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‘Preparing for the Future’ – a good practice event
Joint Voluntary Action Lewisham’s Children and Young People’s Forum and Lewisham’s Children and Young People’s Directorate event.
Wednesday 16th March 9.30 – 12.30
Venue – The Albany, Main theatre, Douglas Way, London SE8 4AG.
Attended

	1.
	Luisa Ares
	VAL

	2.
	Karan Ball
	IMS – Impact Matters

	3.
	Monica Bayle
	Boule de Neige

	4.
	John Bell
	Both Parents Forever

	5.
	Bernadette Bishop
	Montage Theatre Arts

	6.
	Lillian Brown
	VAL

	7.
	Natalie Canegan
	Sydenham & Forest Hill Youth Forum

	8.
	Tony Cisse
	Youth AID Lewisham

	9.
	Gemma Clemson
	Fairbridge

	10.
	Ian Curtis
	Your CVS - Bedford

	11.
	Monique Dall’Occo
	Children England

	12.
	Maria Dalrymple
	Youth AID Lewisham

	13.
	Christine De Inno
	Cassel Centre

	14.
	Sally-Anne Donaldson
	Body Talking Ltd

	15.
	Paulette Douglas
	JUMP

	16.
	Chris Wykes-Driver
	VAL

	17.
	Holly Gardner
	Catch 22

	18.
	Christine Grice
	LBL

	19.
	Pearline Gundry
	LAMP

	20.
	Jane Hendrie
	LEAN

	21.
	Martin Howie
	VAL

	22.
	Denise Hubble
	MOSAC

	23.
	Melissa Knight
	Sydenham & Forest Hill Youth Forum

	24.
	Jennifer Laing
	VAL

	25.
	Glenis Leitch
	Gil Centre

	26.
	Selma Marshall
	Youth AID Lewisham

	27.
	Lucy Matthews
	Catch 22

	28.
	Stephen McGann
	New Cross Gate NDC

	29.
	Toni McLaughlin-Keen
	The Prince’s Trust

	30.
	Sally Mehta
	Working with Men

	31.
	Cllr Joan Millbank
	Lead Member for the Third Sector

	32.
	Margaret Falodi Musa
	Rapid Solutions Community Link

	33.
	Tim Neville
	Limelight Family Learning Centre

	34.
	Claire Newby
	Greenwich & Lewisham Young People’s Theatre

	35.
	Mark Paterson
	Metro Centre

	36.
	Yvonne Phillip
	Artefacts Edutainment

	37.
	Siva Pillai
	Tamil Academy of Language and Arts

	38.
	Harry Powell
	Lewisham Sports Consortium

	39.
	Patricia Prett
	Young Lewisham

	40.
	Trevor Pybus
	Phoenix Community Housing

	41.
	Julie Rush
	St James Family Learning Centre

	42.
	Hugh Salmon
	Welcare

	43.
	Karin Schnabel
	Lewisham Toy Library

	44.
	David Shaasee
	Ministry of Youth

	45.
	Jonathan Slater
	VAL

	46.
	Gari Sparling
	Carers Lewisham

	47.
	Nicola Strivens
	London Youth Involvement Project

	48.
	V.Sugan
	Tamil Academy of Language and Arts

	49.
	Beverley Thompson
	Sage Educational Trust

	50.
	Fiona Thompson
	Bear Cubs

	51.
	Warwick Tomsett
	LBL

	52.
	Tracey Trotman
	Streetwise Community Law Centre

	53.
	Rachael Turner
	LBL

	54.
	Ross Walker
	Teachsport

	55.
	Philippa Wall
	Lewisham Young Women’s Resource Project

	56.
	Johann Williams
	St Andrew’s Community Centre

	57.
	Nancy Woodcock
	Contact A Family


Chair – Patricia Prett, Young Lewisham

The Early Intervention Service – commissioning opportunities for the Voluntary and Community Sector in Lewisham 
Warwick Tomsett – Head Commissioning & Christine Grice – Head of Access and Support formally launched the consultation on the proposed Early Intervention Service. The consultation document with the proposals went live on Lewisham Council’s website http://lewisham-consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal/children_and_young_people/early_intervention. The deadline for responses is Tuesday 5th April.
Lewisham Council as a whole have had to make substantial savings as part of their spending review settlement. As a whole Lewisham have to make £88m savings over four years (up from an expected £60m over three years – in effect a 26% cut.
In terms of the CYP Directorate they have received the Early Intervention Grant from the Department for Education which is unringfenced and replaces all previous CYP ring fenced grants.  Overall this has meant £22m reduced to £17.6m – 4.4m or 20% cut from Government. The CYP directorate has £13.9m free to spend on recommissioned activity. For the 2011-12 the budget needs to be £7m less than current spent. From April to August £6.2m will be spent on continued activity, and for the period from September to March £8.2m will be spent on recommissioned activity.
As a result an Early Intervention Service is being proposed to deliver a more targeted service. 

Eight areas of proposed activity focused on improving outcomes for targeted children and families:

Three to comprise a new Early Intervention Service:

1.
Targeted Early Years services – through Children’s Centres and focusing on impact for targeted families; 2 yr old offer; ‘closing the gap’ improvement work (alongside universal offer for 3/4yr olds and HVs)

2.
Support for Team around the Child/Team around the Family activity – including QA, impact tracking and management

3.
Family Support Services – outreach and family support to drive children down the triangle of need and stop them rising 

Five other key areas of activity:
4.
Diversion from care – intensive family and other support and interventions; community budgets pilot

5.
Support for families of children with complex needs  – short breaks; support for children with ASD; support for children with SEN; MAPP; transition work; behaviour disorders etc

6.
Youth services – including targeted youth activity, links with YOS, detached work, substance misuse, teenage pregnancy

7.
NEET reduction – linked to youth activity above and work with schools; information, advice and guidance for the vulnerable, including those with special needs, LAC and links to post 19

8.
Family Information Service activity – to ensure good information to families looking for provision and support
In terms of next steps for commissioning groups under the Early Intervention Service:
· Specify/respecify all services however they are to be provided

· Outcome based specifications – looking for impact – payment by results where appropriate

· Confirm allocations for each area, recognising and exploiting links 

· Consultation where required 

· Ensure partners’ budgets aligned or pooled

· Manage transition – some provision stopping in March; some carrying on until work recommissioned; impact on staff 

· Finalise reorganisation proposals

· Ensure impact on voluntary sector considered Council wide 

In terms of the Children’s Centres, there will be
· An ‘outcomes-based’ specification for each CC area, based on CC area profile

· A specification for each school based CC on the same principles 

· Schools will need to ‘bid’ to show how they will meet the new requirements 

· If they can’t, or don’t want to, we will then seek other providers for the site

The specifications will be to improve outcomes for targeted children, young people and their families using Children’s Centres, primarily through:

· Improved parenting and attachment

· Improved school readiness and participation

· Prevention of escalation
Finally a payment by results model is being proposed where a guide price is likely to be included in the specifications, variably based on volumes of need. As an example a schedule of payments by results dependent on chosen indicators:
· 60%? fixed fee

· 15%? if agreed reach of target families achieved

· 25%? if agreed indicators achieved
The Challenges to bringing in a payment by results model:
1. Avoid over-bureaucratic approaches which still secure impact

2. Encourage creativity and innovation while ensuring evidence based approaches

3. Can the market deliver?  Need to develop the market, encouraging partnerships between local and national voluntary sector/private sector; schools working with others too

4. Getting the indicators and risk profiles right and prioritising

Questions for the VCS groups:
1. Are the overarching outcomes right?

· Improved parenting and attachment; readiness for school; prevention of escalation

2. What indicators should we prioritise and how do we measure them?

3. Views on ‘payment by results’?

4. How can providers best support this and the other areas of the Early Intervention Grant? 
Questions and answers
· Melissa Knight from the Sydenham & Forest Hill Youth Forum asked for which period the £13.9m would be available for the commissioned activity. In response Christine Grice said it would only be for the next financial year 2011-2012.
· Claire Newby from the Greenwich & Lewisham Young People’s Theatre asked how much had been reduced financially for specific youth based activities. Christine Grice said the effect on funding for youth based activities would be a 50% reduction which would be spread across the proposed 8 areas of activity.

· Claire Newby also asked whether there would be surgery opportunities to give VCS groups one to one support. In response Warwick Tomsett said that surgery workshops could be built in supporting VCS groups where payment by results could be discussed.
· Gemma Clemson from Fairbridge highlighted that her organisation had already been involved in a payments by results model when they were commissioned by the former Learning and Skills Council. She said that it does force organisations to cherry pick children and young people they are working with that will present the best outcomes.  In response Warwick Tomsett said that as part of the specifications vulnerable groups will have to be targeted and safeguards will be built into the commissioning process to stop this from happening.
· Tim Neville from the Limelight Family Learning Centre asked where there was an early intervention strategy. In response Warwick Tomsett said Lewisham’s Children and Young People Plan 2009-2012 was the overarching strategy document were the priorities for the Early Intervention Service is set. The CYPP is currently being reviewed where there will be opportunities for VCS groups to feed into what the CYP Directorate are doing on early intervention.

· Melissa Knight also asked about the timetable for the Early Intervention commissioning process. In response Warwick Tomsett said that the proposals for the Early Intervention Service would go to Mayor and Cabinet on 20th April where they would look to May and June to start the commissioning opportunities.

· Jane Hendrie from LEAN asked how VCS groups will be measured in terms of impact when decisions where being made on a payment by results basis. In response Christine Grice said that the outcomes they would be measured could be based on current national indicators but that it be would difficult to use at the moment.
· Fiona Thompson from the Bear Cubs asked whether the statutory provision would fall under the same payment by results strategy that the VCS will need to work with. In response Christine Grice said yes.

· Tony Cisse from Youth AID Lewisham raised his concerned over VCS groups getting funding from other sources i.e. Lewisham main grants programme, and the different monitoring arrangements and requirements that will have to be met. In response Warwick Tomsett said the CYP Directorate would work closer with the Community Sector Unit who delivers the main grants programme to bring in more co-ordinated monitoring and reporting arrangements.
· Claire Newby also asked about whether there would be continued funding for School extended services. In response Christine Grice said the new Coalition Government brought in savings straightaway in this area. Beverley Thompson from the Sage Educational Trust said some schools in Lewisham were still funding extended services, where there was a need for Lewisham Council to work in collaboration with the schools to ensure extended services continued for children and young people in the borough. In response Christine Grice said Lewisham had a good working relationship with the schools but could only influence their behaviour.
Breakout workshop discussions on the following themes
Commissioning Opportunities
Issues
· Lewisham are no longer direct providers 
· Loss of outreach worker support

· VCS groups need to join up with other providers but takes time to develop partnerships

· How can commissioning work for smaller providers? e.g. management of contract and governance issues.

· Large organisations do not get funding for work in Lewisham – needs to have stronger links to local providers.

· Demise of Connexions has an impact on access points.

· Young People slip from ‘universal’ to ‘targeted’.

· Where does Young People’s voice fit into consultation / choice of services funding?
· Where will Young People without an agenda get advice support and signposting / referral?
· NEET will stay local – see LA NEET Reduction strategy.

· Can VAL support groups to collaborate?

· If a VCS group gets other funding stream would it be less likely to be granted a contract?

· Match funding?

· Payment by Results now is more for the Children Centres rather than youth services.

· If a larger organisation is going for a contract would CYP help them link to local partners?

· Will contracts / funding be for more than one year to save cost?

· Stigma – the young people know who is being targeted especially regarding group work.

· Groups need to be mixed and not labelled – not ‘treats for naughty boys’ which affects community cohesion, but need to avoid cross contamination e.g. gang culture.

Solutions
· Specifications for Children’s Centre Services

· Good parenting / bonding

· School readiness

· Youth Activities – similar framework as before

· Build on what is already there to maximise use of resources – add targeted work to existing nucleus

· Locality Panel Useful.

· Interruption of work in families each time provider changes – need to build on best practice

· New universal career service will be funded by central government.

· Need more success to older NEET age group (18-24 years) so this is a new priority.

· Young People involved in commissioning decisions need to understand local priorities – see decisions overruled on appeal.

· “Flood the whole area to lift the boats” – can then identify targets.

· Concept of targeted universalism – more intensive offer for targeted year group with a generic offer in areas of high need.

Evidencing outcomes
Issues

· Monitoring framework needs to be clear 

· Benchmark the process for outputs and outcomes

· How can consortia help with this?
· Shift to targeted work on identifying young people early on.

· Not about stigmatising young people.

· Payment by results – concern over proposed 60% fixed costs which will be a problem for small organisations. With a 40% risk they need to have lot of capital behind them. In the first year to have a much higher fixed fee (100 %?) with targets in years 2 and 3.

· PBR is a mechanism – the key question is about how we go about making better outcomes that we want.

· How can VCS groups demonstrate impact?

· Terminology is important - very small organisations won’t understand monitoring terminology.

· Different measurements for different organisations

· VCS understand needs of local residents more than anyone else.

· Targeted service can sit within a universal service.

· Who from the LA will be there to support with reduced workforce

Solutions

· Easier now to create one monitoring (unified) system between CYP Directorate and Community Sector Unit.

· VCS groups should be measuring impact anyway

· CYP Directorate identifying which programme that has the tools for measurements e.g. family support

· Measurement difficult to use national indicators – more likely to be local indicators.

· VCS groups to be given support by the CYP Directorate to understand terminology and to measure impact.

· VCS groups working together to deliver outcomes.

· CYP Directorate to discuss which model is best for which organisation.

· VCS groups can use SDQs (Strengths and Difficulties Questions) to help enhance their work

· CYP Directorate to work with VCS organisations that provide universal services
Consortium arrangements
Issues
· Lack of experience working in consortia

· Legal stuff - what do I need to do to become legal?

· Lack of funding to get expert advice on how to put together consortia.

· No capacity in organisations to develop and manage the consortium

· Developing a consortium does take time to set up - on average over 2 years.

· Lead person needs to have time to develop the strategic role

· Cashflow issue while we receive payment for our work under payment by results

· Developing sustainable funding strategies
Solutions 
· Be sure of legal requirements

· Are we unincorporated? To be in a consortium, it is advisable in order to protect all partners to form a Company limited by guarantee.

· Two possible models of consortia (there are others): 

· a) Lead body, where an organisation takes responsibility for managing the contract and ensuring all deliver. 

Advantage: Responsibility is handed over to the lead organisation and reduces time to make decisions 

Disadvantage: The lead organisation is responsible if one of the partners fails to deliver contract, so it needs to take a cut on     management fees and has greater power over the others 

· b)Hub consortium (Consortico) where all organisations are responsible for delivery

Advantage: non-hierarchical model and all are responsible for each other, plus reduced risk

Disadvantage: decision making may take longer as it will need all involvement

· Involve your trustees early and advise them legal requirements. They are legally responsible if a contract fails.
· While forming a partnership, the interim arrangements: Directors need to be responsible (name signatories) but it is not advisable to be the lead body (without being incorporated - lead body carries the risk of consortia, i.e. signatory of contract). However, get the consortium as a company limited by guarantee as soon as possible.

· Ensure governing and articles of association of the consortium, match your objective as a charity. Otherwise it will be 'ultra vires' if a corporation enters into a contract that is beyond the scope of its corporate powers and hence, the contract would be illegal. For guidance to amend your constitution, refer to CC36 Charity Commission 
· Check what your organisation powers are to enter into a contract.

· Understand your geographical powers, e.g. if your charitable object only operates within Lewisham but the contract will require you to deliver services in other areas, ensure your geographical remit is widen.
· A consortium will need a memorandum of understanding, about its aims, membership and arrangements of how it will operate (terms of reference).

· A membership agreement is helpful.

· A consortium will need to have a contract setting out the legal framework, defining stated outputs and outcomes of the consortium.
· If tendering, the consortium or organisations bidding will need to meet the requirements set out in a Pre Qualification Questionnaire (PQQ), e.g. need to tick all the boxes in order to be fit for a contract. A good preparation is to examine PQQ and look at the requirements and get your organisation to be ready by ensuring you have them. 

· If tendering, you need access to good legal commercial advice often within 48 hours notice. Deadlines for tendering tend to be tight and you will need legal advice to go over the contract.
· Important for that the consortium board has an agreed member per each organisation, with an obligation to attend Consortium board meetings and to take part in decision making, as well as reporting back to trustees.

· Advisable to find some start up money for the consortia (unfortunately, funders do not fund partnership development)

Building relationships with the private sector
Issues

· Recognise ‘links’ exist between voluntary and private sector – need at some levels in both to make a profit and to be business minded.

· Important is sustainability element – organisations with a mixed income.

· Lots of emphasise in the beginning in the need to build relationships with the private sector

· Which organisations can help meet your goals?
· Time

· Lack of opportunity to network or connect with private sector

· Little engagement so far with the corporate sector

Solutions

· Support to ‘engage’ corporations via Lewisham

· Being able to sell something e.g. invite private companies to training courses

· Contact Crystal Palace Chamber of Commerce

· VAL facilitate connections via networking events

· Making links with the right person

· Champions to drive

· Ensure is a skills match 

· Understand where each other is coming from

· Need to identify a ‘win win’ situation e.g. connecting with city firms who already work with and invest in schools.

· Looking at how private sector functions and thinks

· Be creative

· Be proactive – disregard begging bowl mentality

· Identify your USP – how can you differentiate yourself from other VCS groups

· Share good practice across voluntary sector of our examples with the corporate sector so far.

· Think about where to sell your services to the private sector to e.g. advertising space in private sector journals.

· Have an appealing website as private sector companies will visit to gain information.
· VCS groups to use ‘Companies Giving Guide’ that lists companies which would be interested in working with the voluntary sector

· Map voluntary sector skills with the needs of the private sector – need to develop a matching service.

· Need of a corporate marketing manager who can support voluntary organisations who are looking for private sector investment

· Follow up examples of good practice: 
· Private trading arms of VCS groups that have been set up
· VCS groups have links with range of private companies like Camp America

