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1. Introduction

The Voluntary and Community Sector (VCS) has long been recognised as operating for the public benefit; important to individuals and communities in meeting their needs where perhaps the state could not.  Increasingly, governments gave due attention to this and supported better communication and engagement between statutory and voluntary sectors, leading to the Compact in 1998; an agreement and set of principles for partnerships between government and the voluntary sector.   Indeed, the recognition of the importance of the VCS in society and economy was demonstrated by the previous government in setting up the Office of the Third Sector in May 2006, with the purpose being to enable the third sector to campaign for change, deliver public services and strengthen communities.

The role of the VCS in children, young people and families’ services has evolved alongside this.  These services have been going a considerable policy change since the introduction of Every Child Matters green paper in 2003; with the core focus being to improve the coordination of services and agencies including the VCS, centred on improving outcomes for children and young people.  This also has meant there has been an increase in how children, young people and families VCS has being funded through grants or contracts from local authorities.  

A change in government naturally leads to a degree of uncertainty as old policies are changed and new ones emerge.  On the whole, the sector has welcomed the coalition government’s recognition of the importance of the VCS, supporting the Compact - pledging to refresh and renew it, and focusing on Building a Big Society. The Big Society aim being to give “citizens, communities and local government the power and information they need to come together, solve the problems they face and build the Britain they want.
”  In the summary of the priorities, there is an explicit statement about supporting charities and social enterprises to have much greater involvement in the running of public services. 

The coalition and the third sector policy analysis by Bates, Wells & Braithwaite
 states that this “represents a clear and major opportunity from which charities and social enterprises involved in service delivery will benefit. Nick Hurd, the new Minister for Civil Society, has promised that the third sector will get a larger slice of an admittedly smaller public spending cake. In many cases these opportunities may well outweigh the reductions in income faced by the sector”.  
However, there may not be wholesale agreement to this latter comment from the sector.  Of immediate priority is the coalition governments’ decision to implement deep and wide spending cuts, which naturally has implications for the VCS, in the short to medium term, before the Big Society is built.  Consideration needs to be given to how direct cuts affect them, putting their commissioned or grant funded services under threat, and leaving the organisation vulnerable.  In addition, recognition should also be made to the fact that the services these organisations provide could be in more demand as statutory services reduce or close.  For this to happen at a time of diminishing funding opportunities, could put a huge strain on organisations.
With the governments call to organisations and individuals to provide their views on making savings, the sector has responded.  For example, the chief executive of Children England wrote
 to the Chancellor of the Exchequer making suggestions for how government can help the VCS and children, young people and their families.  This draws upon their organisations expertise as well as views from the children and families VCS.  
On the whole the sector recognises that if cuts are to be made, they should not receive special treatment but the decision should be based on outcomes being delivered by both public and VCS groups equally.  If a local area has developed a good strong partnership between the authority and the VCS, then they can address the challenges and work out solutions together.  If however, the local authority makes decisions alone, the best solutions will not be found because they will not be drawing upon all the expertise and resources in their locality, especially those embedded within communities.  Whilst Cabinet Secretary Francis Maude has written to ministerial colleagues, reminding them to follow Compact principles which stress partnership, many of the decisions about how to cut funding are being made by local authorities, not government departments.  With local authorities’ implementation of the Compact so variable, there is a need to understand what is actually happening at a local level.  
1.1  Purpose of the report

The purpose of this report is to examine the implications of the funding cuts on the children, young people and families’ VCS at a local level in London boroughs; to provide examples of good practice but also to highlight areas of concern that could be improved upon.  This review was commissioned by Children England in partnership with the CYP Together network.  
2. Methodology 

The format and content of the review was developed in July 2010 and then the questions piloted with a representative from CYP Together.  CYP Together is a London-wide network of networks; children, young people and families’ VCS representatives from the boroughs infrastructure organisations (often Council for Voluntary Services) who support local networks.  These representatives have an important role in supporting their local sector, but the nature of these roles varies.
Twenty six telephone surveys were then carried out with the members of the CYP Together network, taking place from the end of July through August.  Thirty two London borough representatives were invited to take part in this, some were not able to due to staff or organisational changes, and others were not available.  

The interviews were written up and agreed by the participants then analysis of the data provided was carried out and this report drafted. All borough feedback has been anonymised.
The data presented highlights what was known by the participant at the time of the interview. The situation in local areas is continually evolving and so changes may have taken place since then.  It is planned to update this research after the Spending Review has taken place, in order to examine the impact of cuts when more is known for the next financial year.  This report will provide a baseline from which to compare any changes.
3. Summary data

The data presented below summarises the responses given into categories.  It should be noted that it was rarely possible for participants to answer every question, with all the boroughs at different stages in the process of addressing funding cuts.      

2010-11

1. Have you been notified about budget cuts across the board for the local authority?



2. Have you been notified how the cuts will affect the VCS?

1. Local Authority



2.  VCS
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For questions 1 & 2, please note that on some occasions, answers reflect only specific funding streams known about, not necessarily across the local authority or children, young people and families’ services as a whole.

The results from these questions indicate that there is still a lack of certainty about how cuts will be made this financial year.  Of those notified about local authority cuts overall; 
· 39% of local VCS representatives only heard unofficially 
· 27% had not been notified at all.   

Understanding how the cuts are affecting the VCS this financial year; 

· only 38% had been informed 
· 39% had not been notified at all.  

Some respondents who had had not received notification of cuts stated that the local authority said they were waiting for the spending review, however that applies to decisions for the next financial year.  Even if in-year cuts do not affect the VCS, they must be affecting statutory services, which indicate that planning is going on behind closed doors, as some respondents believed.  

Four local authorities (diagram 2) have explicitly stated that cuts will not affect the VCS this financial year, suggesting that they have strong understanding of the sector, so recognise that implementing immediate cuts is potentially very destabilising.  The feedback indicated that these authorities valued their local sector and wanted to retain a varied market of providers.

3. How was the decision made about the budget cuts? 
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54% of respondents did not know how the decisions were being made, plus many respondents who did state an answer were not certain about it, so it is clear that decision making processes are not transparent or inclusive, even for those closely involved.  It is possible that for some respondents, this could be due to the fact that whilst they themselves were not aware, their colleagues may be.  
However, no respondent stated that decisions about funding children, young people and families’ services were being made at the Children Trust board or commissioning group.  This could be due to the meetings not being held within the appropriate timescale, however in some cases, respondents thought that the partnership decision-making forums such as the Children’s Trust or commissioning groups were being utilised effectively.

Where two respondents stated officer level, these actually involve opposing styles; one emphasising the transparency of the decision making process, the other suggesting that the decision making forums were not being used to make these decisions.  

“Each commissioning manager and their team have been asked to... talk to their service providers about the difficult financial future and significant cuts to be made.  This will inform the reports to go to cabinet and scrutiny.”

“It was made at officer level, it didn’t even involve Members.  Decisions like this are not being made in the Children’s Trust or commissioning group, so there is no opportunity to influence them.”

4. What level of engagement did the VCS have within decision making process?
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It should be noted that there is a degree of interpretation with these responses; what is seen by some people as good engagement and involvement would to others perhaps only be adequate.  

Only 27% felt that the VCS involvement in the decision making process had been good.  

“There is a very good, trusting, solution-focused relationship between the council and the sector, with representatives’ on all appropriate partnership groups.  The authority is currently consulting the CVS and service providers on the format of the review that will take place in the autumn”.

Over 50% of respondents have not been adequately involved in the decision making process.  This includes those who stated they are optimistic, because at the point of the interview they had not been involved by that point.   However, it is encouraging that they were hopeful and suggests a positive relationship between the authority and the sector.    

“In general, senior officers appear to have little time for the VCS, they feel that the sector should see it as a privilege to be part of the commissioning group, we are even told that such participation doesn’t happen in other boroughs.”  

5. Has the LA considered or evaluated the potential impact on the sector?
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Responses to this question depend on the decision making stage the local authority is at, as well as how closely they are working with the local VCS.  54% noted that there was an awareness or evaluation of the impact on the VCS (including those who minimised impact).  Some respondents commented that authorities had often learnt from previous funding decisions about how cuts can lead to unintended consequences for the VCS, and so were optimistic that this would be averted where possible this time around.  There was some degree of sympathy for local authorities in making these cuts, with recognition that staff understand the impact on both the children and service.  However, not all respondents were as optimistic.

“It doesn’t appear to have done so; it certainly has not consulted the sector.  They only appear to be focused on the savings moneywise.”

“They carried out an Equalities Impact Assessment (EIA) for the reduction in the Area Based Grant as a whole, with additional EIA’s for some specific strands they were most concerned about.”

6. Have you / the sector done any work to evaluate how this decision will impact on the sector? What other work are you doing to help?

Respondents stated a variety of ways in which they are trying to support their local voluntary sector, which can be summarised as follows:  

· Supporting representatives with the right information for meetings

· Survey / review covering issues such as; how funded, what outcomes, impact of cuts on outcomes, support needed, how to deliver services differently

· Developing an offer of how could work together to save money

· Position / benefits paper to Cabinet or Executive

· Hosting consultation meetings and events

· Supporting individual organisations in negotiations, highlighting those vulnerable to local authority

· Positioning sector for change regarding; funding; partnerships; consolidation and mergers.

· Challenging decisions using the Compact principles

7. Are there specific areas that will be most affected by these cuts?

	
	Known 
	Suspected

	Youth 
	5
	4

	Early years
	2
	1

	Play
	2
	2

	Disability
	
	1

	Universal / preventative services
	1
	2

	Supplementary schools
	3
	2

	Don’t know
	
	


Note:  not everyone replied, and others stated more than one area so numbers do not tally with respondents.

At this stage, very little was known about specific areas affected.  Participants also commented on what services they suspected would be vulnerable – either this year or next.  Unsurprisingly, the responses show that the more universal services are the most vulnerable.  

“I’m worried about work in many areas; youth crime, educational attainment, youth provision, family support services, supplementary schools”

8. What impact will the cuts have on local infrastructure? 

	
	2010-11
	2011-12 onwards

	Reduction in budgets
	3
	3

	Reduced hours for specialist post
	2
	

	Deletion of posts
	1
	

	None this year
	10
	

	Not known 
	2
	

	Not known yet but suspect cuts
	
	5


39% of respondents stated that they will not be affected by cuts this year; however six local infrastructure organisations have already experienced some reduction in their funding.  Some respondents stated that their organisations were still negotiating this, so it was difficult to comment.  Although this was asked about for this financial year, those not affected or known for this year expressed views for next financial year.  The follow up research will highlight any changes from this baseline.  

One CVS indicated that they expected their funding from the local authority to increase next year, due to the increased support they will need to provide the sector.

9.  Have you been provided with a timescale for these reductions?
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Of the small number of respondents that knew timescale for reductions, only one was not compact compliant.  However, as more respondents stated there will be reductions this year, 42% did not know what the timescale would be, this uncertainty of the timescale for reductions is not helpful for the VCS in planning their exit strategy.  

Related to timescale, an interesting additional comment from some respondents was that local authorities have already notified commissioned organisations of their intent to extend contracts (if outputs are being met) from March 2011 to a later date in that financial year, to allow time for decisions to be made and implemented without de-stabilising organisations in the short term.  

10.  Has the local offered support to affected organisations?
	Contingency planning
	1

	Individual discussions
	4

	Support fund
	1

	Support consortia development
	1

	Expect CVS to
	4

	No / nothing known
	6


Note:  not everyone replied, and others stated more than one area so numbers do not tally with respondents.

Very few respondents could answer this question, suggesting that most local authorities have not yet considered the need at this stage.

“Support was offered to help develop the consortium of supplementary schools, as well as fundraising and business planning.”

2011-12 onwards

11. Has the LA involved / notified you about future savings for 2011 onwards?  
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Note: the answer stating the same percentage savings had already been agreed referred to a specific funding stream.  

Over half (58%) of the respondents stated that no decisions had been made yet, until the Comprehensive Spending Review takes place.  However, 35% of local authorities are proposing what those savings could be, pre-empting the Spending Review, but subject to change.  Some of those were consulting or involving the local VCS in this process.  

“The Director of Children’s Services has suggested cuts of 12, 7 & 7% over next 3 years; however this is still being discussed.  It is helpful to have these indications early to enable everyone to consider what it means and plan appropriately.”  

12. Do you know what mechanisms the local authority is planning for future savings?
	Increased collaboration
	8

	Outsourcing services
	6

	Cross borough commissioning
	9

	CVS as broker
	1

	Innovation fund
	1

	Review to decide
	1


Note:  not everyone replied, and others stated more than one area so numbers do not tally with respondents.

Those that responded to this question were aware of discussions about these options, noting that it could be building on previous work in the area, but very little was known for definite at this stage. One borough had decided to develop an innovation fund to support the sector. 
“They have just opened a start up and innovation grant fund. Only £140k but amazing in the circumstances.”  

13.  Are there other areas that you feel VCS Engage and Children England should be helping with?
	Collating research, produce report
	1

	Lobbying key government departments 
	12

	Regional Manager support local events
	1

	Provide case studies partnership work
	3

	Information on strategic funding opportunities
	1


Note:  not everyone replied, and others stated more than one area so numbers do not tally with respondents.

Whilst not explicitly stated in response to this question, most respondents recognised the significance of the review, valuing the sharing of intelligence across localities and are hopeful of being able to use it in their local discussions.  Suggestions on topics for lobbying were made by respondents which will be discussed further in the next section.  
4. Discussion
The simple data provided above provides an overview of how things are faring across London boroughs.  

However, far more detail was provided by respondents which enriches this research and will be discussed next.  This highlights examples of where partnerships are working but also where there are challenges to them, and is broken down into the following sections: 

1. Effective communication and involvement.
2. Implementation and impact of funding decisions.

3. Local VCS infrastructure.

4. Suggestions for lobbying or further help.  

4.1  Effective Communication and Engagement 
4.1.1  Challenges to partnership working

“We get the sense that we are told only the bits we need to know and that there is almost certainly a lot going on in relation to funding cuts in the local authority that we are not informed about”

In some cases, decisions about funding are being made without involving the local VCS.  For those respondents who had not heard about in-year cuts affecting either local authority or VCS services, many were sure that the conversations were taking place, but priority discussions were not taking place in the partnerships forums such as strategic partnerships, Children’s Trusts and sub groups of which they were part.  Therefore these forums are not used to inform crucial decision making, nor were partners being kept informed as to where and how these decisions were being made.
This could be suggestive of three things:

a) Local authorities going into ‘crisis mode’ and dealing with the emerging scenario as simply as possible, by-passing their normal processes.  

b) An unequal relationship between the authority and the local VCS; with the council taking a paternalistic approach deciding when to be benevolent and involve the sector.  

c) A lack of respect for the expertise and reach out to communities that the local VCS provide, which immensely narrows the authorities’ insight into their boroughs communities.  

In borough L, where decisions about in-year cuts had not been shared, the local VCS have found that there is very little transparency in how the authority makes decisions, even when directly asked officers “do their best to avoid the subject”.  Requests for meetings to discuss matters have been agreed, but do not materialise.  When the CVS presented a paper to Cabinet regarding the impact of the cuts, there was a strong sense of unease about the idea of the sector coming together and working collaboratively on this.  

In another borough J, where it is known that significant cuts are to be made, there has been no consultation with the local VCS, the Children’s Trust board is relatively new, but has not been used to discuss priorities.  There have also been staff vacancies and a change in power at the election, resulting in what feels like a limbo period, with the local VCS in the dark about what is happening even though they have already been directly affected by the cuts this year.  
In borough K, the voluntary sector was cut first before any overall plan was established within the children, young people and families’ services directorate. The cuts were made with no impact assessments and no discussion at all with voluntary sector representatives. This was a result of officer led cuts and not councillors.   In general, senior officers do not appear to engage effectively or respect the VCS, even with representatives on appropriate groups.  However, there is potential for change in the future, with councillors requesting a third sector review to address disparities across services, including access to funding.

For respondents who have experienced this, it is making them question the work they have put in so far into trying to build such partnerships, as one respondent stated;

“Over the years, we have invested so much into effective representation on all the appropriate groups and we thought it was a strong partnership, yet it is not making any difference, people are not being listened to.  We are now taking a step back and asking ourselves what does this mean now?  How else can we influence?  We are going to have to consider what changes will need to be made to reflect this, especially in such financially constrained times.”  

4.1.2   Where partnership is working

It is reassuring to see that there are some good examples of where the VCS has been effectively engaged and involved.  Where this has happened, survey respondents stressed the importance of making it easier and more a matter of course for the VCS to be involved in the decision making process.  

In borough H, local authority officers and councillors have historically valued the children, young people and families’ VCS and their delivery of services; providing funding for their network since before ECM, enabling an open constructive relationship between the children, young people and families’ VCS and the authority.  The feedback indicates the sector was fully aware of the scrutiny committee discussing cuts, having previously provided a forum paper on the benefits and issues of working together with VCS to this committee.  This paper had led to the LA officers requesting a meeting with VCS forum, openly discussing cuts, and the uncertainty affecting the ability to commission services without knowing what their funds will be, or what service they will commission.  Officers and members agreed that good communication with the VCS is vital, especially during these times.

In borough N, the DCS attended the children, young people and families’ VCS network, openly discussing cuts and efficiency savings this year.  But the DCS also stressed that next year the VCS services will be included and treated the same as authority ones, so encouraged the sector to get involved in the process, to think about how services could be delivered differently, more efficiently and what savings could be made.  Feedback suggested that this was not just one individual’s approach, but reflected in the ethos of the whole children’s team and made them very easy to work with.  The DCS made it clear that their primary responsibility was on delivering outcomes for children, therefore future decisions will consider the impact on children first, and then who is best placed to provide the service.  
In borough M, the local authority commissioner has worked closely with the CVS to support the local sector.  After a consultation event, a joint action plan for the VCS was developed for the Children’s Trust executive.  Whilst not all issues can be addressed due to the uncertainty over funding currently, they were able to be raised and shared.  The authority and the CVS are working together to address some of the non funding related barriers the VCS face especially in relation to working with schools, children centres and finding premises.  

There are a number of boroughs where engagement is clearly strong, and this is demonstrated in the both the involvement in the process and the messages the local VCS receive.  For example in boroughs P and R, senior officers and / or councillors have stated their commitment to the minimising the impact on the local sector and keeping them informed and involved.  In both cases, this accompanied the decision not to implement immediate funding cuts onto the sector but to work collectively to make future decisions.  Borough R is clear that this came about because of the good work gone into building the partnership using the Compact principles.

4.2 Implementation and impact of funding decisions 
4.2.1 Challenges to partnership working
Without effective involvement of the VCS, there will be a lack of understanding about how the VCS operates and lead to decisions being made about funding without considering the consequences.  For example in borough G, funding cuts have been implemented but the only way the VCS have known about it is through accessing Cabinet papers or receiving the formal notification.  The results of this are that significant cuts were made to a funding stream specifically for VCS organisations, equating to a 66% cut to this pot overall, significantly more than the government proposed cuts of 25-40%.  Then further cuts were made to the children and young people’s fund (equating to 40% in total).  
The significance of joining up thinking across different service streams such as adults, children’s, health and social care is critical.  As a result of this, one organisation was affected by cuts to both funding streams and is now having to close all services as these cuts have had an impact on their core funding. This in turn will have a knock on effect on the older people’s group and benefits advice (which helped the individuals and families access about £250,000 in benefits that they were entitled to). They will also have to return any match funding they have received.  

In borough Z, they also identified this as a potential problem; on the positive side the local authority has stated it will maintain its funding to third sector organisations for the next three years, but in order to do this they will be selling off capital.  One of the buildings that could be affected hosts twenty small local organisations.  The danger of not thinking through the consequences of such decisions is that those organisations who could help deliver the big society or pick up the pieces from statutory service closure are vulnerable and may not exist when they are needed the most.  
There was one example of non Compact compliant decision over cutting funds, with just 2 weeks’ notice being provided for one service area affecting a number of VCS organisations in borough K.  Even when this was challenged because no impact assessments had been carried out, the Director of Children Services conceded that it was inappropriate to make the decision without an impact assessments, but it did not change anything.    

4.2.2 Where partnership is working
There are a number of examples of good practice regarding funding decisions, and these largely came from boroughs where there are good trusting relationships and partnerships.  

In borough T, the children, young people and families’ department had to make nearly £1million in-year savings and so looked in-house first, focusing on efficiency savings, reducing marketing and uncommitted spend.  Within this, the Children’s Fund could have been included, but was not.  This was in part because the borough had started working in a new way, pooling resources such as Children’s Fund, extended services, emotional health and well-being into geographical clusters to enable local decision making, so they did not want to do jeopardise that work. However, with a change to a conservative council, the direction from councillors was to maintain the VCS pending the voluntary sector funding review in the autumn.  

In this particular borough there was consultation on the format of the voluntary sector funding review before it was started.  The tone of the consultation implies that the council will consider and hopefully be supportive of the changes the VCS will have to make to respond to the changing market.  

In borough W, the cuts will not be affecting the VCS this year but will be implemented through in service cuts and efficiency savings.  In this borough, funding cuts are being discussed openly in appropriate steering groups and commissioning meetings, ensuring that partners are part of those discussions.

In borough O, representatives from the Community Engagement Network have supported early years and supplementary schools organisations and consortia in their discussions with authorities, helped them be realistic and practical, showcasing the outcomes they achieve, the benefits provided and the impact cuts would have.  These discussions were successful in achieving continuation funding, albeit reduced, when initially none had been offered.   
Borough S started worked on this issue before the elections, developing a manifesto setting out how VCS should be treated equally and fairly when it came to cuts.  The local authority also planned ahead, rolling over contracts that were due to end in March 2010 for a further year to allow time for the potential changing political world to evolve, and achieve more clarity regarding funding.

When it came to discussing the in-year cuts required, the authority asked if they could deviate from the equal approach to ensure that all services were protected.  This was agreed because there of the strong open relationship and trust between the authority and the VCS, and resulted in the only support role for supplementary schools being protected, which was based within a VCS organisation.
Although many VCS organisations are affected by in-year cuts from specific grants, they have the option of how to take the cut, by either finishing the contract early in December or reducing services and costs earlier but continuing until March.  Agreements are reached through individual negotiations with the authority.
A reference group of officers, members and VCS representatives has been looking at this issue since last year, and will be overseeing the continued discussions and agreement.  There are already proposed percentage cuts for the next three years, to enable indicative planning.  

4.3  Local VCS infrastructure

From the survey discussions with infrastructure representatives, it was clear that on the whole, these organisations were trying their hardest to support their local sector, which can be especially challenging when they themselves are also affected by the funding decisions.  Examples of this are summarised in question 6 on page 5.  Below is one example of one CVS’s work and the respondent’s views on how they need to evolve and change.  

4.3.1  Borough Q CVS

In borough Q, the local authority was discussing re-shaping its services before the election, of which the sector was involved with.  The CVS had been facilitating collaboration between small organisations, as well as working with the authority to ensure that they understand the benefits of small, local organisations and the challenges that these organisations face.  

After a local authority hosted consultation meeting about funding cuts, the CVS decided there was a need to be proactive about what they could do to help the difficult process.  They recognised funding for preventative work was most vulnerable, but considered that the local authority could perhaps support the VCS in a more creative way; one suggested example cited was supporting the development of cooperatives.  
So, a survey was circulated to the sector to start the process of getting them to think about how they could help, collecting information on:

· How much they get from the authority, whether in a grant or contract

· What service are they providing and what outcomes they achieve

· What ideas they have to save money and how can they do things differently to achieve the same outcomes

· Consider the potential for collaboration, partnerships or mergers.

The results of this survey will be discussed with the local authority’s chief executive to “offer up our own cuts” 

In addition to supporting the local organisations, they have started to think about their own organisations future; talking to other infrastructure organisations in their locality such as the pre-school learning alliance, and the play association, to look into the possibility of joining forces.  

This CVS recognises the importance of focusing on potential funding routes such as extended services with schools as hubs in community, especially the potential academies.  They have set up a supplementary school forum to improve the relationship with schools, helping them demonstrate how to add value, as well as address social cohesion.  They recognise that they will need to position themselves to work more effectively with GP’s and schools.  

They strongly believe they have such a role to play with supporting the community development model with the sector, but have to balance that with need to think about how they can deliver their own services differently with reduced funds.   This could be through increased online learning for workforce development, or perhaps working with other borough CVS’s, mirroring how the authorities may themselves work.  

4.4  Suggestions for lobbying or further help.

With many of the participants stating that lobbying or help from regional or national partners was important, the following section highlights their views about the issues important to them:

4.4.1  Big Society 

“It’s really important for politicians to understand that if the Big Society is to become reality, it has to be funded locally and that services such as children, young people and families’ require professionals, often with registration requirements, safeguarding expertise, inspection regimes etc and this costs money.  Many roles in children and youth services are just not suitable for volunteers”.

“With reference to Big Society approach being so heavily pushed, government and local authorities need to recognise the difference between a voluntary sector and a volunteer force. 

· You cannot replace professional staff with volunteers, in many CYP services.

· Not everyone can afford to volunteer, people need jobs and incomes

· Using volunteers has its place, but a middle class volunteer force to extend universal services at this time would be wrong.” 

“Encourage understanding at a national level of the de-stabilising effect of the changes being made, these cuts, PCT’s going, and removal of statutory Children’s Trusts.  So much change means it will take years to settle down and there will be ripple effect onwards”.  
The Big Society focus on volunteering was raised by many respondents. Volunteering is not cost free, it requires organisations to think through what volunteers can provide to a service; how they will be managed, supported and supervised.  Additionally, those who work in the children, young people and families VCS recognise and value the contribution volunteers make, but it cannot be a substitute for the breadth of services provided.

Additionally, the focus around engaging communities in the planning and delivery of services was recognised, with a particular issue highlighted about the potential to make the most difference to people’s lives when there is joined up thinking from across services such as adults and children’s. 

4.4.2  Funding
“Be a voice for the sector and try to influence funders such as BLF & BASIS to ease their parameters for the next year, for example 1 year extensions to contracts to tide organisations over whilst all these changes are being resolved. This was something the Barings Foundation did successfully in 2009-10.”

“Consider the impact of timescale with regards to national decisions about funding streams, with the lead in time crucial.  Ideally 6 months notice, if not 3 would do, to enable the preparatory work to be taken or prevent redundancies being made. Continuity leads to far more effective work than repeated start up / close down.  Also, there is a need to understand that for small organisations £20k is a lot of money and makes a huge difference to how they can work”.  
An example of this would be the uncertainty of the rollout of CWDC WSPP funding to CVS’s over the last few years.  The delay in the announcement about the continuation of this fund resulted in staff being redundant because confirmation was too late, then a challenge to meet the outputs in 6-8 months because so much time was spent on start up and close down.  It was understood by respondents that it was often political decisions that caused many of the delays, but that this should be avoided in future.  

“Promote how small investment by an authority or other funder can lead to further investment, for example if an organisation can raise £5k, they may then subsequently raise a further £45k.  But without that £5k, that would not be possible”.  

VCS organisations often can match fund statutory contributions from other funders, which offer additional benefit to service users.  Losing that statutory contribution at short notice leaves them especially vulnerable, as they often have to give back the match funding.  
Request were also made for early information about strategic funding opportunities to allow time for the VCS to organise themselves to respond to them.  

There was a plea for statutory organisations to take the long term view on funding decisions, in relation to preventing crisis happening rather than just addressing them when they do.  

4.4.3 Partnership and consortia 
The focus on reducing the number of funding streams and contracts was raised by respondents and alongside of this the possibilities of consortia and / or collaborative bids. Feedback from some participants highlighted the need to enable this to happen effectively there would need to be capacity building and sufficient timescale allocated for partnerships to be developed. 

 “Help authorities to understand the need to:

· Clearly identify and provide guidance about when they want a service of a particular funding stream delivered by a partnership or consortium, or a single agency

· If partnership is what they want, allow time and investment for pre-partnership development work to take place”.

4.4.4  Case studies

For the benefit of local organisations, but also to use when trying to lobby departments, provide some examples of: 

· Partnership working where it works, especially between small organisations.  

· Other boroughs good practice dealing with the funding implications.

· Effects of cuts on children and young people.

· How local knowledge and connections within communities, especially in children, young people and families’ services can add value both in terms of money and outcomes.

· The importance of prevention and early intervention at a grassroots level, to prevent crisis later on.

4.4.5  Representation

Representation has proved to be a concern for some respondents; some stating that their old routes are now ineffective so they are questioning their value now.  Yet others are concerned that significant loss of funds to organisations will affect and potentially diminish the voice of the sector in the local area, especially without adequate support for the networks and representatives. The role of infrastructure and capacity building is required to ensure the accountability of representatives. .  

5. Conclusions

The implications of funding cuts have led to a wide variation in experience for the local VCS across London boroughs.  It is heartening to be able to demonstrate that good work that has gone on in some local areas, building on the strong partnerships between statutory and voluntary agencies already developed, and using them to address the incredibly tough challenges ahead together.  However, there are a number of local areas where this is not the case, either because partnerships were not as mature or even made in the first place or where local authorities have gone into crisis mode with the impending cuts and are only making in-house decisions. The current government has pledged support for the Compact, yet it appears that some local authorities have – in their haste to deal with such challenging times – forgotten about those principles.  

 “Always remember that Compact working is about partnership, and valuing the work of local partners in an area. It's therefore important not to ignore the needs and likely outcomes for partners - and to take an attitude which says “it’s not your business how we intend to make these cuts”. 
  Compact Voice
In addition to the lack of engagement in the process, authorities do need to consider the implications of their decisions, there are often unintended consequences of well meaning decisions.  This is especially important as the funding cliff of March 2011 looms closer, and the prospect of thousands of small organisations struggling - and potentially failing - to survive.  Looking to the future, authorities will need to think about how they implement the Big Society with the full and active participation of the voluntary and community sector.  Alongside of this there is evidence that in the drive for efficiency, contracts may well increase in size, limiting the ability of small organisations to be able to apply for funding.  

"This makes it more difficult for social and community enterprises to win contracts because they’re often small and locally focused. If we’re not careful, this drive for economies of scale will be at odds with the best intentions of the big society."
  Institute for Public Policy Research North.   
The only way that these challenges can be best met, is by drawing upon all the expertise and local intelligence, developing communication, understanding and partnerships between local authorities and their VCS. 
5.1  Key learning

As well as learning from the research participants, relevant ideas from the Children England letter to the Treasury (reference iii), are identified in the boxes below.  For further detail, please see letter.  
For Local Authorities

· Effective Engagement and Partnership Working; maximise the effective use of existing or emerging partnership structures with the VCS to inform and make decisions over spending priorities.

· Effective Communication; communicate the decision making process as well as the opportunities to get involved.  There is a strong awareness from the VCS that Cabinet and Executive leads have to make tough decisions, but there would be more confidence in those decisions if the information was based on the decisions from partnership forums.
· Joint Working; there is an ongoing need to engage with other service areas such as adults, health and social care to ensure that impact assessments for the VCS are thought through across a range of funding streams.  

Children England letter
- Related to joint working, authorities need to appraise the true costs of running a public sector marketplace to deliver contracts and consider rationalisation of commissioning costs; possibly through place-based budgets, a return to some grant giving to enable flexibility, as well as longer term contracts.
- Monitor the impact of the cuts on the local VCS; this will also enable tracking of progress towards the development of the Big Society.

- Where contracts are withdrawn or end, consider small grants to help organisations manage the transition to new funding.
- The focus on the full lifecycle needs of children and families should be maintained and developed.  Early intervention services should not be unfairly cut in relation to the vital crisis services.  See Action for Children reports
 on both the outcomes and the economic arguments for this.
For Government 

· Effective Engagement and Partnership working; in order to ensure that any concept of the Big Society can be realised, there has to be a strong voluntary and community sector able to deliver against these objectives. Promoting best practice around both the engagement of the sector in planning and commissioning will be critical from a policy perspective. With the devolvement of decision-making to localities building and maintaining meaningful partnerships with the sector will be crucial to deliver sustainable local services.

· Effective Communication; ensuring that the Big Society message profiles the roles of the voluntary and community sector as being key players in delivering against this agenda.
Children England letter

- Create bridging loans, grants or emergency funding capacity, perhaps through the Big Society bank, to help organisations plan for alternative income generation.
- Rationalise commissioning units and models across Whitehall, especially where the complex needs of children and families can interact, such as social care, learning, health and criminal justice.  

- Monitor local authorities’ progress towards a Big Society, including the way in which decisions made impact on the local VCS.  

For the local voluntary sector & infrastructure

· Effective Communication; To provide support around engagement and communicate the opportunities for involvement in decision making processes widely across diverse groups
· Effective Engagement and Partnership Working; to ensure that the voluntary and community sector is equipped to facilitate the changes that will be required both around shifting policy agendas and reduced public spending.  
· Innovation; to review and develop alternative mechanisms for the delivery of services that will build capacity and sustainability for the sector i.e. consortia building, cross borough working and social enterprise models.
For regional and national infrastructure voluntary organisations
· Effective Communication; to be a strong advocate for the sector at regional and national level. To collate evidence, research and case studies monitoring the impact of the public spending cuts on the sector.
· Effective Engagement and Partnership Work; to sustain mechanisms whereby London-wide organisations can collaborate and jointly influence policy and decision making.
Treasury response to Children England letter
The Chancellor of the Exchequer has responded to Children England’s letter (letter available on request), acknowledging the valuable contribution to the Spending Review consultation.  Whilst it remains to be seen how the Spending Review will take on board these and other suggestions, the following is a summary of the response relevant to the suggestions above.  

- Spending Review decisions will carefully consider the impact on the voluntary and community sector.  

Agreement on the potential for government and local authorities to take a more innovative approach to commissioning, and the desire to understand further the potential added value from place-based budgets.
- Agreement on the importance of early intervention, with Graham Allen MP to carry out a review which will report on best practice in January 2011, and funding in May 2011. 

- The Big Society Bank suggestions have been forwarded to appropriate officials.  
6. Where to get related information or help:

http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/spend_index.htm
http://www.ncvo-vol.org.uk/advice-support/coping-with-cuts 

http://www.compactvoice.org.uk/cuts 

http://www.cutswatch.org.uk/main/ 

http://www.navca.org.uk/localvs/cuts/Home.htm 

http://www.navca.org.uk/stratwork/bigsociety/ 
NCVYS online poll for youth organisations:  http://www.ncvys.org.uk/polls.php?act=view&id=43 
Bates, Wells & Braithwaite

BWB is a commercial law firm servicing a wide range of commercial, statutory, charity and social enterprises.  

Articles:  http://www.bwbllp.com/Articles/Default.aspx?Location=1&ID=0 

Publications:  http://www.bwbllp.com/Publications/Default.aspx?Location=1&ID=0 
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