated and multi agency basis.

Funding for advice by the Angolan and Cabinda Community Associations operates slightly differently, with the organisations’ core funding for other services being provided by Haringey while Haringey’s funding for advice work is additional and ring-fenced.  Both organisations have attracted significant investment from a wide range of external funders for non-legal advice services.

The Legal Services Commission currently spends £168,527 on funding services by the advice agencies (13% of total spend) plus funding for advice on social welfare law by private solicitors in the area.  It had been intended to seek the views of the Legal Services Commission about future funding options in Haringey, but unfortunately they refused to be interviewed – an unhelpful experience and one that Michael Bell Associates has never had with the LSC in any other review it has undertaken.
3.6.1 Funding

The funding during 2005/06 for the advice agencies to provide advice about social welfare law consists of the following:

Haringey Law Centre  

London Borough of Haringey

£110,000 (48% of total)

Legal Services Commission (LSC)
£68,694 (30% of total)

Assoc London Government

£20,000 (9% of total)

City Parochial Foundation

£26,250 (13% of total)

TOTAL




£224,944

Haringey Citizens Advice Bureau

London Borough of Haringey

£640,000 (64% of total)

LBH (Social Services)


£33,905 (3% of total)

PCT & Social Services


£35,875 (3% of total)

Urban Futures



£46,012 (4% of total)

Haringey DAAT



£37,000 (4% of total)

LBH Housing



£117,600 (12% of total)

LSC




£99,833 (10% of total) 

TOTAL




£1,010,225

Note: all London Borough of Haringey funding accounts for 82% of total.  This includes funding from PCT/SSD, SSD and Housing Departments for specific advice projects.

Angolan and Cabinda Community Associations
London Borough of Haringey

£32,000

Note: These two organisations also receive funding from the London Borough of Haringey and other funders for non-advice functions.  These have not been included, even though some of the overhead costs of advice services may be met by such funding.

TOTAL SPEND ON ADVICE AGENCIES: £1,267,169, OF WHICH £969,380 IS FROM THE LONDON BOROUGH OF HARINGEY.
This review has focused on the core funding provided by the London Borough of Haringey Chief Executive’s Department and not that provided by other London Borough of Haringey services for specific projects.

3.6.2 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.  £45million 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 (£15million) and 2007-8 (£30million). Decisions on funding allocations are currently expected in April 2006.

A further £6million 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.

Haringey CAB has made a bid for this funding and an announcement is expected shortly.

3.6.3 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 available nationally includes 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.  Haringey has over £8 million allocated for NRF funding during 2006-07 and over £7 million during 2007-08.  As an example of the use of NRF funds, neighbouring Newham is currently committing ££667,902 pa from NRF specifically for social welfare law advice provision.  There appears to be considerable scope for this source of funding to be used on a bigger scale for funding advice in Haringey.

3.6.4 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 of £50million to support advice services in England and Wales by improving infrastructure, helping strategic service delivery and local innovation, planning and partnership.  Current expected launch date is June 2006.

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.

Haringey’s advice services have made limited use of this source of funding and there is scope for a more co-operative approach to raising funding for work to which several agencies contribute.

3.6.5 Other 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.  Depending on capacity, there may be potential for obtaining some additional funding from these sources.

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.

There appears to be a significant need for advice targeted at tenants of housing associations in Haringey and advice agencies consistently reported that virtually no work on income maximisation or debt advice is undertaken by such landlords.  The project between the London Borough of Haringey and the CAB to target advice at tenants with rent arrears has already been highlighted by the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister as a model of best practice and could be built upon by housing associations in the borough.  Many housing associations do fund debt advice and income maximisation services for tenants with rent debts, either in-house or in partnership with external advice agencies.

3.6.6 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
.  Haringey has one PCT.  A key strategic aim of the Haringey Teaching Primary Care Trust is to address health inequalities. 

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 it is considered 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 have 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 date there has been very little investment by the Haringey Primary Care Trust in advice work, though it is hoped that a current successful pilot project based at the Laurels Healthy Living Centre in Seven Sisters will demonstrate the value of advice in addressing primary health care issues and health inequalities.  For this to be realised, it will be vital that the PCT takes a strategic view about the need for advice work in primary care settings and this is an issue for future commissioning which the London Borough of Haringey could take forward within the various joint planning arrangements in which it and the PCT are engaged – perhaps utilising NRF funding.

4 Generic Findings and Recommendations

With this commission Michael Bell Associates was limited to a review of the funding to the three main advice providers in Haringey.  However, in the process of producing this report a number of findings were identified that impact on the delivery of advice services in the borough.  To this end some generic findings have been highlighted as well as identify findings for each advice agency. 

Sections which relate to individual advice services are confidential to that service and to the London Borough of Haringey, unless the service has agreed otherwise.

4.1 Findings

The following were identified in fieldwork with advice agencies, stakeholder interviews and a review of relevant documents.

4.1.1 need for advice services in Haringey

Despite the amount invested by the London Borough of Haringey and the Legal Services Commission in legal and advice services in the borough it is clear that there is, (in the words of one stakeholder), “a huge and unmet need” for advice in Haringey.  This is consistent with the data about the socio-economic features of the Borough.  The scale of unmet demand for advice is reflected in the waiting times for appointments at most advice agencies.

However, the demand for advice services in Haringey appears to be significantly amplified by:

· Poor quality referrals by a wide range of voluntary and statutory agencies (a practice which is more akin to “dumping” than referring), including referrals about matters outside the remit of advice agencies.

· The lack of knowledge and lack of engagement about social welfare law (especially welfare benefits) among many staff working in London Borough of Haringey services and partner agencies.  This also means that problems are often not referred until they have become more complex to resolve and people supported by statutory agencies who have difficulty accessing advice (for example, because of mental illness or chaotic lifestyles) may be failing to get the help they need.

· A very noticeable trend among some community organisations to try to provide advice, often on complex matters and to frequently make mistakes which advice agencies then have to spend time correcting.

· What appear to be significant customer service failures by Jobcentre Plus services in Haringey.  All advice agencies nationally are reporting that they face difficulty accessing Jobcentre Plus services and a recent Parliamentary Answer revealed that Jobcentre Plus has been taking 40% longer to process Jobseeker’s Allowance claims since a new computerised and telephone-based claims services was introduced.
.  This problem is amplified by the underdeveloped strategic liaison arrangements with the DWP in Haringey and the need to better coordinate Social Policy work across agencies.  Advice agencies in Haringey are spending large amounts of time trying to get through on the phone, correcting basic errors by Jobcentre Plus staff and trying to locate personal data which has been “lost” within Jobcentre Plus.

· There was evidence across advice agencies which suggests that Jobcentre Plus staff are not routinely implementing the DWP’s own policy of arranging language interpreters for customers.  Not only does this raise concerns about the potentially discriminatory impact of this, but it is also creating extra work for advice agencies, who are having to act as interpreters for customers whose first language is not English.

Our evidence showed that, unlike some other places where Michael Bell Associates has carried out reviews, there is not an undue impact on advice services caused by problems with council services, such as Housing Benefit and debt collection.  This positive finding should provide reassurance to the London Borough of Haringey.  However, there was evidence of difficulties caused by escalating charges for parking penalties and an apparent reluctance to negotiate reasonable repayment terms in cases referred to the council’s bailiffs.

4.1.2 shortages in the supply of legal advice 

Michael Bell Associates was not contracted to assess the scale of need for advice and further work would be required by us to quantify and map this in more detail.  However, it was apparent that there are serious shortages of advisers in many areas and two areas appear to be a particular priority for investment: 

· There is a seriously low level of social security tribunal representation (and Court representation in debt and housing matters) taking place, meaning that Haringey residents who need this level of help are generally not able to obtain it.

· As far as can be seen, there is no specialist level help for employment advice anywhere in the Borough and just one full time paid debt adviser (at Haringey Law Centre).

4.1.3 Health based advice 

Given the impact of health inequalities on health needs in Haringey, there is a shortage of health based advice initiatives.  The limited amount of advice provision linked to primary health care and a possible initial way ahead on this have already been highlighted in this report.  Feedback showed that the existing project is successful as an advice project and the subsequent impact on healthcare as well as the integration of services which it encourages.

4.1.4 loss of private sector solicitor provision

It is clear that the gradual drift out of legal aid work by good quality private sector solicitor provision on social welfare law is placing additional demands on advice agencies as well as leading to a loss of specialist level help for more complex matters.  For example, it appears that between 2003/4 and 2005/6 there was a net reduction of 130 in Legal Service Commission contracts on civil law (excluding family law) held by solicitors across London.  Haringey lost seven such contracts 
.

This is a matter which the LSC needs to address urgently but despite several requests they refused to be interviewed, so it has not been possible to explore their awareness of and plans for addressing this issue.  This loss of solicitor provision again strengthens the rationale for a well-funded and active independent advice sector.

4.1.5 lack of strategic planning for the commissioniing of advice services

In common with many local authorities there is no strategic plan for the provision of social welfare law advice, either in-house or externally.  It had been hoped that the Community Legal Service Partnership would undertake this work but their previous plan is now significantly out of date and the intention by the Legal Services Commission to update this plan is unclear.  The CLSP appears to operate as a support network for advice agencies and this is a very important function, but in the process the need for strategic planning appears to have been sidelined.  Currently, there are four different funding streams from the London Borough of Haringey for advice services and this would not appear to be the most co-ordinated way to provide funding and it also creates additional management costs for both the London Borough of Haringey and advice agencies by requiring separate accountability arrangements.

4.1.6 insufficient liaison between advice workers

It was apparent that there is not enough informal contact between workers in different advice agencies.  Again, this is not uncommon in the advice sector and it partly reflects the workloads people have.  However, Haringey is fortunate in having a well-functioning Advice Provider Network which can provide the infrastructure for such contact.  Informal contact aids learning, co-ordination of activity, development of joint projects and funding bids and sharing of Social Policy issues (e.g. common problems with service delivery or legislation thrown up by advice work).

It was also noticed that staff employed by the London Borough of Haringey who have an advice giving function appear to have very little contact with advice agencies and that the customer contact centre has no processes for referring people to independent advice agencies (our evidence suggests this was even the case when a customer had dispute which necessitates independent advice and advocacy).

4.1.7 insufficent use of volunteer advisers

It is surprising how little use is being made of volunteers for advice work, especially compared to services outside Haringey which have been reviewed by Michael Bell Associates.  Not only can good quality volunteers add quantity to advice provision, but also it can help build social capital in an area and provide a positive and challenging activity for people who are long-term workless.  If properly structured with appropriate, accredited training, voluntary work can be a route into paid advice (or ancillary) employment for people who are not in work.

4.1.8 poor quality advice by some community and voluntary organisations

There was consistent evidence of poor quality advice being provided by some local community and voluntary organisations which drifted into advice work with insufficient training, reference materials, lack of quality assurance systems for advice giving and an inability to identify the limits to competence.  Our survey and stakeholder interviews showed that this is a significantly worse problem than Michael Bell Associates has encountered elsewhere and it largely reflects the huge need for advice and the limited supply of advice provision in Haringey.

There is documentary evidence from a survey we carried out that there are organisations claiming to offer advice on immigration law that are not registered with the Office of the Immigration Services Commissioner.  It is a criminal offence to provide advice about immigration law without being registered or to provide advice above the level for which one is registered.

There has been an initiative to improve standards through training courses delivered via the Advice Provider Network (APN), but it appears that there are many organisations attempting to deliver advice which are not engaged in the Network.  It also appears that there are 47 organisations which are members of the APN, which illustrates the scale of advice giving by community bodies, and this highlights a need for further work to co-ordinate such activity with a strategy.

When properly supported and guided, community and voluntary organisations can play a valuable role in enabling groups which have difficulty accessing advice to do so and they can also provide helpful services around the less complex end of social welfare law advice (for example, by helping complete application forms or resolving issues which arise during the process of making benefit claims).  In addition, they can also signpost and make informed referrals to more skilled services.

However, there is considerable experience to show that such organisations can provide advice which is dangerously inaccurate or incomplete and which results in people losing money, losing their homes or losing their right to remain in the UK.  The complex nature of advice work increasingly requires organisations to have significant economies of scale and resourcing in order to provide advice which is of an acceptable quality.  A particular problem can arise with isolated individual advice workers located within such organisations.

It was also identified that there is a small but active network of private, fee-charging individuals who provide advice on social welfare law to the public.  This sector is isolated, unregulated and appears to provide generally poor quality advice, often to some of the most vulnerable people in Haringey.  In our experience this is a very unusual phenomenon and one which can only arise where there is chronic and severe shortage of advice services.  It is difficult to estimate the exact scale of this provision.

4.1.9 good equalitiues practice making advice services more accessible

All advice agencies in Haringey have multi-lingual staff and an ethnically diverse workforce. Their efforts to achieve this are to be applauded as they greatly facilitate access to advice by black and minority ethnic groups who otherwise would find advice more difficult to obtain and to act upon.  This also ensures that multi-lingual staff are more likely to be available.

4.1.10 Governance and financial agreements 

The provisions of Funding Agreements with the advice agencies which cover governance and financial arrangements are very comprehensive and based on best practice.  Indeed, they are far better than those Michael Bell Associates has encountered in other local authorities.  It was also apparent that council officer support on such issues is both valued and forthcoming.

4.1.11 development of service level agreements

The current agreements with advice agencies do not all specify the outputs to be made by advice agencies (e.g. areas of law, levels of advice, opening hours, cases/enquiries to be dealt with, services such as representation, outreach work, telephone advice).  In addition, there is no requirement about the type of activity/management information (e.g. enquirer statistics such as postcode, ethnicity etc), which advice agencies are required to provide to the London Borough of Haringey.  It is currently difficult to identify advice activity in the borough and to analyse gaps in provision.  This prevents successful targeting of activities and a lack of clarity between the different levels of activity.

4.1.12 access to skilled human resource advice

It was apparent that there is a need for advice agencies to have access to timely and skilled advice on human resources challenges.  This is an issue which the whole voluntary sector faces.  It may be that such advice may be obtained from within existing support networks (e.g. national bodies or telephone helpline provided under insurance policies).

4.1.13 Levels of benefit take-up 

During 2005 the London Borough of Haringey undertook a scrutiny of benefit take-up.  Early developmental work in response to this is now under way with the commitment to develop an anti-poverty strategy for the London Borough of Haringey.  To ensure that an anti-poverty strategy is effective and relevant, experience elsewhere shows that it is essential for advice agencies to be engaged in any plans and developments.

The analysis of benefit take-up in Haringey (see Appendix 2) shows that take-up levels, (especially among people of working age), are far lower than one would expect to see and they compare badly with other, similar London Boroughs (particularly those which have invested in external and/or in-house advice provision).

4.1.14 benefits calculation software

In recent years the benefits system has become even more complicated with the introduction of tax credits and the extension of means tested benefit entitlement to larger numbers of people.  It is now generally accepted that in order to accurately assess benefit and tax credit entitlement (particularly when trying to estimate the effect of future changes such as entry to paid work), an adviser must use an appropriate computer program.  Several of these are now available and are widely used nationally; however, none of the local advice agencies are using these.

4.2 Generic Recommendations

4.2.1 Strategic planning and commissioning

In Michael Bell Associates’ view the advice sector in Haringey suffers from the absence of an overarching strategy to inform the funding, planning and co-ordination of advice services.  It is recommended that the London Borough of Haringey should consider establishing a strategic planning and commissioning body and engage advice funders such as the Primary Care Trust and Legal Services Commission in developing a joint strategy.

4.2.2 advice provision by statutory and community organisations

It is recommended that the London Borough of Haringey should encourage community and voluntary organisations which receive funding for other services and activities, to identify a limit on the level of signposting and information giving work they will offer.  In addition, it is recommended that the London Borough of Haringey does not provide any funding to additional organisations to provide advice and information - there is a danger that funding is spread even more thinly or that further capacity and competence problems arise at a later date.

It is recommended that it would be advantageous for many London Borough of Haringey staff to have welfare rights training to enable them to be ‘early identifiers’ for advice problems.

It is recommended that up-to-date referral procedures are developed and regularly updated and distributed.

4.2.3 Gaps in provision

It is recommended that the London Borough of Haringey works with the CABx and Law Centre to identify resources to develop tribunal representation and increase the supply of debt and employment advice.

It is recommended that the London Borough of Haringey provides resources for those advice agencies which undertake welfare benefits advice to have appropriate benefit calculation software and training and to work with these agencies to maximise benefit take-up in the borough.

4.2.4 Liaison 

It is recommended that the London Borough of Haringey encourages the key advice providers to play an effective role in the Haringey Advice providers’ network.

It is recommended that resources are identified to enable the lead advice agencies to take on a strategic liaison function within the APN to ensure statutory agencies (in particular the DWP and London Borough of Haringey’s Housing Benefit Service) to participate and to continue to engage with Haringey Association of Voluntary and Community Organisations in the facilitation of this forum. 

4.2.5 Training and use of volunteers

It is recommended that the London Borough of Haringey builds on the work of HAVCO and supports the advice sector to recruit, train and support volunteer advice workers.  Funding support for this may be secured from bodies such as the Learning and Skills Council.

4.2.6 Service Level Agreements

It is recommended that the London Borough of Haringey works with local advice agencies to consider including the following features in future Service Level Agreements:

· Agreed level of outputs from each advice agency 

· Use of a common statistical system 

· A requirement that advice agencies undertake Social Policy work (i.e. the identification of policy and practice issues in advice work which are then fed into national or local networks to lobby for improvements).

· A requirement that copies of any external inspection or audit reports are supplied to the London Borough of Haringey by the advice agency within one month any of such inspection or audit.

In the longer term, the London Borough of Haringey may wish to require agencies to develop outcome information to enable the Council to assess the impact of advice services on the local communities and how they are working to meet its overall strategic objectives.

5 Findings and recommendations: agencies

5.1 Haringey Citizens Advice Bureau - findings

Haringey CAB provides advice, casework and representation at casework and general help with casework levels about the following areas of law:  Community care, consumer and general contract, debt and money advice, education, family, immigration, race equality/harassment, housing and homelessness, immigration and nationality and welfare benefits

5.1.1 Performance

In Michael Bell Associates’ view, Haringey Citizens Advice Bureau is performing well, having greatly improved in recent years and it has good prospects for further improvement.  The service is well managed and has a committed workforce who use well-established and effective systems and processes.

The service outputs show that advisers are handling a high volume of work.  However, there is a raised level of sickness among advisers at Hornsey, currently running at 20 days per adviser per year, equivalent to 7.69% of available staff time. 

There was strong evidence that the CAB in Haringey is under considerable pressure with long waiting periods (up to three weeks) for appointments and actual long physical queues of enquirers forming at opening times.  The service has adopted appropriate methods to manage this including a confidential, adviser triage process (i.e. screening of initial enquiry to assess complexity and urgency) and fast tracking of urgent matters.

5.1.2 Effectiveness

The CAB is an effective service which engages with external organisations both strategically and operationally.  Social Policy work is routed via the National Association of Citizens Advice Bureaux as well as some local forums. There is a need for additional social policy work coordinated with other advice agencies to address issues of service delivery by local welfare agencies. 

The service is accessible (save for the difficulty in waiting times and limited access hours, caused by volume of work) and has taken steps to ensure accessibility. 

5.1.3 Quality

Generally work is of a good standard.  However, a number of shortfalls in advice giving in some of the small number of cases sampled were identified.  This may or may not be representative of casework as a whole.  The conclusion from the patterns of the gaps in advice giving identified in the cases we sampled are that these were largely caused by advisers cutting corners because of the pressure of work, and some newer advisers who are still developing skills and knowledge.  This does highlight the importance of thorough case checking, and a process for this and to address shortfalls is now under way.

The service has had to severely restrict its involvement in tribunal and court representation because of the impact on advisers’ time of such activity.  However, it is felt that this is adversely affecting the overall quality of work.  Representation enables advisers to develop in-depth skills and knowledge as well as confidence which benefit the whole organisation.

The service has appropriate reference resources, quality systems and file management is of a high standard.  It is Michael Bell Associates’ view that the process for updating advisers about changes could be enhanced by a process of having monthly verbal briefings.

Feedback about the service from both stakeholder interviews and the survey of referring agencies was good.

5.2 Recommendations

5.2.1 Sickness

It is recommended that the London Borough of Haringey monitors this and requires the CAB to reduce sickness levels at Hornsey.

5.2.2 Access

Further work could be undertaken to improve access to telephone advice (possibly as a borough-wide telephone advice service on behalf of other agencies) and it is recommended that this is an area for investment by the London Borough of Haringey.

It is recommended that some limited, additional representational work is undertake as part of a selective and targeted approach to developing individual advisers’ skills and knowledge.

5.2.3 Supervision

It is recommended that the current frequency of supervision every three months should be increased to monthly which is in line with standard good practice.

5.3 Haringey Law Centre

Haringey Law Centre provides advice, casework and representation at general help with casework and specialist levels about the following areas of law: community care, debt and money advice, housing and homelessness, immigration and nationality and welfare benefits.

5.3.1 Performance

Michael Bell Associates’ overall conclusion is that the Law Centre is providing a fair service with some good quality advice alongside other advice which is less satisfactory and a number of other concerns which can be surmounted with the right support and planning.  The leadership of the Law Centre was already aware of these concerns and had begun to address them in a proactive manner before fieldwork was undertaken.

There are concerns about a lower then expected level of outputs by the Law Centre.  While the method of recording cases is different to that used by the CAB, so direct comparison is neither possible nor desirable, when considering activity levels for other law centres where Michael Bell Associates has undertaken reviews, it appears that the current level of cases per week is much lower then anticipated.  In addition, the Centre has undertaken representation at just three Tribunals within the last twelve months and has had 35 court appearances in the last three years (though it is accepted that considerable “back-office” time is required for Court work).  Even when taking account of human resource difficulties and the additional file management requirements associated with Law Society rules and Legal Services Commission requirements, this level of activity appears to be low and it is difficult to understand why there is a waiting list for appointments.  

Part of the difficulty may lie in the Law Centre’s strategy.  Many Law Centres position themselves as specialist resource and referral services for other local advice agencies, thus making best use of the high quality skills available within the staff group. (e.g. taking on the Court and Tribunal representation work which the CAB is unable to do).  However, Haringey Law Centre appears to operate as a direct public access advice service.  This is confirmed by the fact that 54% of the Centre’s customers live in the N17 postcode area where the Centre is situated.

Repositioning itself as a second tier service would also enable the Law Centre to provide training to other agencies, which it currently does not provide.  However, this would represent a radical change for the Law Centre and will require considerable work in order to be successful.

It would appear that the majority of customers reside within Haringey but the Centre may wish to consider explicitly restricting its work to Haringey residents, save for that proportion which relates to work which has to be done elsewhere (e.g. work funded by the Association of London Government).

It is also noted that the Legal Services Commission has indicated that it is indeed to cut its funding to the Centre by 61% because of low output levels.  A number of LSC contract holders are facing a similar problem and are in negotiation with the LSC.  A reduction in funding of this size would threaten the future sustainability of the Law Centre.

Core funding by the London Borough of Haringey has enabled the Centre to attract additional external funding to add value to that provided by the Council.

The Centre has faced a number of human resource challenges in recent months and the Manager’s post is now vacant.  This has undoubtedly placed additional strains on both staff and the Management Committee and they are to be commended for maintaining a service in the circumstances.

It is thought some of the recruitment problems will only be solved by setting pay levels for solicitors at a more attractive level, but additional funding will be required to achieve this.

It is unfortunate that their private landlord doubled the Centre’s rent recently and this used up the Centre’s contingency funding.  This is a particular shame as the Centre has clearly put a lot of effort into making its premises accessible, welcoming and a pleasant environment in which to work.  The location of the premises is also as near as perfect as one could expect.

5.3.2 Effectiveness

We have already commented on the output level of the Centre.  Feedback about the Centre in surveys was very variable but the return rate was too low to draw strong conclusions.

It was established that the Law Centre’s engagement with external networks in Haringey is not as strong as one might hope and there is no Social Policy work taking place despite the regular evidence from cases about defective services and errors by statutory bodies.  The current agreement with the London Borough of Haringey does require staff to develop partnerships with external organisations.  This is happening to a degree (for example, some very positive work is being done to help set up a North London Debt Advice Network), but it is Michael Bell Associates’ view that regular attendance at the APN and meetings with other advice agencies (including community organisations who provide advice) would benefit everyone and would also be consistent with the development of the Centre as second tier service.

5.3.3 Quality

The sampling of a small number of case files showed that there was some effective work being undertaken, but several cases were identified where it was felt that the advice was significantly deficient. This may or may not be representative of casework as a whole.

The Centre‘s library appears to lack several reference books and journals and it is not catalogued.  In addition, storage of case files was not always appropriate.  There are no concerns about the Centre’s systems and supervision arrangements, provided that the manager’s post is filled.

5.4 Recommendations

The recommendation is that funding to the Law Centre should continue, subject to the Centre agreeing a development plan with the London Borough of Haringey which sets out targets and a strategy to address the following.  The strategy should include timescales and an indication of how these will be achieved:

· The role of the Centre’s manager and recruitment to the vacancy (including recruitment of an interim manager as matter of urgency) 

· Possible cuts to LSC funding.

· Output levels

· Developing a second tier function in partnership with other agencies in Haringey

· Restricting service use to Haringey residents

· Improving the Centre’s staff’s access to reference materials

· Identifying areas where staff need additional support and training in order to deliver high quality complex advice and setting out how this will be achieved

· Development of outcome measures

· Communication issues with external agencies

· Networking with external agencies

· Development of Social Policy work

Michael Bell Associates believes that it would be helpful for the London Borough of Haringey to provide as much ongoing support with this as is possible.

5.5 Angolan and Cabinda Community Associations (ACA/CCA)

The ACA/CCA provide advice, casework and representation at casework and general help with casework levels about the following area of law: immigration.

5.5.1 Performance

The advice services provided by the Cabinda and Angolan Community Associations have been considered as a single entity because the London Borough of Haringey’s intention has been that the two organisations should collaborate to provide an advice service on immigration law to a wide range of the local community who require it. 

A good service is being provided on immigration law, but a less good service on other areas of law.  Despite the Service Level Agreement with the London Borough of Haringey which seeks to limit the advice service to immigration law, it was apparent that the ACA/CCA are offering an advice service covering many areas of law and other issues in response to the demands placed upon them.  However, it was also clear that the ACA/CCA are not equipped to provide advice on areas of social welfare law apart from immigration and there is a considerable danger of people being misadvised as a result.

Both organisations have high levels of outputs and despite efforts to manage the flow of work, the advisers are often working well beyond what is expected.  A particular pressure point appears to be the reluctance of some clients to work to an appointments system.  It will be important that advisers continually reinforce the end for an appointment-based system except in urgent situations.

Embedding advice workers within voluntary and community organisations whose main purpose is not advice giving, is not a strategy normally recommended because there is considerable experience to show that such workers not only become isolated from other advisers but they can easily provide seriously incorrect advice because of the difficulty that small organisations have in providing adequate supervision, training and updating to advice workers.

A generally preferred model for helping particular groups to access advice is to locate dedicated advisers in mainstream advice agencies and to recruit bi-lingual advisers who understand the legal context of the help they are providing.

It is of concern that the ACA/CCA advice services do not appear to operate as a single entity, though there clearly are close links between the two advice workers and they are located on the same campus.  This means that there are parallel administrative systems (which involve hidden cost and inefficiencies).  The ACA’s file management systems are of a very high standard; however those of the CCA require significant improvement and we believe that merging the advice functions of both the ACA and the CCA and locating them in the same place, rather than in separate offices on the same campus, would mean that the best systems are used, that workers can share workloads and cover for each others’ absences and can provide a degree of mutual support.

5.5.2 Effectiveness

Both the advice workers are highly committed and have good links with many other local organisations and they are targeting communities which have particular needs for immigration law advice.  They increasingly see their service as a community immigration law advice service, not just a service for people of central African heritage.

5.5.3 Quality

There was high quality work being done around immigration law advice and some of the witness statements seen were exemplary models of good practice.  Both organisations are clearly following OISC guidelines and have a clear understanding of what the OISC permits them to do and not to do.  They have also made good use of training on immigration law, have a good network of specialist advisers to refer to, have formal referral systems and a good quality set of reference materials on immigration law.  The workers are also able to use their own personal experiences to add value to their work without allowing their judgements to be distorted.

However, there was real concern at the poor quality of advice on areas of law outside immigration and it is felt that this is because the workers lack sufficient training and support to cover such areas.  They also lack basic, up to date reference materials on these areas.

Another area of concern is supervision.  This is currently provided externally but not by someone who is an experienced advice worker.  It also takes place every three months.

5.6 Recommendations

It is noted that approximately 80% of clients are from the Haringey Area.  This means that 20% of capacity is being spent on people who do not live in Haringey and it is recommended that unless the London Borough of Haringey agrees otherwise, their immigration law advice service should be confined to Haringey residents with non residents being directed elsewhere.

Because the Office of the Immigration Services Commissioner regulates the service, it is also recommended that the number of cases referred to specialist level services should be recorded and reported on to the London Borough of Haringey.

It is recommended that a condition of future funding by the London Borough of Haringey is that the advice services provided by ACA and CCA merge and are co-located.

It is also recommended that the London Borough of Haringey should make it a condition of funding that the ACA/CCA does not provide advice on debts, welfare benefits, employment, community care and housing law but should instead refer people with such issues to other local advice agencies.  Workers will also need some foundation training in these areas in order to be able to identify when such help is required and to make informed referrals.

It is recommended that the frequency of supervision should be increased to monthly and should be provided by an experienced adviser.  Supervision is particularly important in immigration law because of the high emotional demands involved in the work. 

Appendix 1 Comparisons of local authority funding

How does the London Borough of Haringey’s investment in advice services compare to other 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 contains current data from work we have obtained. It should be remembered that as cost of service delivery are higher in London, one would expect to see a corresponding higher level of spending.  We also have no figures for in-house services in Haringey Council and indeed these may be difficult to define and quantify because of the nature of some of the Council’s “advice” functions as service access points rather than sources of independent advice and the Council does not have an in-house welfare rights service.

	Local authority
	In-house provision

	Voluntary sector provision
	Total spend
	Spend per head of population

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

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

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

	Newham
	£337,247
	£469,560 -£1,137,462 *
	£806,807-£1,474,709 *
	£3.22 - £5.88 *

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

	Oldham
	£112,320 
	£467,606
	£579,926
	£2.66

	Haringey
	£0.00
	£969,380
	£969,380
	£4.32


* Two figures have been used because the local authority has dedicated £667,902 of Neighbourhood Renewal Funds to local advice agencies.

The spend per head of population suggests that Haringey’s spending is below what one might expect, particularly given the higher costs of service provision in London and the level of need in the Borough.

6 Appendix 2 Benefit take-up in Haringey
As part of the review Michael Bell Associates undertook an analysis of benefit take-up in Haringey.  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.

The local 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.  Improving benefit take-up can therefore be an element in an economic regeneration strategy.

· Levels of poverty are worse than they should be in areas of poor take-up.

· Local authority income from care charges is reduced when service users have less disposable income.

· Poor benefit take-up directly affects local authority revenue because people are less able to meet their key liabilities such as rent, utilities and local taxes.

· 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 disaggregration produces very unreliable results.

(2002/3 data – latest available)

· Income Support (for non-pensioners)

Take-up rate 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 rate between 63% and 74% by caseload 

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

· Pension Credit

Take-up rate 66% (Jan ‘05) by caseload 

· Housing Benefit

Take-up rate between 84% and 90% by caseload 

Take-up between 88% and 93% by expenditure 

· Council Tax Benefit

Take-up rate between 65% and 71% by caseload 

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

Take-up rate between 55% and 70% by caseload

Take-up between 62% and 76% by expenditure

· Disability Living Allowance
 

Take-up rate of the care component 30% - 50% by caseload

Take-up rate of the mobility component 50-70% by caseload

· Tax credits
Take-up rate among in-work families in London is the lowest in the country at 58% - 73% by caseload and 70% -91% by expenditure 

Take-up of Council Tax Benefit has been falling in recent years (despite DWP publicity).  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 DWP is currently examining the feasibility of more automated methods of tackling Council Tax Benefit take-up.
The local picture

Local benefit take-up rates are difficult to calculate and there is some evidence that in poorer areas, benefit take-up tends to be higher because the need and incentives to claim are greater. This can distort local extrapolations of national data.  Equally in areas of higher poverty, there may be hidden underclaiming caused by error and underpayment of benefit (something which does not feature in estimates of benefit take-up).

While it is an imprecise exercise, if the same levels of national take-up are applied to Haringey, it would suggest that the following numbers of people were missing out on benefits they are entitled to.  However, this exercise can create statistical distortions in an area which has an already high take-up rate:

	
	Number of recipients in Haringey (2004)
	Higher estimate of entitled non recipients 
	Higher estimated annual amount unclaimed
 

	Income Support
	17,155
	3027
	£6.94m

	Pension Credit
	9435
	4860
	£6.34m


	Housing Benefit
	30,400
	5790
	£10.02m

	Council Tax Benefit
	29,900
	16,100
	£7.11m

	Income based JSA
	6410
	5244
	£12.16m

	DLA care component
	7740
	18,060
	£35.98m


	DLA mob component
	7350
	7350
	£13.24m


	Attendance
 Allowance
	2865
	6685
	£17.57m 


	Tax Credits (in-work families)

	9,400
	12,876
	£36.05m 


	
	
	
	


How does benefit take-up in Haringey 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 Haringey 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 and geographical characteristics to Haringey.  

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

	Haringey
	57.6
	13.5
	32.5
	34.5

	Hackney
	57.4
	17.2
	40.7
	54.7

	Islington
	60.9
	15.4
	36.1
	62.4

	Manchester
	74.6
	18.4
	37.6
	65.6

	Newcastle
	68.4
	16.5
	31.2
	69.0

	Newham
	63.8
	18.3
	38.5
	61.3

	Southwark
	59.0
	12.2
	31.9
	49.2

	Tower H’lets
	55.9
	16.9
	45.9
	53.7


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 = 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 as well as a broad indication of the effectiveness of current advice arrangements in Haringey.

Overall, benefit take-up rates in Haringey, especially among people of working age, appear to be poor and below those of comparative local authorities.  It is particularly noticeable that local authorities where advice services and the local authority have invested in benefits take-up have achieved better results than Haringey, and it may be that the current reactive approach of local advice services combined with “firefighting” advice activity means that there has been very little emphasis on tackling benefit take-up.

The DWP’s current emphasis on tackling benefit take-up by older people would not appear to be the top priority for Haringey, where underclaiming in both relative and absolute terms is worse among people of working age than pensioners in the borough.

Disability benefit take-up appears to be poor, and compares badly with other local authorities (except Hackney which shares similar advice service characteristics as Haringey).

There appears to be scope for improving take-up rates of Pension Credit – perhaps by large scale and routine use of HB/CTB data-matching and passing the data matched names to the Pension Service to follow up.  It should be remembered that this benefit accounts for a small proportion of the total underclaimed.

The percentage of carers receiving Carers Allowance is related to the number of awards of DLA and AA and again in Haringey the take-up patterns appear to be poor. Improving DLA and AA take-up will assist take-up rates of Carers Allowance.  

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 no local empirical evidence, take-up rates of Jobseeker’s Allowance by young men are often very poor.  Crucial to tackling this will be an enhanced customer service by Jobcentre Plus.  Anecdotal evidence suggests that Jobcentre Plus services in Haringey do not enjoy a positive reputation among claimants and advisers and that there is a significant minority of young people who do not wish to engage with benefit services.

Take-up rates of Tax Credits across London are of concern.  This may reflect insufficient advice for people entering employment as well as the nature of the London labour market and the distortions caused by high housing and childcare costs absorbing higher than average earnings. 

Given the scale of the underclaiming problems in Haringey (and as was highlighted by the Council’s Scrutiny Panel’s examination of this subject in 2005), there is a major need for a strategy to address this issue and to prioritise actions.

7 Appendix 3 Advice agency services at a glance

7.1 Range of help provided

The table below outlines breakdown of the overall levels of advice provided by agencies. Assisted Information level is not included as data was insufficient to draw meaningful conclusions.  The table illustrates the very limited amount of specialist level work which is taking place.

	Overall Levels of Advice
	% of enquiries/clients

	General Help

	52.9%

	General Help with Casework
	43.9%

	Specialist Help
	3.2%


7.2 Access to advice Services 

It is important to bear in mind that advice work also includes time spent keeping up date, researching enquiries and casework, writing up and recording and confirming advice given, so it is generally accepted that about half of an advice worker’s time should not be spent on face-to-face contact (a similar proportion for other human service professionals).  The table below illustrates the hours of access to advice services per week (not the adviser/hours provided which vary from advice agency to advice agency).

	
	Turnpike Lane CAB
	Hornsey CAB
	Tottenham CAB
	Haringey Law Centre
	ACA/CCA

	Appointments
	13
	13
	13
	40
	Available for 48 hours pw

	Drop in sessions
	14
	7
	14
	6
	Ditto

	Telephone advice
	6
	13
	6
	2.5
	Ditto

	Email advice
	
	
	
	
	Ditto

	Outreach advice sessions
	
	
	
	2.5 (Enfield Law Centre)
	Ditto

	Home visits
	Exceptionally
	Exceptionally
	Exceptionally
	
	Yes

	Second tier advice
	
	
	
	
	


8 Stakeholder interviews and other data collection

The following stakeholders were interviewed:

Bibi Khan, London Borough of Haringey, Housing Dept

Catherine Galvin, London Borough of Haringey, Social Services Dept

Di Janice, Haringey Primary Care Trust

George Georgiou, London Borough of Haringey, Housing Dept

Jane Waterhouse, Social Services Dept, Customer Services

Lorna Reith, Councillor, London Borough of Haringey

Marcus Power, London Borough of Haringey, Social Services Dept

Mary Philipou, London Borough of Haringey Revenues and Benefits Services

Sha Kera King, Haringey Association of Voluntary and Community Organisations

An interview with the Legal Services Commission was invited but was refused by them.

Number of community organisations responding to survey: 17

Number of advice workers interviewed: 14
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� National unclaimed amount of PC not known, so unclaimed average of Income Support for Pensioners in 2001/02 (£25.10pw) 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


� Assume same take-up rate as DLA.  It is possible that the take-up rate of Attendance Allowance is better than DLA because it is a less complex benefit with narrower eligibility criteria


� Assumes average award of £50.57 pw


� Personal Tax Credits Statistics 2003/4. Published June 2005. HMRC.


� Calculated as follows: average Tax Credit award in London for Working families multiplied by higher estimate of eligible non recipients in Haringey.
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