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strategic plans should be drawn up “in the second and subsequent years of a 
CLSP’s existence” (p.58).  

Commentary 

The tasks and the tools available 
4.30 Although detailed guidance is provided in relation to the early tasks, there is also 

some vagueness about the tasks and the tools available. In terms of identifying 
relative levels of need, the Guidance refers to the LSC models and indicators, a 
detailed explanation of which is appended to the Guidance, and to other possible 
methods for assessing likely relative need. It states that the Legal Services Research 
Centre (LSRC) has been commissioned to do further work on this,78 and then says: 

“These and other reports by the LSRC are intended to improve the ability of CLS 
partnerships to generate the information they need to achieve their objectives. In 
time a more standard approach to needs assessment may allow benchmarking and 
also enable integration of local, regional and national initiatives.” (p.27) 

4.31 Similarly, in relation to mapping local provision, it states that “further Guidance on 
supplier mapping is being developed in collaboration with CLS partners” (p.28), but 
that “in the first few years, the CLSP will need to decide which organisations to map, 
according to their likelihood of entering the CLS and achieving the Quality Mark” 
(p.29).79 

4.32 Very little guidance is thus being given in relation to one of the crucial tasks which 
CLSPs are supposed to carry out. There are considerable difficulties in accurately 
assessing the range, depth and quality of advice and legal services, as the Advice 
Services Alliance has pointed out.80 There is also a question as to the extent to which 
supply mapping should include organisations which do not, for one reason or 
another, “enter the CLS” or obtain the relevant Quality Mark.  

Ensuring that CLSPs are “active” 

4.33 A further problem concerns the “active” CLSP. This concept is discussed in section 4 
of the Guidance. The Guidance sets out  “baseline requirements” which list the tasks 
that a CLSP should have performed by the end of the first year in order to be 
considered as “active” (p.59).81 It is unclear, however, what is supposed to happen if 
a CLSP fails to achieve “active” status. Annex G of the Guidance specifies the role of 
the RLSC in several circumstances where CLSPs are not “fully functioning”. The 
relationship between these two concepts is not clear, however. The RLSC powers 
sound very much like reserve powers for use only when a partnership does not really 
exist at all. Ultimately, the problem is that there are no real sanctions which the LSC 
or anyone else can invoke if a CLSP fails to perform as the Guidance suggests it 
should.82 

                                            
78 See, in particular, Pleasence and others (2001). 
79 Two London CLSPs have recently initiated a small research project on the capacity of advice 
organisations. We are not aware of any other work having been done in relation to the problems of 
supplier mapping.  
80 For a detailed analysis of the issues, see Advice Services Alliance (1999, paras 3.33–3.45). 
81 Broadly speaking, these tasks include the establishment of a steering group, six out of nine of the 
initial tasks set out at p.16 of the Guidance, consultation on the outline strategic plan and a concordat 
signed by at least the members of the steering group.    
82 For a similar argument, see LASA, 2000, p.11. 
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4.34 These problems highlight a central issue in relation to CLSPs, which is that they are 
voluntary and there is no compulsion on anybody (apart from the LSC) to take part, 
as the Guidance acknowledges from the start (p.3).  

The limitations of “guidance” 

4.35 Similarly, the status of the baseline requirements is unclear (LAPG, 2000, pp.1-2). 
Annex A, which lists them, states that they are “the minimum levels of service and 
organisation which should be achieved.” However, it then states that “where a CLSP 
does not meet these requirements, an explanation should be given” (p.81).83 

4.36 A similar problem arises in relation to the identification of priority legal needs. The 
Guidance states that “CLSPs will wish to identify the needs which they regard as 
priorities”. Nine categories of problems are then suggested: housing, debt, 
employment, welfare benefits, community care, discrimination, immigration, mental 
health, and consumer disputes. It is noted that this list may differ from the list of 
priorities for LSC funding established by the Lord Chancellor (p.26). It is suggested 
that CLSPs may also wish to prioritise mapping the needs of particular client groups 
such as children and young adults, the elderly, or the mentally ill  (p.26-27).  

4.37 On the face of it, therefore, CLSPs have a free hand to identify priority needs. The 
Local Government Association, in its guidance, suggests that potential priorities 
might be: consumer issues, social welfare issues (housing, debt etc), child welfare 
cases/issues, domestic violence, family matters, personal injury, harassment and 
nuisance, and actions against public authorities (LGA, 2000, pp.7-8). This is 
obviously quite different from, and a much wider list than, that suggested in the 
LSC’s Guidance. However, the latter specifies as a baseline requirement the duty to 
consider needs in the five areas which the LSC considers most important: debt, 
welfare benefits, housing, immigration and employment.84   

CLSPs and RLSCs 

4.38 In relation to certain areas of law there is also an overlap between the roles of the 
CLSP and the RLSC. The Guidance states that RLSCs will be responsible for 
assessing the need for regional services, such as mental health, education and 
community care, advising the LSC of the level of CLS funding required by regional 
services, and ensuring that CLSPs are aware of regional service provision (pp.30, 
92). However, mental health and community care are included in the list of nine 
possible priorities for CLSPs, and “the mentally ill” are identified as a possible client 
group whose needs could be prioritised by CLSPs. CLSPs may therefore assess the 
extent of local needs in these areas, while RLSCs are assessing the need for 
regional services to meet those needs. It is of course RLSCs, and not CLSPs, which 
are responsible for making recommendations to the LSC as to the award of contracts 
in all the areas of law with which CLSPs are concerned.        

Funding agreements 

4.39 Similar difficulties arise in relation to the extent to which CLSPs can broker 
agreements which will be binding, particularly as far as funding is concerned. The 
Guidance states that a CLSP’s principles may be formalised in a number of ways, 
such as concordats or statements of commitment. However: 

                                            
83 Annex A gives the example of a CLSP being set up which does not include a local authority. This is 
obviously an extreme example. Presumably, however, an “explanation” would be even more 
acceptable for less serious failures to comply with the requirements. 
84 It remains the case, of course, that some of the most common problems, such as neighbour 
disputes, are not covered; see Genn, 1999.  
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“None of these is legally binding, or intended to infringe on the independence and 
accountability to stakeholders of individual Partners. Rather, such agreements serve 
to set out what Partners will (and, explicitly or by implication, will not) do together.” 
(p.18)  

4.40 An example is given in Annex  D of the Guidance.  County Durham CLSP’s Terms of 
Reference contain the statement that: “while funders will exchange information and 
make decisions on funding in the light of this information, they will retain autonomy 
over their own funding” (p.71).  

4.41 Nevertheless, the Guidance suggests that after a period of maybe a year, the CLSP 
will be able to produce  “an agreement between funders to co-ordinate or integrate 
their funding in order to achieve the objectives of the CLSP” (p.53). It then cites an 
example from Liverpool, which includes the following statement: “Liverpool City 
Council should not reduce the overall level of funding as a result of LAB resources 
(subject to 2000/01 Budget)” (p.53). While this commitment is doubtless important, it 
is subject to two qualifications: first, that the Council should not reduce funding “as a 
result of” LAB resources and second, that this commitment is “subject to” the 
council’s own budget. 

Involvement and commitment 

4.42 A further problem is that the Guidance seems to assume that there will be active 
involvement and commitment by the intended partners. It does not appear to 
recognise the importance of the point made by Steele and others that some statutory 
bodies show little interest in advice services,85 and that many private practice 
solicitors feel that they will not gain from participation.  

4.43 As far as local authorities are concerned, it was not difficult to predict that they would 
differ widely in terms of the extent to which they would see CLSPs as a priority, and 
as to whether, to what extent, and at what level they would wish to get involved.86  

4.44 The Guidance also fails to consider the position of solicitors in private practice and 
the amount of time which they would be prepared to devote (unpaid) to participation 
in a CLSP.87 

4.45 Similarly, the Guidance emphasises that “it is important that the CLSP has wide 
representation and an inclusive membership” (p.20), and recognises the difficulties of 
involving smaller organisations, due to the costs involved in terms of time and other 
resources (p.9). It does not, however, consider whether, as LASA have suggested,  
“it should be the business of a CLSP to help these organisations overcome the 
barriers that larger organisations do not face” (LASA, 2000, p.7).88 

4.46 The problem is, of course, that there is a risk of favouring larger organisations over 
smaller organisations that provide valuable targeted services. If such smaller 

                                            
85 Advice Services Alliance (ASA), for example, stated that it “has major concerns over those 
authorities which have little or no interest in the delivery of advice and legal services – and there are 
many” (1999, para 3.6). Naylor comments that, for most local authorities, the LCD and its concerns 
are not a high priority (LSC, 2002, p.20).    
86 See, for example, ASA, 1999, paras 3.6-3.7; LAPG, 2000, p.4  
87 LAPG have suggested that the role of the legal profession within CLSPs has not been properly 
thought through in the Guidance (LAPG, 2000, p.6). 
88 LASA suggest that “the LSC should give consideration to directing the CLSPs to seek to develop 
the capacity of organisations to participate” (2000, p.7). There are now in fact a number of CLSP, LSC 
and other funder-backed initiatives aimed at helping small organisations. The point remains, however, 
that the Guidance is silent on this issue.    
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organisations are unable to participate, this could ultimately result in reduced access 
for their client groups, whose particular needs could be overlooked (ibid).   

Resources 
4.47 The Guidance is also silent on the question of the resources needed to establish a 

CLSP and keep it going, let alone to enable it to fulfil its objectives. It does not 
appear to consider the resources needed to enable a CLSP to perform its initial 
tasks, or the amount of work, time and commitment required of partners.89 

Conflicts of interest 

4.48 A further omission concerns conflicts of interest. The Guidance refers to them only 
twice. In the section on identifying potential partners and their appropriate level of 
participation, it is suggested that attention should be paid to various points including 
“(f) Possible conflicts of interest” (p.12). Nothing is added, however, to suggest what 
specific types of conflict are envisaged.90 The only other mention of conflicts of 
interest occurs in the context of variations in referral practice (p.42).  

Time and trust 
4.49 A further problem that receives little consideration in the Guidance is the time that 

will be needed for CLSPs to carry out their tasks, and the time that is needed to build 
up trust between partners. The Guidance does recognise that it will be necessary to 
develop trust between partners and that this will take time (p.35). However, this 
acknowledgement is provided in the context of the need to develop trust between 
suppliers in order to be able to establish a referral network. Only towards the end of 
the main text of the Guidance do we find a reference to the need to increase trust 
between funders and providers. In the section headed “Working towards co-
ordinated funding”, the Guidance states that it is important that funders share with 
each other information about their approach and the constraints on them. It suggests 
that funders may find this easier to do in a separate Funders Group. However:  

“That said, in Pioneer areas it was found to be helpful for at least the major 
information about funding approaches to be shared between funders and providers. 
This helped providers to gain a clearer understanding of the policies which affected 
them, and increased trust between funders and providers.” (p.55)  

This appears to be the first and only mention of the need to establish trust between 
funders and providers.  

There are problems 

4.50 In what is arguably the key passage in the whole of the Guidance, the authors accept 
that things are not quite as straightforward as they may have suggested so far. When 
it comes down to it: 

“Working towards any measure of joint strategy requires a number of issues to be 
explored in the CLSP. In particular, it is important that an understanding of each 
other’s approaches is established early in the process of the Partnership. The issues 
to be explored include: 

                                            
89 See the comments by LAPG, 2000, at p.8. 
90 For an analysis of the problem of potential conflicts of interest involving local authorities,  and 
possible solutions, see ASA, 1999 paras 3.49–3.51. LAPG have suggested that, once needs are 
identified and the LSC has said that it has no funds to meet them, conflicts of interest will become 
apparent between those on the steering group and those in the wider partnership (LAPG, 2000, p.23).   

 



page 38 

(a) each organisation’s role and expectations in relation to the Partnership 

(b) how the CLSP fits with the organisation’s broader objectives 

(c) the constraints under which each organisation operates 

(d) the issues they perceive in joint-working 

(e) the possibility of leverage under joint or complementary initiatives; and 

(f) the role of the organisation’s representative on the Partnership and the process by 
which they influence the organisation’s funding decisions.” (p.55)  

4.51 It is not clear why this statement does not appear until near the end of the Guidance.  
Since such an understanding needs to be established “early in the process of the 
partnership”, it is perhaps unfortunate that this statement does not appear 
considerably earlier.  
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5  CLSPs in Practice 

Introduction 
5.1 In this section an attempt is made to analyse CLSPs in the light of what we know 

about them so far. We have the experience of the pioneer partnerships, as outlined 
by Richard Moorhead in Pioneers in Practice and subsequent writings. We also have 
the reports by some of the Pioneers, which are contained in the Guidance for Local 
Authorities issued by the Local Government Association. More recently we have the 
research conducted by Richard Moorhead based on further interviews with people 
involved in partnerships (Moorhead, 2001a) and, in particular, the Post 
Implementation Review of the CLS completed by Rachael Naylor, which analyses 
the experience of CLSPs up until April 2001 (LSC, 2002a). Account has also been 
taken of various comments which have been made by advice agencies and others 
involved in CLSPs. There is, however, a lack of hard empirical evidence provided by 
CLSPs themselves.   

The political context 

Lack of continuity in government planning 

5.2 According to the consultation paper (LCD, 1999) and the Guidance (LSC, 2000), the 
main aims of CLSPs are to introduce an element of co-ordinated planning to the local 
delivery of advice and legal services, and to create local networks of service 
providers. Implicit in the consultation paper, and more explicit in the Guidance, is the 
idea that CLSPs will go beyond “targeting funds more effectively” (in the words of the 
consultation paper) and will attempt to obtain the introduction of new monetary and 
other resources, in order to improve access for all to good quality advice.  

5.3 However, with the exception of the Partnership Innovation Budget, there is no 
government commitment to providing any new money to enable CLSPs to achieve a 
better match between the need for advice and the provision actually available in any 
given area. To this extent at least, the policy behind CLSPs cannot be said to be 
“joined up”.  

5.4 Behind this problem is, of course, the fact that there are no obligations on local 
authorities to participate in CLSPs, or to fund any advice and legal services beyond 
those which are required by statute.91  

5.5 As far as participation is concerned, many commentators observed at the time of the 
consultation paper that this was a gap which needed to be rectified.92 More recently,  
Naylor has argued that clarification is needed as to the duties of local authorities, and 
whether they should be required to participate in CLSPs (LSC, 2002a, pp.39-40). 

5.6 As far as funding is concerned, the lack of any duty to fund is likely in itself to create 
tensions within CLSPs. This could happen, for instance, where new needs are 
identified which the LSC will not or cannot fund, thus putting pressure on the local 
authority to fund, which they may feel unable or unwilling to do. It could also happen 
where there are two-tier local authorities, which either do not wish to fund services or 
cannot agree as to who should pay for what.   

 

                                            
91 For instance, under the Housing Act 1996 s.179 
92 See, for instance, ASA (1999), Legal Action Group (LAG) (1999). 

 



page 40 

5.7 A further problem arises out of the interrelation between CLSPs and Best Value. In 
his most recent study, Moorhead notes that: 

 “Some local authorities have reported that an implicit risk of funding cuts inherent in 
Best Value reviews means a link between Best Value and CLSPs can also cause 
problems.” (2001a, p.4)93 

5.8 Furthermore, there is nothing to stop local authorities from cutting funding, either in 
response to their expectations that other funders will step in, or due to their own 
financial difficulties. There is a danger that many councils see their local CLSP as 
providing access to the “gravy train” of legal aid funding. Advice agencies are 
concerned that, as local authorities become more aware of other sources of public 
funding to the local advice sector, they will seek to rationalise or even cut their own 
funding.  

5.9 In his consideration of the Pioneers, Moorhead noted that some partners may see 
the processes of partnership as aiding some reduction in their own funding, 
particularly by withdrawing funding where another funder could step in (2000, para 
2.20). CLSPs can therefore “facilitate the exit strategies of funders seeking to reduce 
funding” (2001b, p.554). 

5.10 Even more difficult is the situation where local authorities feel obliged to cut funds to 
the advice sector due to their own financial problems. In such circumstances, you do 
not have to work in an advice agency to “wonder whether the CLS Partnerships add 
real value to the local situation”, as Naylor delicately puts it (2002a, p.25).   

Other partnerships and pressures 
5.11 As previously noted, there has been a proliferation of partnerships under the present 

government. This has undoubtedly made things more difficult for CLSPs. Naylor 
reports that there was felt to be a failure by the LCD to integrate CLSPs appropriately 
with some other initiatives, including the Coalfields Task Force, the Neighbourhood 
Renewal Programme and the development of Consumer Support Networks (LSC, 
2002a, p.26). Naylor also reports that many participants report “partnership fatigue” 
due to the proliferation of different but related initiatives (ibid). Moorhead points out 
that resources are limited and that CLSPs compete for attention amongst a range of 
initiatives (2001a, p.9).  

5.12 A local authority advice manager has recently commented that:  

“Over the past two years Best Value has battled with the Community Legal Service 
and the Consumer Support Network for top position on the agendas of advice 
managers in local authorities and the grant aided sector.”(Leszczyszyn, 2002, p42) 94   

5.13 Naylor identifies as one of the most significant risks to CLSPs the new initiatives 
dominating the local partnership agenda, such as neighbourhood renewal (LSC, 
2002a, p.44). One particular problem for CLSPs is their relationship with Local 
Strategic Partnerships (LSPs). We understand that CLSPs have had varied  

                                            
93 Naylor also argues that caution needs to be taken in linking CLSPs closely with the Best Value 
agenda (LSC, 2002a, p.27). Another possible danger is that local authorities will use Best Value to cut 
advice provision outside the context of the CLSP.  
94 He comments also, however, that the Best Value review “has as much to do with the quality of the 
local authority’s management systems and inter-agency relationships as it has with the quality of the 
service being delivered on the ground by the advisers” (ibid, p.43).  
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success in forming links with LSPs and limited success in feeding CLSPs’ strategic 
plans into local community plans. 95  

The central-local dynamic 
5.14 Moorhead argues that there is a tension between the “ostensibly devolutionary 

nature of partnerships” and their “centralising core” (2001b, p.559). He suggests that:  

“Striking a balance between national co-ordination and local vigour will be an 
important issue affecting the approach of the LCD in framing the blueprint and of the 
LSC in managing Partnerships nationally.” (2000, para 2.3) 

5.15 Naylor agrees with this. She also identifies a tension between centralisation and the 
local focus involved in CLSPs (LSC, 2002a, p.22). This is typified by the telephone 
advice pilot96 which is being managed centrally and has not sought to encourage 
CLSP-sponsored bids (ibid, p.26). She sees a tension in the balance of roles 
between CLSPs and the LSC and a tension between partnerships and the national 
agenda. Although there has been a perceived shift in the balance of power towards 
CLSPs (ibid, p.14), there has also been an unwillingness by the LCD (in managing 
the process) and the LSC (within partnerships) to cede power to partners (ibid, p.27). 
Clarification is therefore needed urgently as to the appropriate extent of devolution of 
decision-making to CLSPs, as the gap between expectations and reality is growing 
(ibid, p.39). Clarification is also needed as to the balance between flexibility and 
control, particularly in relation to what are seen as arbitrary time-related requirements 
(ibid, p.43).   

5.16 A further issue in this context is the role of the region. Moorhead reports that several 
partners felt that there was a need for funding discussions to take place regionally as 
well as locally (2000, para 9.22). He also suggests that regular participation by 
certain funders may be more manageable and effective at a regional rather than 
local level (ibid, para 3.38).  Naylor reports the views of some partnerships that, while 
provider mapping and the establishment of local referral networks makes sense on a 
local basis, a robust needs assessment should be undertaken at a “macro”, for 
example regional level, by the RLSCs (LSC, 2002a, pp.25-26).    

Democracy, accountability and legitimacy 
5.17 At its simplest level, the legitimacy and accountability of CLSPs depends on their 

being able to keep people and organisations involved over time. This may be 
particularly difficult where initial involvement is converted into lengthy processes 
such as needs assessment and supplier mapping. By the time the working groups 
are able to report back to the membership, interest may have waned for a number of 
different reasons. Similarly, the writing of a draft strategic plan and the consequent 
consultation on it can take a long time, and members can become weary with the 
topic when it has been on the partnership’s agenda over several meetings.  

5.18 At a more strategic level, the impingement of CLSP decisions on existing systems of 
democratic accountability is highlighted by Naylor: 

                                            
95 See Chandler (2002) for an analysis of the importance of the relationship between CLSPs and 
LSPs. 
96 This pilot was launched by the LSC in early 2000, with the aim of providing, as far as possible, a full 
casework service in particular geographical areas. The original contracts were in debt, immigration 
and welfare benefits. The pilot is now being expanded, both in terms of the number of contracts and 
the areas of law covered. According to the LSC’s newsletter “the Commission is looking to use 
telephone advice to plug any gaps between the need we have identified for legal services, and the 
contracted provision that we have in place” Focus 37, p.6 (my emphasis).  

 



page 42 

 “As partnerships do move closer to pooling resources, they will encounter a new set 
of obstacles; if there is a move to a jointly defined strategy for funding, this has the 
potential to rob local councillors of power and lead to accusations of a democratic 
deficit. If a strategy proposes a move of resources from one part of the partnership 
area to another, this could be a vote-loser for individual councillors – and councillors 
are democratically elected and locally accountable in a way that LSC, for example is 
not. Some of the more developed partnerships are beginning to experience 
difficulties of this sort.”  (LSC, 2002a, p.25)97  

 

Factors inhibiting partnership working 
5.19 In section 3 of this paper a number of factors were discussed which can inhibit 

partnership working. Many of these issues were also identified by Steele. A number 
of them have caused problems for CLSPs.  

Varied agendas and interests 

5.20 Moorhead suggests that funders other than the LSC come with varied agendas and 
varied levels of funding. Local conditions will vary in terms of which bodies are 
funding in that region and which are interested in participating in the partnerships. 
Local authorities differ in their approach to funding advice services both in terms of 
how much they spend and what they spend their money on. Several local authority 
respondents did not see themselves as providing “legal” services, as compared to 
welfare rights and other advice services. A further problem for some local authorities 
is that responsibility for, and understanding of, advice services is often split between 
a number of departments and lacks co-ordinated management  (Moorhead, 2000, 
paras 2.48, 2.52). 

5.21 Moorhead has also highlighted the potential diversity of funders’ interests, agendas 
and resources. He notes that the pioneer partnerships “have had to cope with 
diverse and sometimes competing views amongst partners (particularly funders) as 
to what they need to see from a CLSP to make participation worth their while” (ibid, 
para 2.42).   

Structural differences 

5.22 Moorhead suggests that priorities within local authorities can be diverse whereas the 
LSC’s are set centrally. This can create a management issue for partnerships and 
particularly the local authority representatives (ibid, para 2.46). Moorhead also draws 
attention to the differences in types of funding streams among the main funders as a 
significant problem. LSC funding is highly centralised and is confined solely to “legal” 
work. Local authority streams are often spread across departments, in “‘non-legal” 
settings and are less likely to be seen as funds for “legal”, as compared to “advice” or 
“community support” services (2000, para 2.45).   

5.23 These differences require understanding of funders’ interests and sensitivity to the 
legal and policy constraints which guide their actions (ibid, para 2.47).  Local 
authority partners in particular emphasised the need for others to understand 

                                            
97 Naylor reports the experience of one CLSP which agreed to redistribute resources from one over-
resourced organisation to a series of smaller, more geographically dispersed organisations. Although 
this was agreed by the CLSP, all the local publicity was focused on the one service which had 
sustained the cuts (LSC, 2002a, p.25).    
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the political environment. For example, council officers may agree plans and then 
find that council members disagree (ibid, para 4.11).  

5.24 Naylor emphasises the importance of cultural differences between the partners. 
Local government representatives complained of a lack of understanding of their 
local political reality and of the way in which local authorities work. They also 
suggested that the LSC and the LCD had a poor understanding of the culture of the 
advice sector at the start of the Pioneer programme and that this had led to 
inappropriate expectations of getting advice agencies involved in too short a 
timescale (LSC, 2002a, pp.21-22). One of the main problems for the Pioneer 
programme was therefore the need to do more to understand the various cultures of 
the partners (ibid, p.28).  

Tensions between partners 
5.25 CLSPs have also experienced significant difficulties in terms of the relations between 

the different organisations involved. Problems arose when there was more than one 
local authority involved. According to Moorhead:  “There are sensitivities around local 
authorities working together and Pioneers’ experience suggests these can take 
considerable breaking down” (2000, para 3.30).  

5.26 Naylor has also drawn attention to problems in terms of the structure of local 
government. Where it is two-tier there may be differing degrees of engagement as 
between the councils involved (LSC, 2002, p.24). Problems can also arise due to 
previous dealings between partners. One of the Pioneers, Cornwall, noted that 
several partners had issues outstanding from previous relationships, “baggage”, 
which had to be put to one side for the good of the CLSP (LGA, 2000, p.19).   

5.27 Moorhead suggests that existing relationships may also create barriers to bringing 
suppliers into partnerships, for instance where funding might be in issue. It could also 
inhibit feedback on referral arrangements between agencies (2000, para 4.35).  

5.28 Conflicts of interest have also been a problem. Moorhead notes concerns both inside 
and outside partnerships about the potential conflicts of interest between funders and 
clients. For instance, local authorities might be more interested in welfare benefits 
advice than housing law assistance.98 He points out also that local authorities, as 
suppliers of services, may seek to advance the claims of their own services to CLS 
recognition and even funding (2000, para 3.84.5). Naylor describes the conflict 
between funders and providers as one of the main risks to CLSPs. She points out 
that many advice agencies feel especially threatened by the involvement of the local 
authority. Moreover: 

“The local authority is often blind to the fact that it is an opponent in many social 
welfare cases and that this creates a conflict of interest. In addition many local 
authorities are both service funders and providers.” (LSC, 2002a, p.43)  

5.29 All of these matters are likely to cause tensions between partners. Naylor has drawn 
attention to: 

• tensions between funders on the one hand and providers on the other  

                                            
98 A similar observation concerning a local authority wishing to reduce the amount of housing advice 
is made by Pleasence et al (2001, para 3.2.20). An example of local authorities’ views on the value of 
benefits advice can be found in the comments by one of the Associate Pioneers, Cumbria County 
Council, which emphasised the importance of leveraging more money into the local economy through 
accessing welfare benefits (LGA, 2000, p.35).    
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• tensions between one funder and another, especially where the local authority 
needs to achieve budget cuts  

• tensions when there are two-tier local authorities (ibid, p.24).  

5.30 One of the pioneers, Kirklees, also reported that there were areas of tension 
between: 

• private practice solicitors and the not-for-profit sector 
• the council as funder and the not-for-profit sector 
• the not-for-profit agencies themselves, in terms of who should undertake what                    

work, and in terms of their respective areas of specialism (LGA, 2000, p.21).99 

5.31 Tension can also exist between advice agencies when they are competing for funds. 
Naylor notes that, in some cases, developing collaborations have been nipped in the 
bud as providers compete to win contracts from the LSC (LSC, 2002a, p.26).100  

Ability to commit 

5.32 A frequent problem, as a result of these various factors, has been the extent to which 
partners can bring their organisations with them (Moorhead, 2000, para 4.3) and 
demonstrate that their organisations will be significantly influenced by partnership 
work (ibid, para 4.5). As a result, there have been problems in the extent to which 
partners were willing to be bound by decisions and able to commit to them.  

5.33 In particular, Moorhead notes that different funders’ willingness to be bound by 
development plans or to take them into account varied (ibid, para 9.10). Most 
Pioneers felt it was too early to be moving to a joint funding strategy. Whilst many 
“lead” partners felt it was sensible to move towards a joint funding plan in the longer 
term, there was also an acknowledged need to respect each funder’s independence 
of decision-making (ibid, para 9.15). Joint decision-making was seen as possible in 
the future, but significant administrative, political and legal barriers were seen (ibid, 
para 9.19).  

5.34 Pioneers therefore reacted with caution to the need for concordats due to fear of 
legal obligations preventing them from signing up and fear of compromising the 
independence of partner organisations. There was a reaction also to any suggestion 
that concordats were mandatory or that partners might have to sign up to 
demonstrate commitment (ibid, paras 9.27-9.28).101 

5.35 Moorhead summarises the position in the following terms: 

“All funder participants were clearly limited in the extent to which they could commit 
to any decisions taken by the Partnership and many participants (including funders 
and suppliers) had concerns about the extent to which Partnership work would, could 
or should influence funding decisions which were, in all cases, effectively taken 
elsewhere. Concordats are one potential solution to this problem, although at best 
this can only be seen as a partial solution. The more that Partnership participants 
bring their controlling bodies with them and persuade their partners that they are 
bringing the decision-makers with them then the less of an issue this will become.” 
(ibid, para 2.51) 

                                            
99  They emphasise, however, that such tensions can be overcome.  
100 Naylor is referring here specifically to contracts from the LSC as part of its telephone advice pilot.  
101 Moorhead notes, however, that many had documents which could be recognised as concordat 
documents, and some had begun to develop bolder statements of aims and objectives (2000, paras 
9.30-9.31).  
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Resources 

Resources for the partnership itself 

5.36 Moorhead points out that CLSPs have considerable resource implications, with the 
consequent risk that participants will seek to participate at only a superficial level  
(2001b, p.558). He points out that no extra resources have been made available to 
local authorities to resource partnerships, although the LSC has developed Regional 
Planning and Partnership teams and has a Partnership Support Fund. His most 
recent study suggests that, whilst there is considerable goodwill towards the concept 
of CLSPs, resource costs and the perception amongst all partners that they have no 
spare capacity to devote to partnership working are inhibitors of success (2001a, 
p.4).  

5.37 The issue of resources has proved to be a significant problem for the partners other 
than the LSC. Advice agencies have emphasised the strain on staff resources that 
partnership involvement imposes on small advice organisations. This can be 
particularly burdensome if the agencies are also having to cope with their local LSP, 
or Best Value as well. Of the Pioneers, Southwark has drawn attention to the lack of 
resources within smaller funding organisations that prevent direct involvement in the 
work of a Partnership (LGA, 2000, p.33).   

5.38 The issue of resources for CLSPs is highlighted also by Naylor. In relation to 
Consumer Support Networks (CSNs) she notes that  

 “a particularly damaging consequence of the development of CSNs is that there is 
up to £15,000 available for their development. In some areas participants no longer 
believe that the LCD can be serious about developing CLSPs because no equivalent 
funding is available for them, despite the fact that their remit extends much more 
widely.” (LSC, 2002a, p.26n)  

5.39 Naylor observes that CLSPs felt that they were facing a tight timetable, which meant 
that they required significant input from the LSC in terms of resources and that 
partnerships were, as a result, over-dependent on the input of LSC resources. 
Indeed,  as things stand currently, CLSPs could not exist without such resource input 
from the LSC.  One consequence of CLSPs being very LSC-led is that, without a 
significant increase in resources, the LSC will soon be unable to service them all 
(ibid, pp.26-27).  

5.40 The comments of Cornwall (one of the Pioneers) are particularly significant. They 
point out that establishing and developing a CLSP is time and resource intensive. In 
particular, they note that needs assessment is difficult and time consuming, and that 
supply mapping needs to be checked by interviewing, which none of the partners 
was able to resource (LGA, 2000, pp.18-19). In their opinion: 

“Partnership development could usefully be supported through central resources 
available for defined stages/projects against agreed budgets and/or by partners 
buying into an agreed framework of working which sets out, clearly and in advance, 
what resources are likely to be required of them at each stage of partnership 
working. . . . 

We believe that the partnership will not be sustainable if it is left to operate on good 
will and enthusiasm. It is vital that the blueprint or framework for CLSPs recognises 
that to establish a flourishing partnership, both the LCD and partners involved need 
to be realistic about the resources required and where they will come from.”  (ibid, 
pp.18, 20) 
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5.41 The experience of one CLSP is particularly instructive in relation to resources. It was 
fortunate to receive a budget of £25,000 from the local authority. This enabled it to 
pay consultants to carry out a proper survey of local providers and to produce a 
newsletter for its members. It also had the benefit of a significant amount of volunteer 
time, which it utilised in doing surveys and running focus groups, but this is unlikely 
to continue. It received no grant in its second year, and now has to launch its 
strategic plan on what it considers to be a shoestring. In its view, in order to do its job 
properly, it would need more dedicated staff time and its own funded coordinator.    

Incentives 

5.42 Naylor comments that the lack of a financial incentive to involve partners, especially 
local authorities, is a problem. Indeed, the absence of a clear financial motive for 
participation was one way in which CLSPs differed significantly from the majority of 
partnerships which had gone before (LSC, 2002a, p.23).  She suggests that this 
makes the “hearts and minds” battle even more important:  

“A partnership that is established in the absence of a funding imperative must win 
over the hearts and minds of its participants. If it succeeds, it then has an inherent 
stability and focus, because partners agree on the underlying ideas and not simply 
the pursuit of a single cash-pot or project outcome. However, where a partnership 
process has no concrete short-term benefits, such as any immediate injection of 
cash, the ‘hearts and minds’ battle is very important.” (ibid)  

5.43 There can, of course, be other kinds of incentives. Naylor suggests that future 
participants may be attracted by the link to the Best Value agenda (although caution 
needs to be taken with this approach), and by the development and promotion of 
second tier services, particularly training (ibid, p.27). Another possibility, for local 
authorities, is attaining Beacon status, which seems to have acted as an incentive for 
some authorities.102  

5.44 The Partnership Innovation Budget (PIB) was clearly established as an incentive to 
the development of CLSPs. However, the amount involved in the first round was 
relatively small and it could not be stretched very far. We are told that 228 proposals 
were submitted.103 According to the latest figures, there were 75 successful bids in 
the first round. It is not clear how many CLSPs are represented (as some of the 
successful bidders may have come from the same CLSP). Even if there was no 
overlap, 75 represents only approximately 36% of the total number of CLSPs.104  
Perhaps more important, it means that only 33% of the bids were successful.  

5.45 In any event, and however good the successful bids may have been, the PIB would 
appear to contain all the disadvantages noted above which are common to such 
competitive schemes: the simultaneous fragmentation of resources and duplication 
of effort involved; the costs of the bidding process for all involved (losers as well as 
winners); the tendency for bids to stress quantifiable output measures over 
qualitative outcomes; the injustice and inefficiency inherent in allocating resources on 
the basis of the entrepreneurial skills of partnerships rather than the assessment of  

                                            
102 The Beacon Council scheme is a government initiative designed to promote best practice by local 
authorities. Councils are encouraged to apply for Beacon status by demonstrating good overall 
performance in up to three main areas or themes, one of which is currently the CLS. Eight local 
authorities have been awarded Beacon status on the CLS theme in the current (third) round.  
103 LSC Press Release 7.9.01. 
104 It may be, however, that many CLSPs were relatively new at the time and not in a position to bid.  
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relative need,105 and the danger that partners will become disillusioned and less 
interested in the work of the partnership when bids are unsuccessful.106 

Other funding sources  
5.46 It is difficult at the moment to assess the extent to which other funding sources have 

become involved with the CLS, either in terms of their engagement in CLSPs and 
regional forums or in terms of the levering in of new money for advice services. In 
relation to the former, we understand that there has been active engagement of the 
Community Fund, Health Authorities and Primary Care Trusts and a number of 
leading regional charities such as the Coalfields Regeneration Trust and Anglian 
Water Trust. In terms of new money, we understand that the successful PIB bids 
involve a wide range of funders, both public and charitable. It remains to be seen 
whether this will lead to the more regular engagement of new funders in funding 
advice services.  

Power relations 
5.47 The primacy of power relations has clearly been an important issue in many CLSPs. 

The main concern has been the tendency of many CLSPs to be dominated by one or 
more of the main funders. Naylor notes that “many providers feel that they do not 
have real influence in the partnerships and that local government and the LSC hold 
all the cards” (LSC, 2002a, p.25). Part of the problem may be that many CLSPs have 
followed the suggestion made originally by Moorhead (2000, para 10.9) and 
subsequently in the Guidance (LSC, 2000, pp.21-22) that funders meet separately 
from the rest of the partnership in Funders Groups. There is an inherent difficulty in 
avoiding an “inner core” if the more powerful partners, the funders, are meeting 
separately.  

5.48 Power relations were clearly evident among the Pioneers. Naylor notes that many of 
the pioneer partnerships had an executive body consisting of just the LSC and local 
authority representatives. She suggests that many partnerships ducked the 
questions of representation and control, and the LSC and local authority ran the 
partnership during the Pioneer year as an interim steering group (LSC, 2002a, p.21).    

5.49 Moorhead comments that partnerships need to manage relationships between lead 
and non-lead partners carefully to ensure that the latter do not feel marginalised 
(2000, para 10.31). He points out also the need to ensure that the steering group is 
not dominated by local authority and LSC staff (ibid, para 3.98), and the risk that 
CLSPs could be captured by one or other of the participants, particularly the LSC 
(2001b, p.560).  

5.50 The problem is perhaps illustrated by the Nottinghamshire pioneer partnership, which 
identified the “close working relationship” and “synergy” gained from the partnership 
between the County Council and the Legal Aid Board (LAB) – the predecessor to the 
LSC – as crucial to the success of the partnership (LGA, 2000, p.32). By contrast, in 
Norwich, the partnership was “keen that the City Council and the LAB were not 
perceived as developing our own ideas for what the CLS should look like in isolation” 
(ibid, p.25). 

                                            
105 Lowndes and Skelcher, 1998, p.326, quoted above. 
106 One CLSP reports that an organisation that had led a consortium bid to the PIB has participated 
less since the bid failed. A second organisation, however, which failed in a bid under the county court 
possession pilot, has continued to participate.  
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5.51 Naylor notes that some advice sector providers feel threatened by the close 
relationship between local authorities and the LSC. Some felt that local authorities  
(especially in the former pioneer areas) had taken control of the agenda of the CLS 
to the detriment of the interests of the advice sector. She also confirms that, in some 
partnerships, the agenda of the funding organisations has dominated the CLSP 
(LSC, 2002a, p.21). 

5.52 Naylor points out that the extent of local authority funding to advice agencies meant 
that they were usually the primary funders of advice in any given geographical area. 
This fact, and their central role in relation to their own services, such as welfare 
benefits or consumer advice, tended to make local authority participants see 
themselves as the most expert and economically important participants in CLS 
developments (LSC, 2002a, p.16). She notes also the “desire of local government to 
be seen as Community Leaders even in relation to services not directly delivered by 
them” (ibid, p.20).  

5.53 Naylor is most concerned, however, at the extent to which CLSPs were dominated 
by the LSC. She highlights the extent to which CLSPs have been subject to LSC 
leadership or guidance and have required significant input from the LSC in terms of 
resources. She notes the concern by some CLSPs at the level of “top-down” 
guidance from the LSC, and the resulting imbalance in the partnership if one partner 
does a lot of the work (2002a, pp.22-26). As a result, she concludes, work is needed 
to improve the balance of representation in CLSPs and reduce the LSC role (ibid, 
pp.42-43).  

5.54 An imbalance of power can involve, for instance, a dominant partner vetoing parts of 
a needs assessment that it does not like. A local authority, for example, might not 
accept that there are problems in relation to services it provides, such as community 
care, education, or even housing benefit, and might not agree to such areas being 
designated as priority needs.107 Where this happens, agencies that are funded by the 
local authority might be scared of disagreeing with it.108 

5.55 In an extreme case an imbalance of power can result in one partner ignoring the 
CLSP and taking unilateral action, such as a cut in funding to legal and advice 
services. 

5.56 Advice agencies have also expressed concern about the strain on staff resources 
that partnership involvement imposes on small advice organisations and the 
possibility that CLSPs, through their steering groups, will become dominated by a 
small number of large, well resourced advice providers, with the result that the needs 
of specific client groups, serviced by small, under-resourced organisations, are being 
overlooked. 

5.57 The balance of power inside a partnership affects the extent to which partners feel 
committed to its work. According to Moorhead:   

“A wide range of partnership participants have indicated that the extent to which 
plans have been produced by a range of stakeholders is important to ownership, 
inclusivity and the quality of plans.”   (2001a, p.6)  

                                            
107 Stein cites an example concerning local authority deficiencies in relation to housing for asylum 
seekers and special educational needs (2001, p.25n).   
108 This need not, of course, be the case. Where there are good relationships, based on trust, 
between the local authority and the agencies it funds, and the authority is willing to accept criticisms 
of its own performance, the needs assessment need not be compromised in this way.   
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5.58 Moorhead agrees with the views of many academic writers on partnerships that 
power is central to the dynamics of partnerships. He points out that “traditional power 
relationships and local politics will play an important part in deciding who reshapes 
whom and how much”  (2001b, p.556). Naylor considers one of the most significant 
risks to CLSPs to be 

“the problematic role of the LSC in partnerships – partnership requires equality of 
members, but the LSC dominates many partnerships by being the only organization 
to commit significant resources.” (LSC, 2002a, p.43)  

5.59 Moorhead argues, however, that partnership requires that the governmental bodies 
and especially the funders recognise and concede to other voices in the partnership 
at least some of the time: 

“The extent to which funders actually will respond to the work of partnerships is an 
area which will need to be monitored closely. Ultimately, this will determine the 
extent to which partnerships remain viable. If funders do not cede genuine influence 
partnerships will fail. “ (2001b, p.560)  

Making partnerships work 
5.60 The information we have on CLSPs enables us to consider at least some of the 

variables discussed earlier in terms of the factors which help to make partnerships 
work or which hinder partnership working.  

Mobilising self-interest  
5.61 We have noted Moorhead’s comment that the pioneer partnerships “have had to 

cope with diverse and sometimes competing views amongst partners (particularly 
funders) as to what they need to see from a CLSP to make participation worth their 
while” (2000, para 2.42). 

5.62 The problem is particularly acute in relation to solicitors in private practice. Naylor 
points to the lack and indeed reduction of solicitor participation in some CLSPs. She 
suggests that this may be partly for historical reasons, arising out of the way that the 
CLS was initially launched (LSC, 2002a, pp.17-18), and a perceived hostility towards 
the profession (ibid, p.37). It may be partly due to solicitors’ concerns at the 
perceived threat to their business (ibid, p.24). It may also reflect failure by planning 
and partnership teams within the LSC to engage solicitors in the process (ibid, p.37). 
She concludes that work is needed to improve the balance of representation in 
CLSPs, to address the imbalance in relation to providers, and especially solicitors 
(ibid, p.42).109   

5.63 Moorhead suggests that successful mobilisation of self-interest needs to be 
demonstrated by action: “Crucial to the success of joint working is the demonstrable 
impact of CLSP work on the approach and decisions of the key participants” (2001a, 
p.10). 

5.64 The problem of working with organisations and not funding them is likely to be an 
increasing problem the longer that CLSPs are in existence. If organisations feel that 
they are not themselves benefiting from their active involvement, this could create 
the risk of losing people who have been committed to the CLSP, thus weakening it.  

                                            
109 There may have been some significant improvement in terms of solicitor involvement since April 
2001. For a recent discussion on this, see Rohan (2002).  
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Inclusivity and size 

5.65 The dilemma of balancing inclusivity against size is noted by Naylor. She points out 
that, generally, in the Pioneer year the core steering groups of partnerships were 
smaller in order to get things done. Since then, the steering groups have widened 
their membership in an attempt to be more inclusive and achieve wider involvement 
and commitment (LSC, 2002a, p.24).  

5.66 Although the main thrust of CLSPs is towards inclusivity, this has not been 
consistently the case. Moorhead comments that:  

“Whilst providers of advice services generally warmly welcome partnerships, the 
most common complaint from providers, after complaints about funding levels, is the 
non-inclusivity of partnerships. Partnerships differ in the breadth and regularity of 
involvement of all partners in the CLSP membership.” (2001a, p.9) 

5.67 The problem is not necessarily caused by any deliberate exclusiveness by the 
partnership or its leading members. It may result from the fact that the partnership 
was put together in an ad hoc way. In any event, as Moorhead points out, facilitating 
the involvement of each group of stakeholders can be difficult. Resources for such 
involvement are low, and the CLSPs compete for attention amongst a range of 
initiatives (ibid).  

5.68 Moorhead also observes that none of the pioneer partnerships attempted to involve 
users or consumer representatives. However, he suggests that it was clear that 
commitment to user, non-user and consumer involvement could be substantially 
demonstrated through other means, such as surveys and focus groups (2000, para 
3.72). Another possibility is user forums, which exist in several CLSP areas.  

5.69 It may be that focus groups and user forums are the best way forward. Moorhead 
comments that consultation events have experienced a number of problems, and 
that successfully involving end-users and the public is rare and difficult for a number 
of reasons (2001a, p.7). However, he notes also that there may be a balance which 
needs to be struck: “Balancing the desire to consult with the limited effects that 
consultation could have on decisions was also felt to be important by a number of 
partners” (ibid, p.8). 

Clarity   
5.70 Naylor comments that, because to many people the concrete objectives of the CLS 

were not clear, there was a  task to be done in educating potential participants of the 
value of the initiative (LSC, 2002a, p.23).  

5.71 The need for mutual understanding is also a clear lesson from the experience of the 
Pioneers. Norwich commented that there was a steep learning curve at the 
beginning, as between the local authorities and the LAB (LGA, 2000, p.25). Similarly, 
Kirklees commented that:  

“For participants, the development of the CLS in Kirklees has been very interesting. 
The emphasis has been on arriving at an understanding of the different personalities 
and organisational cultures that must learn to thrive together if the CLS is to be a 
success.”  (ibid, p.21)  

5.72 Moorhead comments that partners need to understand each other early and be clear 
about each other’s funding arrangements (2000, para 9.7). He emphasises the need 
for a process of education and relationship building between suppliers (ibid, para 7.5)  
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and the need to build an understanding within the partnership group and amongst 
suppliers on groundwork issues (ibid, para 7.8). In particular, partnerships need to be 
aware of and sensitive to the concerns that concordats can provoke, and may need 
to be clear about whether, when and why concordats are necessary (ibid, paras 
9.37, 9.38).  

Commitment and capacity 

5.73 Although commitment and capacity are separate concepts, they are clearly linked for 
many potential partners who cannot provide the necessary level of commitment due 
to a lack of capacity. This is likely to be the case for voluntary organisations,  smaller 
funding organisations and solicitors in private practice. 

5.74 Moorhead points out that CLSPs have considerable resource implications, with the 
consequent risk that participants will seek to participate at only a superficial level 
(2001b, p.558). However, commitment to real improvements in quality and access to 
services is an important political ingredient in the process (2001a, p.6). Some 
participation is needed from senior management at the local authority, and in 
particular from someone who can speak for the council as a whole (2000,  
para 3.24).110 It is necessary to consider how to engage council members (ibid, para 
3.27). It is also necessary to obtain some participation from senior management at 
the LSC (ibid, para 3.33).  Similarly, Naylor suggests  that the participation of all 
organisations is affected by how the CLS is seen from the top. In those organisations 
where it is favourably viewed and the CLS is championed at a senior level, more 
progress is made than in those organisations where enthusiasm only exists at a 
lower level (LSC, 2002a, p.27).  

Commitment to evaluation 

5.75 There is little to indicate that a commitment to evaluation has been shown by CLSPs. 
This appears in fact to be a highly problematic area as far as CLSPs are concerned. 
Although the LCD issued a consultation paper on performance indicators for CLSPs, 
and their conclusions are included in the Guidance issued by the LSC,111 there 
seems to have been little consideration of the issue of evaluation by CLSPs. It now 
seems to be an open question as to how the achievements of CLSPs are to be 
evaluated.  

Personnel issues 

5.76 The importance of personnel factors as a key to successful partnerships is confirmed 
by both Moorhead and Naylor. Moorhead comments that:  

“The skills and knowledge of people involved in Partnership work are a demanding 
mixture of project management, political and diplomatic skills, basic research skills 
and the communications skills to manage a series of different and sometimes difficult 
relationships. This is especially true for the [LSC] and local authority participants.” 
(2000, para 10.11) 

5.77 There appears to be little doubt that the planning and partnership staff at the LSC 
have contributed significantly in terms of the skills and knowledge required to enable 
CLSPs to get off the ground. Naylor notes that partnership members commented  

                                            
110 Similarly, Cumbria County Council has suggested that it is important to establish contact at the 
highest level within the local authority, and that the involvement of senior elected members galvanises 
officers (LGA, 2000, p.35). 
111 As Annex B (LSC, 2000). 
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favourably on these staff as having been well chosen for the relationship building 
task they face (LSC, 2002a, p.26).   

5.78 Moorhead comments also that a key factor in success is the continuity, level and 
frequency of input from key authority personnel (2001a, p.8). Naylor suggests that 
the partnerships that worked best usually had local authority representatives at a 
senior level or from a function that was seen as important within the authority (LSC, 
2002a, p.21).  

5.79 One general issue which arises concerns the continuity of input from partnership 
members. Organisations need to agree to allow their staff to devote time to the 
partnership. Many organisations, however, delegate the task to one member of staff 
only. Problems can arise when the individual staff member is not available. Many 
organisations will be unable or unwilling to spare other staff to participate or 
substitute when the usual member is unavailable.  

5.80 Naylor describes the strength of personal relationships forged as one of the key 
achievements of CLSPs (LSC, 2002a, p.27) and has also noted the role of key 
individuals: “Personal contact has been very important in establishing CLSPs and in 
some areas the loss of key personnel has threatened the fracture of partnerships” 
(ibid, p.43). 

5.81 While many academic writers suggest the need for partnerships to have, at the least, 
a permanent co-ordinator, there are no resources available to fund such a position 
(at least for any significant length of time) within CLSPs. This is likely to have a major 
effect on the ability of CLSPs to function efficiently.  

Levels of interaction  

5.82 The lack of regular interaction at the appropriate staff level could be a significant 
problem for CLSPs. There is no particular reason why local authorities would have 
multiple points of contact with the LSC or would expect to have a long-term 
interaction with them outside of the CLSP. They may therefore see the CLSP as a 
short-term rather than a long-term commitment.  

Networks 

5.83 The importance of networking to the success of CLSPs is indicated by Naylor’s 
comment as to the importance of the strength of relationships forged by participants 
in CLSPs. The degree of networking within CLSPs is likely to depend at least partly 
on the strength of existing networks, including those between the local authority and 
the voluntary sector and within the voluntary sector itself. Networking between 
CLSPs has been undeveloped, however. Naylor notes that the majority of 
participants in CLSPs would welcome increased cross-fertilisation amongst 
partnerships of different types and from different areas (ibid, p.25).   

Trust  

5.84 We understand that a number of CLSPs have experienced problems developing trust 
between partners due to negative experiences in the past. We have noted the 
comments by one of the Pioneers, Cornwall, that several partners had issues 
outstanding from previous relationships – “baggage” – which had to be put to one 
side for the good of the CLSP (LGA, 2000, p.19).  

5.85 The history of relationships between the local authority and organisations in the 
voluntary sector is likely to be particularly important. They are complicated by the 
extent of and arrangements for funding of voluntary sector agencies by the  
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local authority. Where relations are well established and funding arrangements are 
secure and agreed, a certain degree of trust and transparency can be established, 
on which CLSPs can build.112 

5.86 The importance of trust has been recognised particularly in the context of referral 
procedures. Moorhead comments that referral schemes rely crucially on trust and 
good will between suppliers and funders (2000, p.ii).   

Success and small wins 
5.87 Being able to define and achieve success has been a problem for CLSPs. Moorhead 

emphasises the importance of being able to demonstrate tangible benefits. He cites 
evidence in other fields113 as suggesting the importance of setting specific objectives 
to indicate strategy and provide meaningful but realistic goals (2000, para 9.32). He 
comments that: 

“There is also some benefit in setting some short-term objectives that enable 
partnerships to demonstrate immediate results (or ‘quick wins’) to partnership 
participants and wider reference groups.” (2001a, p.6) 

5.88 He suggests also that linking CLS activity into mainstream local authority initiatives 
on social exclusion, and into other activities enhances the relevance of the CLSP to 
members and officers as well as providing the opportunity to co-ordinate key tasks 
(ibid). 

5.89 Naylor comments, however, that many CLSPs felt burdened by unrealistic 
expectations (LSC, 2002a, p.6), and that there appeared to be “fundamental flaws in 
key areas – the assessment of need, for example, which appears to be simply too 
big a task for the available resources” (ibid, p.25). 

5.90 One problem for CLSPs is the extent to which their initial tasks are capable of being 
broken down into small tasks, which can be converted into “small” or “quick” wins. 
Moorhead reports that the Pioneers almost universally felt that the most concrete 
immediate benefit that partnerships could establish was a referral system (2000, 
para 4.51).  However, referral schemes are not necessarily that easy to set up, 
especially if you are starting from scratch. LAPG have commented that one of the 
Associate Pioneers took eighteen months to draw up their local directory, and that 
achieving a referral protocol within the first year may prove unrealistic (2000, p.22).  

5.91 None of the other initial tasks seem in themselves easily capable of producing “quick 
wins”. However, if they can be broken up into smaller parts, the achievement of  such 
smaller tasks could be perceived in this way.114  

                                            
112 One CLSP reports that a degree of trust had been built up by negotiations leading to agreement on 
funding for agencies in the advice sector through (three-year) service level agreements.  
113 Hough and Tilley, 1998, pp.32-36.   
114 One CLSP has emphasised the importance of setting viable targets. During its first year it set itself 
three aims: to get providers signed up to a commitment to quality; to get a referral protocol in place 
after piloting; to devise a strategy for needs and gap identification and analysis. It claims that these 
aims were achieved. It is perhaps significant that they were less than the “baseline requirements”. 
Another CLSP reports that it was able to achieve “small wins” by publishing a newsletter and 
arranging training. Its guide to local services could have counted as a “small win”, but publication was 
delayed due to technical problems. By contrast, the writing of the strategic plan and subsequent 
consultation was a very long process and members may have become weary with it as a result.  
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5.92 When “quick wins” are not easily available, there is the danger that participants may 
become immersed in long-term projects which do not necessarily produce results. As 
Goriely has pointed out:  

“Participants can get carried away by the process and lose sight of the goal. The 
CLSP will be kept busy involving members, researching users, drafting plans and 
consulting widely. It is easy for these activities to assume a life of their own and that 
those involved forget the original purpose – to improve services.” (2001, p.iv)115  

Experimentation and innovation 

5.93 A major problem perceived by CLSPs has been their lack of freedom to experiment 
and innovate. Naylor comments that:  

“Although the process was intended to be relatively unfettered, not all participants 
experienced a sense of freedom to develop partnerships according to their own 
requirements. In particular there was a feeling that the tasks for partnerships arose 
from a clear ‘top down’ agenda. That said, participants did acknowledge that, though 
what to do was prescribed, there was considerably more flexibility about how to go 
about it.” (LSC, 2002a, p.23)    

5.94 It is arguable, of course, that it was precisely the need to encourage experimentation 
and innovation that was behind the thinking which led to the LSC’s Partnership 
Innovation Budget.  

Time 

5.95 Time has clearly been an issue for CLSPs. Of the Pioneers, Liverpool noted that the 
short timescale of the pioneer project was at the root of many of the frustrations 
associated with the project (LGA, 2000, p.23).  Norwich commented that building a 
working relationship on funding issues takes time (ibid, p.27). According to Naylor, 
many partnerships reported that it took the whole of the Pioneer year to get the right 
people involved in the process. Partnerships also felt that they were facing a tight 
timetable, which meant that tasks were performed in a hurry and outputs were 
compromised (LSC, 2002a, pp.21-23). Many were also concerned that it was 
unrealistic to expect them to have reached the stage of producing a strategic plan 
one year after forming (ibid, p.26). She recommends that the LSC consider whether 
meeting deadlines or achieving inclusiveness is more important and that 
consideration is given to the problem of short timescales and arbitrary time-related 
requirements (ibid, pp.42-43).   

 

                                            
115 The process by which something comes to exist for its own sake or for the benefit of the people 
involved is also known as “producer-capture”.   
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6 Conclusion  

The questions 
6.1 The introduction to this paper quoted at length from Balloch and Taylor to summarise 

the key questions to be asked of any partnerships, including CLSPs. Will they: 
improve services; transform the relationships between service users and providers; 
produce more efficient and effective systems; and really deliver changed outcomes? 
Or will they: dissipate energies through the proliferation of new structures, which are 
ill-defined, inadequately resourced and which do not change the underlying power 
structures or cultures; get stuck in considerations of structures, procedures and 
systems; and exclude more vulnerable groups and communities and prove less 
rather than more accountable to those they are supposed to serve than previous 
institutions? 

6.2 In section 2 we noted Hutchinson and Campbell’s suggestion that partnerships 
should be evaluated in terms of three key questions: are they necessary?; are they 
sustainable?; have they done what they set out to do?  

 Partnership theory and CLSPs 

Analysing and categorising partnerships 

6.3 Section 2 of this paper considered a number of different ways in which partnerships 
have been analysed or categorised. How helpful are these in terms of understanding 
CLSPs? Academic theorising of this kind is open to the criticism that it is merely 
creating categories or classifications that do not respond to real life situations and 
tends to create descriptions based on theoretical constructs that are only “ideal 
types”. We suggest, however, that these constructs do have a value in enabling us to 
understand better what kind of partnerships CLSPs are and what kind they are not, 
even if one is comparing them with theoretical models.  

6.4 In terms of the spectrum or continuum discussed at the beginning of section 2, 
CLSPs most closely approximate to the third stage (which we described as “co-
ordination”), while containing elements of the second and fourth stages. We suggest 
that this helps us to understand the limitations of CLSPs and the fact that they are 
not fully fledged exercises in “integration”.  

6.5 Similarly, it cannot be said that CLSPs really involve the sharing of risks and profits 
(or “pain” and “gain”) or require that partners surrender any significant element of 
power and/or resources in the expectation of mutual benefit. Nor do they require 
comparable levels of contribution in terms of resources or the same degree of 
involvement and management control.  

6.6 In terms of Mackintosh’s discussion of the processes at work in partnerships, CLSPs 
doubtless aim for “synergy” and also, where possible, for “budget enlargement”. 
There are, however, doubts as to the extent to which they are likely to be successful 
in both cases. There may well be “policy synergy” in that CLSPs are able to 
incorporate into their analyses the views of the different partners. “Resource 
synergy” is more problematic. Efficiency gains can be achieved by improving certain 
procedures, such as referral mechanisms. In some cases it may be possible to pool 
or combine resources. In many cases, however, there may be little that can be 
achieved without additional resources. “Budget enlargement” is usefully described by 
reference to a common external objective, notably the obtaining of a financial  
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contribution from a third party (which often means other government funds). In terms 
of obtaining contributions from other funders, success appears to have been patchy. 
The Partnership Innovation Budget (PIB) does, of course, represent an important 
source of external finance for CLSPs, but again, its contribution is limited and it has 
its downside in terms of many of its side effects.  

6.7 In terms of their cultures, CLSPs are very close to Reid and Iqbal’s description of a 
collaborative rather than a competitive network. They could be described as less 
exclusive, less entrepreneurial, more concerned with legitimacy, and as tending to 
simply rubber-stamp decisions taken elsewhere. They certainly run the risk of 
delivering much less than participants expect or than their energies and effort would 
appear to deserve.   

6.8 In terms of their status, CLSPs are not mandatory. Although the LSC is obliged by 
statute to promote CLSPs, and although there are some incentives to participate, 
local authority participation is voluntary. Moorhead suggests that, because of their 
voluntary nature, CLSPs are, in some ways, quite informal arrangements which rely 
on local participants’ enthusiasm and interests and their willingness and ability to co-
operate (2001b, p.553). 

6.9 They are somewhat similar to the Urban Partnerships described by Hastings as 
representing “ a fairly minimalist approach to partnership”, consisting basically of 
voluntary associations of the organisations involved, where there is no delegation of 
authority to the partnerships and where the partnerships cannot overrule or change a 
decision by any member organisations (Hastings, 1996, p.256).  

6.10 In operational terms, CLSPs operate mainly at the strategic level rather than being 
involved in service delivery, although some of their concerns, such as referrals, are 
directly related to service delivery issues. In terms of their roles and functions, they 
are mainly concerned with co-ordination, and to a lesser extent with delivery and 
monitoring. The nature of their tasks is rather an open question. The initial tasks 
proposed by the Guidance are relatively short term, and most are expected to be 
performed within a year, although this seems to be a rather unrealistic expectation. 
What they will do after completion of those tasks remains unclear.116 The completion 
of those tasks may indeed represent a “watershed” for CLSPs. Do they at this stage 
take responsibility for specific programmes or functions, or do they run the risk of 
turning into “talking shops” because they are unable to make any significant progress 
in filling the gaps in provision which they have identified?  

6.11 Similarly, the extent to which CLSPs are meant to be permanent structures, as 
opposed to time-limited ones, remains to be resolved.  

6.12 In terms of their organisational structures, CLSPs mostly operate on network 
principles. They have been organised largely from the “top-down”, but aim to be 
inclusive. The extent to which individual CLSPs are organised in the form of a 
“federation” or a “hub” is likely to vary depending on the commitment and resources 
put in by the partners, and the major funders especially. Where CLSPs are largely 
dependent on the LSC, in terms of organisation and resources, they more closely 
resemble a “hub”, with the LSC acting in fact as the core partner and co-ordinating 
the activities of the others.  

                                            
116 The Guidance talks about the future, once the baseline requirements have been met and the 
CLSP has become “active”, but it is unclear what CLSPs are supposed to do in year two and 
subsequent years, apart from carrying out variance analyses, refining their strategic plans, and 
possibly preparing bids for subsequent rounds of the PIB.  
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6.13 If one considers the essential characteristics of partnerships formulated by 
Hutchinson and Campbell, it could be said that CLSPs 

• do bring together a coalition of interests drawn from more than one sector to 
generate agreement 

• strive to formulate common aims and a strategy to achieve them  
• share skills, but do not share resources, budgets or risks to any significant extent 
• strive to achieve mutual benefit and synergy, but with results which may be 

limited.   

The dynamics of partnership 
6.14 In terms of the dynamics of CLSPs, we have discussed at some length the factors 

that inhibit partnership working, and those that can help make partnerships work, and 
how these factors affect CLSPs.  

6.15 It does seem to be possible that the approach adopted so far  

• was generally too top-down or directive in policy terms117 
• did not provide tasks that were likely to produce results, or small or quick wins  
• did not allow enough scope for innovative or experimental projects 
• did not allow enough time for the tasks to be performed or for trust to develop. 

6.16 Having said this, there is of course the counter-argument that there is a need to get 
CLSPs moving and working on projects or tasks, since otherwise they risk turning 
into talking shops, losing momentum, or getting nowhere. Naylor notes that most 
participants considered that the long-term effectiveness of CLSPs had not been 
seriously damaged by the speed of development, and all participants acknowledged 
that deadlines are important, or processes are inclined to slip (LSC, 2002a, p.23).  

6.17 In terms of the long-term prospects of success, the two key factors would indeed 
seem to be, as suggested by the academic literature, the issues of resources and 
power.  

Resources 

6.18 To what extent does the success of CLSPs depend on resources?  It has been 
suggested that “sufficient resources must be put into the system or it will inevitably 
fail” (LAPG, 2000, p.27). Is this putting it too strongly? We have noted Naylor’s 
comments that some CLSPs have welcomed the opportunity to engage in a “hearts 
and minds” battle in the absence of any arguments about money, and that winning 
that battle is vitally important in the absence of financial incentives. Obviously CLSPs 
can make some gains without needing additional resources, particularly in terms of 
achieving better co-ordination on the ground, for instance by improving referral 
procedures. In some cases they may be able to achieve a better (or at least fairer) 
utilisation of existing resources, possibly by redistributing them within the area of the 
CLSP. They may be able to do something about other issues, such as access to 
existing services. Beyond this, however, it is hard to see how they can make 
significant improvements without obtaining additional resources. If they are unable to 
do this, there must be a serious question mark over their chances of success.  

                                            
117 The LSC’s Guidance is very prescriptive in terms of what CLSPs were to do, although it is less 
prescriptive in terms of how they were to do it.  
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Power 

6.19 As far as the question of power is concerned, Moorhead argues that partnership 
requires that the governmental bodies, and especially the funders, recognise and 
concede to other voices in the partnership at least some of the time, and that 
“without that, partnerships will simply disintegrate” (2001b, pp.559-60). Two 
questions arise from this. First, to what extent is this right? Can you have a 
successful or at least a functioning CLSP where the power differentials are 
accepted? We have noted the suggestion that partnership does not necessarily imply 
equality of power between the partners. This certainly reflects the reality of most 
partnerships. Are power differentials something that just have to be accepted, 
because the piper calls the tune? Should we accept that the funders set the agenda 
and hold the power, while being more willing to consult and listen to providers and 
others? There are generally different roles within CLSPs, between funders and 
providers. To an extent both need each other, which means that the weaker partners 
may have some countervailing power.  

6.20 Second, to the extent that Moorhead is right, there is a practical problem. How much 
room or opportunity is there for funders to concede to other voices in the 
partnership? Can this be done without allowing the weaker partners a say in the 
spending of resources (and especially additional resources) by the funders?  

The distinctive nature of CLSPs 
6.21 The lack of financial incentives (apart from the PIB) is obviously one factor that 

distinguishes CLSPs from most other partnerships. They could perhaps be described 
as attempts to achieve co-ordination by exhortation.  

6.22 It can be argued that the nature of the partners also makes them different. The 
statutory  partners are largely funders, rather than deliverers of services. The 
providers are either voluntary organisations or small businesses. There are important 
differences also on each side of the divide. Local authorities often fund local advice 
services, but are generally under no legal obligation to do so. Their role is also 
central to the establishment and functioning of CLSPs. If they refuse to participate it 
is virtually impossible to establish a CLSP. If they do participate unwillingly, it is very 
difficult for a CLSP to function in any meaningful sense. The LSC has a duty to fund 
services within the CLS provided by local solicitors and not-for-profit agencies. On 
the provider side, whereas the agencies generally receive funding from one or both 
of the main funders, private solicitors’ firms only receive funding from the LSC. Local 
agencies are likely to have relationships with both major funders which make it in 
their interest to participate in CLSPs. Private solicitors receive funding from the LSC 
via contracts which do not have any necessary connection with the work of their local 
CLSP.118    

6.23 The partners also have very different interests which may make it difficult for CLSPs 
to agree on their overriding objectives. As providers of services, as benefit authorities 
and as landlords, local authorities in particular have interests which can be 
threatened by the development of strong legal and advice services.  

6.24 When it comes to questions of planning and funding, the LSC also has its own 
interests to protect, given the duties laid upon it and the fact that decisions 
concerning contracting do not fall within the remit of CLSPs. The LSC may on 
occasion want to influence others more than it wants to be influenced in return. It  

                                            
118 Under the new Specialist Quality Mark requirements, solicitors are required in their business plan 
to refer to any available CLSP needs analysis and strategic plan.  
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may not always wish to have plans and implementation jointly owned within the 
CLSP.  

Partnerships and the CLS 

Achievements 
6.25 Moorhead reports that 

“a number of CLSPs have sought, and/or been awarded, funding under Invest to 
Save (e.g. to develop IT resources to assist the CLSP), Single Regeneration Budget 
bids (e.g. for development workers), New Deal for Communities (to appoint external 
consultants on need analysis) and from the National Lottery Charities Board (e.g. to 
strengthen the infrastructure of black and ethnic minority groups).  A number of 
partnerships have also sought to build on the interest of Health Action Zones and 
primary care groups in providing CLS services in a health context.  Thus, as well as 
bureaucratic and political benefits, such overlaps have brought tangible 
improvements in services. . . . Several partnerships are able to demonstrate an 
impact through projects that are funded and managed jointly by more than one 
partner, or by the partnership as a whole. . . . Other promising developments involve 
innovative ways of publicising CLS services and encouraging access.  This is 
particularly important for difficult-to reach groups including rural populations, the 
young, homeless people, etc. . . . Additionally, some partnerships are employing 
media and information technology to improve access to service.119 . . . Innovation is 
by definition eye-catching; and these examples should lead to improved access. 
However, there are also substantial examples of traditional services being funded for 
the first time or retargeted to areas where particular gaps in provision have been 
identified by the CLSP.120  Several of these involve joint funding between the local 
authority and other funders.” (2001a, pp.8-12) 

6.26 The LSC has highlighted various initiatives by CLSPs in CLSP News, such as the 
targeting of services at particular groups, including young people, older people, and 
the users of mental health services, the development of independent co-ordination 
services, a major funding review in Manchester, and the development of a new 
advice service in Liverpool.  

The remit of CLSPs 

6.27 There is still an unresolved question as to the remit of CLSPs in terms of the areas of 
law which they are expected to cover. We have noted the differences in this regard 
between the views of the Local Government Association, the general comments 
made in the LSC Guidance, and the “baseline requirements”, which emphasise the 
five areas which the LSC considers most important: debt, welfare benefits, housing, 
immigration and employment. It is clear that consumer problems are the province of 
CSNs, rather than CLSPs.121 Of the five areas mentioned in the baseline 
requirements,  CLSPs also have little role in relation to immigration, where the 
question of need and supply is a matter of central concern to the LSC, which has 
made serious efforts to ensure that quality services are available where they are 
most needed. This would seem to be quite independent of any assessment by any  

                                            
119 Pleasence et al refer to the development of telephone and internet services by the Wirral CLSP, 
thanks to community initiative funding (2001, para 3.3.65).  
120 One example is a new CAB in Ealing jointly funded by the local authority and the LSC. 
121 See Skelton, 2002, p.50.  
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individual CLSP as to the need in their own particular area. It is therefore arguable 
that CLSPs are primarily concerned with housing, debt, employment and benefits.122 

6.28 A further confusion concerns the place of alternative dispute resolution (ADR) within 
the CLS, and therefore within the remit of CLSPs. The Access to Justice Act 1999, 
section 4(2), lists the services within the CLS as including “the provision of help in 
preventing, or settling, or otherwise resolving, disputes about legal rights and duties”. 
This passage is cited in the preface to the Guidance. Beyond this mention, however, 
the Guidance is silent about the place of ADR within the CLS and therefore within the 
remit of CLSPs. It would seem that, with one or two notable exceptions,123 CLSPs 
have failed to consider the role of or need for ADR services when analysing need 
and preparing their strategic plans.   

The tasks 
6.29 We need to consider if the tasks given to CLSPs make sense. First, the tasks may 

be too much. We have noted Naylor’s comment that CLSPs felt burdened by 
unrealistic expectations (LSC, 2002a, p.6) and that there appeared to be 
fundamental flaws in key areas, “the assessment of need, for example, which 
appears to be simply too big a task for the available resources” (ibid, p.25). Second, 
there is the problem that the tasks may not get very far in the end, as there may not 
be any money available to plug gaps that are identified. Third, there is the possibility 
that some of the goals may not be practical. It has been suggested, for example, that 
the strategic planning of services and co-ordinated funding is not likely to be within 
the control of  CLSPs (LAPG, 2000, p.8).   

6.30 A separate question concerns the extent to which the initial nine tasks specified in 
the Guidance are being carried out. To what extent, for example, are CLSPs 
providing information about legal rights and the availability of advisers? As 
Pleasence and his colleagues have commented:   

“Once the LSC and CLS partnerships have satisfactorily identified patterns of need, 
they must not only seek to adapt provision to best meet them, but must also develop 
education and information programmes so that ‘the needy’ are made aware of the 
options and services available to them. This is especially important in relation to 
those people who have learning difficulties or face language or cultural barriers to the 
acquisition of knowledge. After all, need without knowledge is need without hope.” 
(2001, p.75)   

The tools 

6.31 The same paper illustrates the problems which CLSPs have had in using the LSC’s 
needs models and the extent to which their approaches in using them have varied.124  
The researchers comment that:  

“The CLS models have been very differently received in different CLS partnership 
areas. In most, they have been accepted as being reasonably accurate. . . . In 
contrast, however, serious reservations were expressed in some areas, stemming  

                                            
122 The recent consultation paper issued by the LSC in relation to the second round of the PIB states 
that the key priority categories include housing, debt, employment and benefits (LSC, 2002b, para 
44).  
123 At least two of the successful bids under the first round of the PIB concerned the provision of 
mediation services. We are aware of at least one CLSP which has set up a task force to map existing 
ADR services and consider the extent of unmet need for such services.  
124 See, in particular, Pleasence et al (2001, pp.46-48).  
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from a perceived failure of the models to accurately reflect particular local 
conditions.” (ibid, p.44)  

The regional problem  
6.32 A number of issues arise out of the local focus of CLSPs and how this relates to 

issues which concern neighbouring areas within the same region (or indeed within 
neighbouring regions). We have noted the views of some partnerships that the 
collection and management of the data required for a robust needs assessment 
should be undertaken at a “macro”, or regional, level by RLSCs (LSC, 2002a, pp.25-
26).  

6.33 We have noted also what appear to be overlapping responsibilities between the 
RLSC and the CLSPs in relation to mental health and community care. Could there 
also be a conflict between the RLSC’s recommendation to the LSC as to the funds 
needed to be set aside for regional services and the needs identified locally by 
CLSPs, either because the RLSC’s recommendation reduced the amount available 
for “local” services, or because it was considered to be insufficient to meet the needs 
identified locally in relation to these areas of law?   

6.34 Another danger is that regional needs will go unassessed and unmet. Where there 
are many disadvantaged communities of interest spread across a large area, such 
as London, this is an important issue. A related issue is how to cope with regional 
supply and demand and the extent of cross-border advice seeking. This is 
particularly a problem in London.125   

6.35 A further problem concerns the possible “parochialism” of CLSPs. Facing 
considerable demands to prioritise needs which are strongly felt locally, how are they 
to respond to requests to support regional or sub-regional work? This is likely to be a 
particular problem in large urban areas containing several CLSPs, such as London. It 
arises specifically in relation to the PIB, where regional or sub-regional providers 
would have to persuade a local CLSP to back a PIB bid which might only partly 
benefit that partnership.  

Sustainability 

6.36 A central question in relation to CLSPs is whether they are sustainable in any 
realistic sense. Partnerships can and do fail, and there are a number of reasons why 
CLSPs may be especially vulnerable. Naylor suggests that the most significant risks 
attached to CLSPs are: 

• political change, both locally and nationally − CLSPs are fragile and could be 
damaged by a change of political direction 

• the problematic role of the LSC, which dominates many partnerships by being 
the only organisation to commit significant resources 

• local authorities cutting funding to advice services − such cuts are entirely 
outside the control of the CLS unless a statutory duty on local authorities is 
introduced.  

• conflict between funders and providers 
• the loss of key individuals in partnerships 
• new initiatives dominating the local partnership agenda, such as neighbourhood 

renewal (LSC, 2002a, pp.43-44).   

                                            
125 See Pleasence et al, 2001, pp.60, 70. 
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6.37 In practical terms, there are competing demands affecting at least some of the 
partners. It will clearly be a problem for CLSPs if local authorities do not see 
themselves as necessarily having a long-term relationship with the LSC and prefer to 
concentrate on LSPs or other government initiatives.  

6.38 Naylor also highlights another problem. The LSC does not have enough resources to 
enable it to service all CLSPs to the extent that it had done in the period until April 
2001 (LSC, 2002a, p.26). This means that rationing will have to take place, and 
serious questions arise as to the basis on which such decisions should be taken. Are 
the most needy areas those with the least developed services or those with the least 
committed partners?   

6.39 The recent research report for the DTLR also highlights the issue of sustainability, 
arising particularly from the fact that partnerships tend to act outside the mainstream 
of activity and funding in the areas with which they are concerned. Unless 
partnerships can establish better links with the mainstream and ways in which 
successful initiatives can continue, whether in the mainstream or as projects, there is 
a danger that such initiatives will be unable to continue (DTLR, 2002).  

6.40 It would seem reasonable to suggest that CLSPs will reach a “watershed” when and 
if they identify serious gaps in provision which need to be filled. If they are unable 
(and/or their funder members are unwilling) to generate or obtain additional 
resources, it is hard to see how they will be able to maintain any significant 
momentum.  

The structure 
6.41 A number of questions arise as to the whole structure. The first concerns the size 

and number of CLSPs. The decision to decentralise to the “local” level, and on the 
whole to local authority areas, has produced a situation where there are now over 
200 CLSPs, of varying sizes. This does raise the question of whether this makes the 
most sense and whether CLSPs should in fact be larger and fewer in number.  

6.42 A second question is whether it was sensible to roll them out on a national basis, 
rather than concentrating on the areas where they were needed most. The local 
strategic partnerships (LSPs) were originally targeted at 88 neighbourhood renewal 
areas, before being rolled out nationally. Had a similar approach been adopted with 
CLSPs it is possible that they could have linked better with other initiatives, such as 
LSPs, from the beginning. If the LSC will have to prioritise or ration its services, 
might it have made sense to do so earlier? 

6.43 Another issue concerns CLSPs’ position in relation to other bodies. Should they be 
better linked to, or more clearly subsumed under, RLSCs, which can take a more 
overall view and maybe cope with the regional problem, or indeed LSPs ?  

How much can they achieve? 
6.44 Just as CLSPs have felt burdened by unrealistic expectations being placed upon 

them, so must we be realistic about what they can achieve. In the absence of 
additional resources we must accept that only a limited amount can be achieved. 
There are, first, a number of practical problems. As Goriely has pointed out, there are 
difficulties in reallocating money within a fixed budget. There is a tendency to 
reproduce existing spending plans, and the political reality may be that only limited 
changes can be made (2000, pp.30-32, 40). In her view: 
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“It is highly unlikely that local partnerships will succeed in producing a major 
reallocation of resources. . . . Any changes will be slow and within relatively small 
areas. Even within counties, the problems of re-allocating existing resources remain. 
It is hardly cost-effective to close down successful, well-used services in the south of 
the county, simply because a statistical model suggests that more is needed in the 
north. If CLSPs are to succeed, they will need to plan a moderate expansion of 
services, rather than simply reallocate the existing pot.” (2001, p.iv)  

6.45 Second, we must consider whether CLSPs can achieve the goals set for them. The 
establishment of local networks and referral arrangements was identified by the 
Pioneers as achievable and a positive outcome of partnership working, and is 
presumably achievable in many areas. Targeting resources more effectively is 
potentially achievable but not easy.126 Actually obtaining new resources and meeting 
needs is going to be most difficult of all. Naylor comments that: 

“Certainly, in many partnerships the agenda of the funding organisations dominates 
the CLSP, and provider participants may be disappointed to discover that it is not 
easy to change historical expenditure patterns in the short term. More realistic 
provider participants may realise that significant changes to expenditure patterns are 
only achievable on a gradual basis over an extended period of time.” (LSC, 2002a, 
p.21)  

6.46 Nevertheless, if CLSPs are to plan a moderate expansion of services and make 
significant changes to expenditure patterns, additional resources will have to be 
provided.  

6.47 There is no doubt that CLSPs can bring about some improvements. The question is 
whether, as presently structured,  they represent the best way to do this, given  

• their cost127     
• the time and effort involved for everyone concerned 
• the risk of diminishing returns setting in once they have completed their initial 

tasks  
• the limited amount of “new money” which is, or is likely to be, available  
• the importance of achieving a national service with certain minimum standards, 

as compared to a service that is good only in certain areas.  

 Central-local issues 
6.48 We have noted the importance of the central-local issue at several points throughout 

this discussion, and the issue is rightly highlighted by Naylor. The issue goes to the 
heart of what CLSPs are about, and their role within the CLS. There would in fact 
appear to be three separate, though related issues. The first is essentially a political 
issue, about power and devolution and where decisions are made. The second is a 
wider political issue about who is responsible for the development of the CLS. The 
third is a matter of principle: To what extent should the CLS be a national service, 
with only minor local variations or initiatives, as compared to essentially a local 
service?  

                                            
126 Some CLSP areas have seen the development of joint funding reviews involving local authorities 
and the LSC.  
127 The LSC employs approximately 100 staff, including managers and admin support, in planning and 
partnership work. The LSC annual report for 2000/01 states that £2.8m was spent on regional 
planning and partnership (LSC, 2001, p.39). For a comment on the value-for-money issue, see 
Goriely (2001, p.iv).    
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Power and devolution 

6.49 We have noted Naylor’s comments that CLSPs are concerned about receiving a top-
down agenda, and the confusion over the extent of local autonomy as compared to 
central decision making. In effect, the “centre” is telling the “locals” what to do, and to 
a lesser extent how to do it, but without giving them resources to get started or 
money to spend when they have decided what is needed. The only available funds 
are provided through the PIB, but this is determined centrally and is aimed more at 
encouraging innovation rather than plugging “ordinary” gaps in services.128 

6.50 There is also a real tension between the national agenda and the partnerships’ 
agenda. As Mackay has commented recently in relation to Naylor’s report:  

“Local decision-making currently seems to be at odds with the centralised, statutory 
agenda which the LSC works towards. This is an interesting dilemma and seems no 
closer to resolution now than it did when this report was first commissioned.” 
(Mackay, 2002, p.9)  

6.51 Part of the problem is that “CLSPs are not well linked up with the statutory elements 
of the scheme, such as contracting” (ibid).  The Lord Chancellor sets national 
priorities for the CLS (or at least for legal aid expenditure). The actual distribution of 
contracts for specialist help is determined by the LSC. Contracts in relation to family 
law, immigration, the “emerging areas” (community care, education, actions against 
the police, public law) and mental health are determined nationally. It is RLSCs, and 
not CLSPs, which  determine the contracting priorities in other areas of social welfare 
law, such as housing, debt, employment and benefits, which are the areas with 
which CLSPs are most closely concerned.129 RLSCs’ recommendations should take 
account of the recommendations of CLSPs. However, the original three-year 
contracts which started in 2000 predate the arrival of CLSPs. At best, it would seem 
that CLSPs’ recommendations can inform contracting decisions if and when money 
becomes available or contracts are reviewed, and subject to the availability of an 
appropriate supplier. The scope for contracting decisions to be affected by the work 
of CLSPs is therefore limited.  

Responsibility 
6.52 The second issue concerns the extent to which responsibility for CLS services is 

being devolved to local actors. There is a sense in which the government is fixing the 
budget for the CLS nationally and then urging local stakeholders to get together to 
decide how best to manage with the resources available, leaving it to them to try to 
bring in additional resources to plug the most serious gaps which they discover. 
Such a process arguably represents a decentralisation of responsibility, without any 
significant decentralisation of power, resources or control.130 Whose “fault” is it then if 
services are insufficient in a particular area?  

                                            
128 In their recent consultation on the anticipated second round of the PIB, the LSC has downgraded 
the importance of “innovation” in favour of targeting “excluded groups” which have less access to CLS 
services (LSC, 2002b). However, it is still not envisaged that the PIB could be used to plug “ordinary” 
gaps in provision.   
129 The same paper (see previous note) comments interestingly that RLSCs “have the responsibility 
for the development of CLSPs. They ensure that partnerships develop effectively across their region 
and in this context advise on the identified need for legal services in their region” (LSC, 2002b, para 
23).  
130 Du Gay suggests that there is “a double movement of responsibilization and autonomization” at 
work in such arrangements (2000, pp.74-75). See also Woods’ discussion of the role of compacts in 
social housing (2000, p.144).   
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6.53 A further problem arises out of this decentralisation of responsibility. The government 
appears to be saying to the local stakeholders “you sort this out amongst 
yourselves”, without recognising the power relations which exist between them, the 
different interests which the partners have or the conflicts of interest which affect 
them. It seems to be assumed that all interests can be reconciled and that conflicts 
can be resolved by dialogue and negotiation.131  In reality there are serious issues 
concerning the conflicts of interest affecting local authorities and the role of advice 
services in holding local authority run public services to account.  

6.54 In section 2 we highlighted a number of features which are seen as characteristic of 
“corporatist” arrangements, notably that they involve the co-operation of interest 
groups, the blurring of boundaries, the fusion of policy formation and implementation, 
the involvement of participants in functions of resource allocation, and the 
acceptance by participants of responsibility for agreed policies and their 
implementation. One of the dangers of decentralising responsibility in such ways is 
that professional service providers and local representatives become engaged in 
rationing processes effectively. Moorhead comments that:  

“Critics of the process will inevitably suggest that participants are being co-opted into 
a process of rationing which legitimates an illegitimate process. In an important 
sense . . .  the process of socialisation and sharing common goals and languages 
could be seen as a form of culture management, where approval and participation 
are used as a means of governmental control. . . . Were partnership to be a 
superficial process of going through the motions, then partnership would operate as 
a post-modern screen for co-opting the included in government decisions and 
weakening the voice of those excluded from participation.” (2001b, pp.559, 561)132    

The principle of a national service 

6.55 The third issue concerns the extent to which the CLS is to be a national service, 
following nationally agreed principles, priorities and levels of service, as compared to 
a service provided locally and subject to considerable variations in terms of the level 
and extent of services provided. As Pleasence and his colleagues comment:  

“There is always a balance to be struck between facilitating local decision making 
and providing appropriate national criteria to enable sufficient accountability (at a 
national and local level). . . .  [CLSP] decisions have to be transparent, judged 
against some national criteria and clearly justified to ensure that all local 
stakeholders (not just, for example, the wishes of a local authority that wishes to 
reduce the amount of housing advice in an area) are taken into account.” (2001, 
pp.39-40) 

6.56 Similarly, Moorhead argues that some nationally agreed starting points are close to 
essential if allocation of funding nationally by the LSC is to be transparent and 
coherent (2000,  para 10.6). Moorhead has also suggested that, for reasons of 
national consistency and fairness, the LSC would be sensibly reluctant to increase 
overall spend in one partnership area at the expense of another based on one 
partnership’s local need assessment. The situation might be different if there are 
sound reasons for redistributing money within a partnership, although even then 
there would need to be some consideration of nationally set priorities (ibid, para 
8.22). 

                                            
131 More generally, see Mouffe’s discussion of  “politics without adversary” (2000, chapter 5), and 
Lister’s discussion of similar issues (2001, p.435).   
132 I understand “post-modern” here to mean illusory, in the sense of being more “spin” than 
substance.   
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6.57 At the moment, however, there is a serious danger of uneven development within the 
CLS, and that this may be increased by the activities of CLSPs. Some CLSPs are 
particularly dynamic, to the extent that questions are being asked as to how their 
expectations can be managed. Others are not, however, and may be felt to be “going 
through the motions”, to be tokenistic or even to be “partnerships of convenience”.133 

6.58 In the absence of nationally set priorities,134 there could be serious problems. If there 
is a serious difference in quality between the strategic plans of different CLSPs, will 
this affect how RLSCs make recommendations regarding the CLS Fund? Is it a fact 
of life that the LSC will respond more to CLSPs that are vibrant? Will such CLSPs 
get a larger share of resources, because they make a stronger case and (where 
appropriate)  put in better argued bids? It would seem that the result of such factors 
is likely to be the channelling of resources into some areas rather than others, and 
presumably also at the expense of others. If this is correct, there is a serious issue in 
terms of equity between areas.135 

6.59 Naylor makes the interesting comment that, even when there is a unitary local 
government structure, there is a risk that LSC resources will be devoted more to 
those councils which are less committed, to the possible detriment of those which 
are more committed (LSC, 2002a, p.24). This is slightly strange. She seems to be 
saying that this would be unfair to those councils which are more committed. This 
tends to reinforce the suggestion that the LSC favours those councils which are more 
committed to the ideals of the CLS and those CLSPs which are more vibrant as a 
result. But what about the people in communities unfortunate enough to be run by 
the less committed councils? Do they not deserve extra resources from the LSC to 
compensate for the lack of interest from their local councils? The argument cuts both 
ways, however. If the LSC devotes more resources to those areas where councils 
are less committed, what kind of message is that sending out?    

6.60 The PIB needs also to be considered in this context. To what extent is the PIB an 
incentive to CLSPs, as compared to an attempt to plug some of the worst gaps in 
provision? If it is more the former than the latter, the overall effect of the PIB may be 
to make things more unequal between different areas, accentuating other tendencies 
to that effect.  

6.61 There is, of course, an alternative. The nationally available additional funds could be 
spread more evenly amongst CLSPs, with or without weighting by population or 
other (presumably deprivation) indices. Alternatively, such resources could be 
allocated nationally based on demonstrable evidence of a gap between a “high” need 
and a “low” supply in a particular area of law in a particular geographical area.  This 
would arguably provide less of an incentive to innovate, but it would be fairer, and it 
would provide an incentive to CLSPs in the areas which are the most deprived (in 
terms of the match between need and supply) to get their act together.    

The way forward 
6.62 Notwithstanding the material discussed in this paper, we still have only limited 

knowledge about what is happening in CLSPs. In many respects this paper has 
identified issues and questions rather than answered them. What is needed now is 
agreement as to the further information that is needed and the best ways in which  

                                            
133 A term used by Mayo (1997, p.8). 
134 See the argument for a “national strategic framework” made by ASA (1999, pp.17-19). 
135 The same issue arises in other partnerships, and regeneration partnerships in particular, but they 
do at least have the excuse that the favoured areas are being deliberately targeted.  
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it can be gathered. Given the central role of the LSC within the process, and the 
staffing resources which it has in its planning and partnership teams, it seems logical 
that the information should be gathered by the LSC, following proper consultation 
with all interested parties.  

6.63 We understand that the LSC has commenced a “benchmarking” exercise, to seek to 
establish the levels of publicly funded provision which existed immediately prior to 
the launch of the CLS in April 2000, so that it may be possible to compare 
subsequent levels of provision with that which existed previously. This will provide an 
indicator of the effect of CLSPs.136 It is obviously important that this information is 
collected in a robust and thorough way. Other information could be collected, such 
as the extent to which CLSPs have been able to lever in additional resources from 
other funders and the extent to which such resources have represented a genuine 
net “gain”, rather than making up for cuts in resources which have occurred for other 
reasons. Information as to the membership of CLSP steering groups could be 
obtained. The relationships with other partnerships, such as LSPs, could be 
investigated. Decisions would, of course, have to be made as to priorities, and 
whether information needs to be gathered in relation to particular areas of law, or 
target groups within the population, or both.  

6.64 Naylor’s report contained a number of recommendations, which we understand have 
been accepted, at least in principle. In particular, she recommended that a thorough 
evaluation of the CLS should take place after three years’ live running (LSC, 2002a, 
p.8). April 2003 is not that far ahead. We would suggest that consultation needs to 
take place soon, and publicly, so that all parties interested in the future of the CLS 
can discuss the form which that review should take, the information which needs to 
be collected in order to inform that review, and how (and by whom) that review 
should be conducted. We would suggest that the review needs to be both qualitative 
and quantitative. We need some hard information about what is actually happening 
on the ground.   

6.65 Such a review might consider a number of questions touched upon in this paper: 

• What have been the successes and failures of CLSPs to date? 
• What have been the main problems or obstacles which they have faced? 
• To what extent have CLSPs been successful in bringing new resources into play, 

in rationalising or redistributing existing resources, or in achieving improved co-
ordination between service providers? 

• How much more can they be expected to achieve? 
• What do members of individual CLSPs think they should be doing after the 

production of a needs assessment, referral protocol and strategic plan? 
• How can we build on the achievements of CLSPs to date and maintain the 

momentum which they have developed, before they run out of steam? 
• Is there a role for CLSPs as ongoing entities after they have completed their 

initial tasks? 
• Should CLSPs carry on as they are, or carry on with more limited and defined 

goals, with or without a time limit? 
• Do you need a full-blown partnership to achieve the results which are 

achievable? 

                                            
136 It will, of course, only be an indicator. It is unlikely that it will be possible in many cases to prove 
that any changes in the level of provision were directly due to the activities of a CLSP and would not 
have occurred otherwise.  
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• Does it make sense to have over 200 CLSPs chasing what appear to be limited 
additional financial resources? 

• To what extent have CLSPs reduced or widened the differences between 
geographical areas in terms of the level of provision? 

• How effective has the PIB been? 
• Does the relationship between CLSPs and RLSCs need to be reconsidered?  
• Should the remit of RLSCs be expanded to cover CLS services generally and not 

just those which are the subject of possible LSC contracts in relation to eligible 
clients? 

• Should there be statutory duties on local authorities either to participate in 
CLSPs or to fund advice and legal services (or both)? 

• Alternatively, should the core funding of advice agencies be provided by central 
government?  

• Do we need to establish some nationally set priorities for the CLS, in terms of the 
level of provision which should be universally available? 

6.66 Answers to questions such as these appear to us to be necessary if the CLS is to 
become a reality and to avoid the danger that CLSPs end up devoting their energies 
to considering how to prioritise and ration existing resources. As Naylor points out, 
outputs and outcomes are not the same. The true value of the CLS to its client base 
does not lie in whether CLSPs exist, but whether they “actively change the 
landscape of legal and advice services in order to improve access” (LSC, 2002a, 
p.40). 
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