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FOREWORD  
 
This paper reports on research carried out by ASA over the summer of 2003 into advice 
agencies’ experiences of Community Legal Service Partnerships (CLSPs). It takes forward 
some of the ideas discussed in our earlier publication ‘Partnerships and the Community 
Legal Service’.   
 
I would like to thank a number of people who have helped with this work. Thanks to the 
agencies who took part in the research and the individual respondents who agreed to be 
interviewed, but who cannot be named for obvious reasons. Thanks to Richard Moorhead for 
his informal comments on the original research proposal. Thanks to Mark Sefton and Clare 
Shirtcliff who carried out some of the interviews. Thanks to Mark Sefton for his comments on 
the data from the interviews and for the paper he presented at the LAG/ASA Conference ‘On 
the Right Track? – Debating the future of the CLS’ in December 2003. Thanks to several 
people who commented on the research proposal, and on the drafts of this report, including 
Shanta Bhavnani, Richard Jenner, Ann Lewis, Val Reid, Mark Sefton and Clare Shirtcliff. 
Any mistakes are of course my responsibility.  
 
A note on terminology  
 
We interviewed 20 people in different advice agencies. In the report they are referred to as 
‘the respondents’. Since the research was qualitative rather than quantitative, and the total 
number of respondents was small, the report does not state the number of respondents who 
expressed a particular view, or could be allocated to a particular ‘camp’ on an issue. 
However, if a particular view was expressed by only one respondent, we have said so. We 
use the terms ‘some’ or ‘several’ when referring to fewer than half of the respondents.  
 
 
Adam Griffith 
Advice Services Alliance 
February 2004  
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Summary  
 
Between July and September 2003 ASA interviewed representatives from 20 advice 
agencies of various kinds from different parts of England and Wales, to investigate 
agencies’ experiences and perceptions of Community Legal Service Partnerships 
(CLSPs). The sample was not meant to be representative, and was skewed in favour 
of representatives who had been involved in CLSPs, and who felt that their CLSP 
had achieved something.  
 
Key Findings  
 
Involvement in CLSPs 
 
Membership of CLSPs was not as originally envisaged. In particular: 

• We found a very strong pattern of only one or two solicitors from private 
practice “staying the course” and remaining involved. 

• Concern was expressed at the lack of involvement of other voluntary and 
statutory organisations, community groups and black and minority ethnic 
(BME) groups. 

• Several respondents commented on the lack of involvement of funders, other 
than local authorities and the Legal Services Commission (LSC).   

• Some CLSPs were reported to have deliberately limited their membership 
and/or excluded organisations that were seen as “dabblers” in advice.  

 
The needs assessment and strategic plans     
 
Almost all of the CLSPs had used LSC guidance, needs models and/or other proxy 
measures to complete a needs assessment. Some had used additional methods, or 
had engaged independent researchers.  
 
Many of the respondents were generally happy with the needs assessment. 
However, several thought that the needs assessment had simply “told us what we 
knew already”. While there was a general acceptance that needs assessment is not 
an exact science, concerns were also expressed about the methods used and in 
particular: 

• the lack of impartiality and independence 
• the tendency for needs assessments to reflect the views of the agencies with 

the resources and motivation to be involved 
• the tendency for some agencies to seek to influence needs assessments with 

a view to obtaining support for their own future funding applications. 
 
All the CLSPs concerned had worked on preparing a strategic plan, although not all 
had completed this work. A number of respondents commented on the time and 
effort involved, variously describing the process as being, for example, “long and 
painful”, seeming “to go on for ever”, and “loads and loads of paperwork”.  
 
Referral protocols 
 
Most of the CLSPs concerned had spent time devising a referrals procedure or 
protocol, although a few had avoided doing so. Most of our respondents stated that 
the procedure had not worked, although a few stated otherwise. Some respondents 
thought that referrals had improved, nevertheless, mainly as a result of the 
networking opportunities provided by CLSPs.  
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Bids to the Partnership Innovation/Initiative Budget (PIB) 
 
There had been a significant amount of activity in relation to bids to the PIB. Where 
bids had been successful it appears that work arising from them quite often 
continued to represent a significant amount of CLSP activity. Where bids had failed, 
especially in round one, some respondents reported that this had caused 
demoralisation within the CLSP.  
 
Other work 
 
A number of CLSPs had engaged in social policy work, with some success. This 
included: taking up common problems, such as Housing Benefit administration; 
improving communication channels with the local council to deal with such problems; 
taking up issues over benefit fraud; and arranging local advertising to combat the 
activities of door stepping firms offering housing advice.  
 
How active are CLSPs?  
 
There was considerable variation in the level of activity reported. Broadly speaking, 
the CLSPs under discussion seem to fall into three categories: 

• CLSPs which are seen as active, where there was significant involvement 
and things were happening 

• CLSPs where the respondents expressed concerns as to the future 
• CLSPs which were dormant or dying on their feet.   

 
Power and influence within CLSPs 
 
Our respondents’ experiences suggest that there is a wide variety of ways in which 
power and influence is expressed within CLSPs. In particular:  

• Several respondents credited the achievements of their CLSP to one or more 
people who had acted as “driving forces”. 

• Almost half of our respondents stated that the dominant force within their 
CLSP was the LSC. However, this was often expressed in terms of the CLSP 
being “LSC-led”, and some respondents were quite happy with this.  

 
The impact of CLSPs  
 
Our respondents’ assessment of the impact of their local CLSPs varied considerably.  
 
In addition to successful PIB bids, some positive impacts were reported: 

• There were some reports of new LSC contracts.  
• There were instances of funding being obtained from other sources as a 

direct or indirect effect of the CLSP. 
• Most of the respondents reported improvements in relationships, generally 

described in terms of better networking or better working arrangements. 
• The link between CLSPs and the Quality Mark was generally seen as 

positive.  
 
However:  

• There was little evidence of any new local authority funding.  
• Most of our respondents thought that their CLSPs had done nothing to meet 

the needs identified and had failed to “make a difference”. 
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• There were suggestions of CLSPs being sidelined or marginalised as a result 
of decisions being made elsewhere, particularly by the LSC, local authorities 
and other funders.  

 
Key Issues 
 
Lack of resources 
 
Several respondents saw the lack of any significant money or other resources to 
support CLSPs or enable them to implement the recommendations contained in 
strategic plans as the key factor in determining the effectiveness of CLSPs.  
 
The key players 
 
Local authorities appear to play a key role in determining the relative “success” or 
“failure” of CLSPs. However, there was considerable variance in the nature and 
extent of local authority involvement, with officers coming from a variety of council 
departments. 
 
The findings suggest that:  

• CLSPs are likely to flounder or even fail completely in the absence of local 
authority involvement. 

• Local authorities can play a significant role in many ways, in encouraging or 
limiting the development of CLSPs.   

• Although the LSC were seen as the dominant force in half of the CLSPs we 
looked at, they appear ultimately to be less determinative of the effectiveness 
or “success” of CLSPs.  

 
There is some evidence of the LSC role changing, however. Several respondents 
reported clear indications that the LSC would be playing a less active role in future, 
that they would be likely to concentrate their activities on the more “active” CLSPs, 
that they favoured amalgamating some small CLSPs into larger ones, and that they 
were prepared to contemplate the disbandment of “failing” CLSPs.  
 
The future 
 
The majority of the respondents thought that CLSPs should stay as local as possible. 
There was very little support for CLSPs covering larger areas.  
 
We asked respondents whether there should be some devolution of funding 
decisions to CLSPs. While there was some enthusiasm in principle, many identified 
practical problems, due to the perceived lack of strength, independence and 
impartiality of CLSP steering groups. Several respondents did not see how they 
could properly be involved in decisions affecting their own funding, and doubted that 
they could trust their “partners” to make the right decisions on funding either.  
 
Recommendations 
 
Our recommendations as to the future of CLSPs are set out in the conclusions to this 
report.  
 



1 Introduction  

Background 
1.1 Community Legal Service Partnerships (CLSPs) have been a central part of the 

Community Legal Service (CLS) launched in April 2000. They had been piloted 
through the work of Pioneer and Associate Pioneer Partnerships from 1999 onwards, 
and were launched nationally with the assistance of guidance issued by the Legal 
Services Commission (LSC)1, which drew heavily on the experience of these 
partnerships. To a significant extent, however, CLSPs were encouraged to develop 
organically, and it was left to local actors to decide the geographical size and spread 
of CLSPs. 

1.2 Relatively little is known about the actual experiences of CLSPs. The work of the 
Pioneers was the subject of a major report by Richard Moorhead2, who also 
conducted some further research on the operation of CLSPs.3 A detailed analysis of 
the experience of CLSPs up to April 2001 is contained in the ‘Post-Implementation 
Review’ of the CLS, written by Rachael Naylor for the LSC.4 An analysis of CLSPs 
was published by the Advice Services Alliance in 2002, which attempted to analyse 
the experience of CLSPs to date, so far as it was known, within the context of 
academic writings on partnerships in other fields.5 An analysis of Citizens Advice 
Bureau views of the CLS, and CLSPs in particular, has recently been published by 
Citizens Advice.6    

1.3 One of the most important recommendations made in the ‘Post-Implementation 
Review’ was that there should be a full investigation of the development of the CLS, 
including the role of CLSPs, after three years. This recommendation was accepted 
by government and a review is presently under way, conducted by independent 
consultants, under the guidance of a steering group of relevant stakeholders. 

1.4 The Advice Services Alliance decided to investigate the experiences of not-for-profit 
advice agencies (NfPs) and their perceptions of CLSPs, so that we could draw on 
the findings for the purpose of feeding into the review. We decided to concentrate on 
a number of key issues:  
• who is involved in CLSPs 
• what CLSPs have actually been doing 
• relations within CLSPs 
• the impact of CLSPs 
• the dynamics of partnership – the factors linked to perceived “success” or 

“failure” 
• the future of CLSPs 

1.5 We decided upon a qualitative project as we wanted to investigate issues from the 
perspective of NfP agencies in more depth than could be achieved with a 
quantitative survey.  We decided to survey twenty agencies, by interviewing the most 
appropriate person from each agency.  

                                            
1 Legal Services Commission Guidance and Information for CLSPs, December 2000 
2 Moorhead, R. Pioneers in Practice, London: Lord Chancellor’s Department, 2000 
3 Moorhead, R. ‘Community Legal Services and the Beacon Council Scheme’, 2001  
4 Legal Services Commission Post-Implementation Review of the Community Legal Service, 2002  
5 Griffith, A. Partnerships and the Community Legal Service, Advice Services Alliance, 2002 
6 Citizens Advice Partnership potential?, 2003. This reports the results of a questionnaire completed 
by 207 CABx (42% of the 495 CABx to which it was sent).   
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 The research  
1.6 Crucial to the research was, of course, the selection of the twenty agencies and 

respondents. We devised a “screening questionnaire” which asked a limited number 
of questions, that would help us to achieve a sample which was representative of a 
number of different characteristics of agencies and their experience of CLSPs. We 
asked our network members to forward this to their member agencies and/or to 
suggest possible agencies that we could contact. We also took advantage of our own 
contacts with agencies and the interest expressed by a number of agencies that 
were aware of our intention to carry out the research.  

1.7 In selecting the agencies and individuals to interview, we sought to balance not only 
different characteristics of agencies but also their responses to four key questions in 
the screening questionnaire:  
• Have you had any significant involvement with your local CLSP?  [Yes / No]  
• How active has your local CLSP been?  [e.g. very / reasonably / not very active] 
• Do you think the CLSP has made any difference to advice provision in your 

area? [Yes / No]  
• Has your organisation’s funding changed significantly as a result of the CLSP? 

[significant increase / no real change / significant decrease] 

1.8 Although it was important to interview agencies with varied responses to each of 
these questions, we decided that it would be useful to skew our sample in favour of 
those who responded positively to one or more of the above questions. We 
considered that those responding positively to the first two questions would be able 
to tell us more, and that those who responded positively to either or both of the last 
two questions would help us to assess the extent to which CLSPs have had an 
impact, and the reasons for the relative success and failure of CLSPs, as far as 
advice agencies are concerned. We decided also that it would be useful to consider 
the views of agencies which shared the same CLSP, and the views of agencies 
which had experience of more than one CLSP.   

1.9 This survey does not therefore pretend to be representative in any statistical sense. 
The interview sample was self-selecting to a significant degree, with an additional 
emphasis by us on the factors mentioned above.  We believe that the qualitative data 
which we obtained is indicative of the issues that need to be considered and 
addressed.   

1.10 The twenty selected respondents were interviewed between July and October 2003, 
by three different interviewers, on a semi-structured basis. The questions themselves 
were refined during the process, either to explore in more detail issues which were 
being thrown up, or by deleting certain questions which did not appear to be very 
productive. A copy of the questionnaire, in its more developed form, is attached in 
Appendix A. We gave the respondents considerable freedom to talk about the things 
that they wished to talk about, while at the same time attempting to cover the main 
subject areas outlined in the questionnaire. As a result of these factors, we did not 
ask all the respondents the same questions, although we did cover the main subject 
areas in each interview.  

1.11 The interviews were conducted with a promise of confidentiality, that neither the 
respondent, nor the agency, nor the CLSP concerned would be identified in this 
report.  

1.12 We can, however, describe the respondents and their agencies in general terms, in 
order to give an idea of the spread which we achieved.   

The sample 
1.13 The twenty agencies and respondents involved can be categorised in various ways. 
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1.14 By network: six were members of Citizens Advice; four were members of the Law 
Centres Federation; three were members of Advice UK; two each were members of 
Shelter, Age Concern and DIAL UK; one was a member of Youth Access.  

1.15 The network membership also indicates the extent to which the agencies specialised 
in relation to their client group and/or subject matter.  

1.16 In terms of their funding: fifteen agencies received funding from their local authority; 
fourteen had contracts with the LSC; most received funding from other sources.  

1.17 In terms of the area they served:  seven of the agencies were city based; six were in 
urban areas; three were in rural areas; four were in mixed urban/rural areas. 

1.18 In terms of the number of CLSPs involved: fifteen respondents were involved in one 
CLSP; three were involved in two CLSPs; two were involved in three CLSPs. Given 
the overlap between agencies, the total number of CLSPs considered is in fact 22. 

1.19 Of the respondents: seventeen described themselves as a manager or co-ordinator 
of their service; three were involved in casework.  

1.20 In terms of their involvement with CLSPs, seventeen had experience of active 
involvement in a steering group, two had been less actively involved in a steering 
group; two had been primarily involved only in a providers’ group or advice forum.7   

2 Involvement in CLSPS 

The establishment of CLSPs 
2.1 We asked who had been instrumental in setting up the CLSPs with which our 

respondents were involved. While the LSC was mentioned most often, a number of 
responses highlighted the role of local authorities and advice agencies, suggesting 
that there was considerable enthusiasm for the idea outside the LSC, at least initially. 
Perhaps not surprisingly, some respondents emphasised the role played by advice 
agencies:  

“I think really, I was the one who’d heard about it first. I kept saying to the local 
authority, ‘You need to get involved, you need to get involved’ but as soon as we got 
a tick box on the Government papers that they had to – involvement gave them a 
score – that was when they decided, ‘Yes, we’ll do it.’” 

The involvement of advice agencies  
2.2 We asked our respondents why their agency was involved, and received a variety of 

interrelated replies. In general terms, the motivation seems to have been “because 
they were there”, because CLSPs were expected to have an impact on advice 
services provision, including the possibility of “more money” in the long term, or 
because the agency felt it was important to “show willing” in order to keep on good 
terms with their existing funders.  

2.3 More specifically:  
• Several mentioned the possibilities for funding advice services which they hoped 

to access.  
• Several mentioned the need to raise their agency’s profile or protect its position; 

this included a need to be involved in order to highlight the issue with which their 
agency is most concerned and a desire to “have a voice”, amongst other advice 
agencies. 

• Some mentioned the need to keep in with their funders.  
                                            
7 One respondent had experience of being actively and less actively involved in a steering group, and 
is therefore counted twice.  
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• Some mentioned the need to raise the profile of advice generally. 
• Some mentioned a link to the Quality Mark.  
• Some stated that CLSPs were all about advice, and so were they. 
• Some emphasised the need to be proactive about advice provision. 
• Some emphasised the need to be in there at the beginning and shape the work 

of the CLSP. 
• Some emphasised the advantages of networking provided by being involved.  
• Some stated that they had been encouraged to get involved by their national 

association. 

2.4 Several respondents had chaired steering groups or subgroups. Several had clearly 
had some input into the needs assessment. Others seemed more likely to have just 
responded to questionnaires. Several had been quite involved in referral protocols. 

2.5 One interesting aspect of the research was to discover a fairly clear division between 
those who spoke of the CLSP in terms of “we”, and those who referred to “the 
partnership”, “it” or “they”. This may be an indication of how the respondents 
perceive their role in relation to the CLSP. Although the usage varied, it was 
noteworthy that almost half of the respondents tended to speak of the CLSP as “we”, 
while several consistently referred to the CLSP as “they”.  

2.6 One respondent raised an important question about who should be involved, as far 
as advice agencies are concerned: 

“There’s two models isn’t there . . . (do) you want the people who can actually make 
decisions, make things happen, coming to your steering group, and therefore, they 
go away and they make things happen. Or do you want the people who are actually 
on the coalface doing the stuff, which means it’s a bit slower and it’s a bit more 
chatty and it’s a bit more: ‘Well I’ve got to go back’ . . . but it means people are more 
genuinely involved. And – it’s a trade-off.”  

The involvement of others 
2.7 We asked the respondents who else was involved, and whether they thought the 

right people were involved. A number commented either at this point, or at other 
points during the interview, that the steering group of their CLSP consisted basically 
of the LSC, the local authority and the voluntary/advice sector or themselves 
specifically, although some also referred to the involvement of a local solicitor.8   

2.8 One commented:  

“I think – in general, most . . . types of organisations are represented on the steering 
groups, but it does tend to be the people who have the time to spare to be involved 
in those steering groups.”  

Local authorities 
2.9 The nature and extent of local authority involvement was a key issue for most of the 

respondents. There was considerable variation in terms of the local authority 
representation: whether it was at member and/or officer level; whether it was at 
senior or lower level; and in terms of the departments from which the council officers 
came.   

                                            
8 The Citizens Advice report (see note 6) states that “At present, CLSPs are attended by CABx, local 
authority and LSC representatives but few others.” p.66  
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2.10 Some CLSPs were chaired by senior council members. This was seen as important 
as representing both a commitment by the council and the opportunity for the CLSP 
to have influence at a high level within the council.  

2.11 Other council members took part in half of the steering groups.   
2.12 Several CLSPs were attended by senior officers, some of whom also chaired the 

meetings. These included officers at assistant director level and heads of legal 
services. The significance of such high level involvement was also seen as 
important:  

“They always have a senior person who comes along to the partnership who can 
speak for the council . . . not the chief executive himself, but someone like who’s got 
his ear. And, you know, for example . . . they can lay their hands on money if it’s 
needed . . . to produce publicity or to do whatever.”  

2.13 The department of council officers who attended varied considerably. In several 
CLSPs the officer was identified in terms of their role in matters related to the work of 
the partnership, which was variously described as regeneration, community 
development, social inclusion or liaison with the advice sector. These officers were 
generally praised for their knowledge and appreciation of the role of the advice 
sector. 

2.14 Problems could, however, still arise:  

“The person who took responsibility for working with the CLSP in (the) Council 
originally, she was actually from an advice work background . . . And so she had a 
good understanding of what the CLSP was, where it had come from, how it had got 
there. And she was quite effective in that role. Then when she moved on, they . . . 
left it in limbo . . . and now it’s . . . kind of been pushed onto their social inclusion 
team . . . and they’re very good actually, but . . . I don’t think they really understand 
what the CLSP is, and they don’t understand the . . . legal services field, at all . . . So 
. . .  they’re struggling with it as well.”  

2.15 Representatives from other council departments varied considerably: several CLSPs 
had someone from the legal department; some had representatives from council-run 
advice services (who were arguably present as much as providers as local authority 
representatives); others had officers from housing, trading standards, finance, or the 
council’s policy advisory section. Others mentioned at least once were officers from 
the grants section, social services, consumer advice, customer services and rural 
development.9  

2.16 This variety suggests considerable variance in views as to the nature and role of the 
CLSP and its relationship to the local authority.  

2.17 One respondent highlighted a particular problem: whether the council officers 
represented on the CLSP are the right ones when questions are raised as to the 
council’s funding of advice services. In this case, the council had instigated a review 
of all its grants, and made a policy decision which would have meant a cut in the 
agency’s funding:  

“So on one hand . . . certain parts of the council are hugely supportive of the work 
that we do, we work very closely with the officers, and . . . on the other hand, other 
officers around are trying to cut our funding. So we’re setting up referral protocols on 
one hand and (having) money taken away on the other.”  

                                            
9 In the Citizens Advice survey, local authority representation was 34% by an officer from trading 
standards, 23% by an officer from legal services, 28% by an officer from the Policy Unit, and 43% by 
other officers. Op cit p.24  
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2.18 A separate issue concerns the extent of the council’s involvement. This was seen as 
critical in most of the CLSPs discussed. In almost half of the CLSPs concerned, the 
council involvement in the CLSP was clearly substantial. Councils were variously 
described as: “very active”, “very committed to the partnership”, having “bought into it 
quite heavily”, being the “main driver” or “driving force”, having “made the running” 
and been “very proactive”, or as being represented by an officer who was “really 
enthusiastic” and “a powerhouse”.  

2.19 Individual councils were also commended for: agreeing only to fund Quality Marked 
organisations, taking up issues raised within the CLSP and putting them onto the 
council’s agenda, and agreeing a strategy at cabinet level.   

2.20 In several other CLSPs, the local authority contribution was also clearly significant.  
2.21 In a number of CLSPs, however, the local authority involvement was seen as 

problematic. A lack of commitment might be suggested by only a temporary 
secondment of the appropriate staff to work with the CLSP. It might be indicated by a 
more general unwillingness to get involved, at both member and officer level.    

“The most illuminating thing is that when the man from the CLS doesn’t show up to 
the CLS executive, nothing happens. We just meet and we have a cup of coffee and 
a little chat and we all go home again. . . . The Council have made no decisions of 
any kind since the partnership was set up. They’re waiting for somebody else to do 
something.”  

2.22 At its worst, however, lack of local authority involvement could be fatal:  

“But the real problem is . . . the very low profile role played by the local authority, 
because that’s what’s actually killed the thing. Because the local authority hasn’t 
been in any way proactive.” 10   

Others 
2.23 We asked our respondents whether they thought the right people were involved in 

the CLSP, and whether there were any particular gaps which they could identify. 
Subject to comments made about local solicitors, several respondents said that they 
thought that, on the whole, the right people were involved. Interestingly, these 
respondents covered a variety of local areas, in terms of cities, urban and rural 
areas.  

2.24 Some respondents mentioned the involvement of local courts in a local CLSP. One 
other person thought that they should be involved.   

2.25 The group which attracted most comment was local solicitors, where a very strong 
pattern emerged. Almost invariably only one or two solicitors had stayed the course, 
although our respondents were usually complimentary about them where they had 
done so. Generally, the respondents thought that solicitors did not attend because it 
was not remunerative and they saw no obvious advantages in doing so.  

2.26 One respondent commented that: 

“There’s still a divide between the not-for-profit and the solicitors, there always will 
be. With the solicitors taking involvement when they can get money out of it and 
sending people when they’re not going to lose money. And, with us being irritatingly 
moral high ground. I don’t think you’ll get away from that one.”  

2.27 Some respondents were, however, much more positive about local solicitors. One 
described a CLSP where a number of solicitors were involved and which was chaired 
by a local solicitor. Another described a CLSP which initially had “quite a lot of 

                                            
10 In the Citizens Advice survey, 14% of respondents stated that the local authority was not involved in 
the CLSP. Op cit p.24  
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involvement from solicitors” though it had tended to fall off. However, local solicitors 
contributed to a monthly column by the CLSP in a local newspaper, and had 
engaged in an initiative within the CLSP in relation to benefit fraud, which included 
providing training to local advice agencies.  

2.28 Apart from local solicitors, a number of other gaps in involvement in CLSPs were 
identified by the respondents. One commented on the lack of mental health workers 
and organisations, social services, “or anybody dealing with families and supporting 
families”.  

2.29 The most frequently identified gaps, however, concerned organisations on the fringe 
of advice, those serving particular client groups, funders and users.  

2.30 Organisations identified as missing included those described as voluntary sector or 
gateway organisations, information providers, community groups, including black and 
minority ethnic (BME) groups, and youth agencies. One respondent commented:  

“There’s loads of people. I mean, what’s really interesting is that . . . they’ve just 
started . . .  an advisers network. And I went to that for the first time recently. And 
there’s loads of people there and you think: ‘Well why aren’t you there?’ and they’re 
like: ‘Well what’s the CLSP? We don’t really know anything about it’. Which obviously 
they should. And it hasn’t happened, and that kind of connection between the 
advisers and the CLSP hasn’t happened.” 

2.31 It was notable however that a “thinning-out” process had occurred in some CLSPs. 
One person commented that “the libraries were there but decided that it wasn’t 
appropriate, I think”. Another described how there had been “a fair amount of sort of 
education”, directed to “therapeutic and counselling services”, suggesting that 
“unless you want to provide say information, or advice that goes into the territory of 
the CLS, it’s probably not worth your while going down this route.”   

2.32 There was also some evidence of the deliberate limiting of membership in one CLSP  
and the deliberate exclusion of “dabblers” and information providers in another 
CLSP.  

2.33 One respondent representing a small organisation expressed doubts about their 
involvement:  

“I think sometimes it’s all to do with politics, and, I think . . . organisations like ours 
are invited to these things just so (they are) seen as . . . including everybody.” 

2.34 Another respondent described how smaller organisations had been frightened off at 
an early stage by a suggestion that councils would cease to fund agencies who gave 
advice but did not have the Quality Mark. This had led many agencies to deny that 
they offered legal advice and prevented them from taking part in the CLSP.  

2.35 Particular concern was also expressed at the lack of involvement by community 
organisations, including BME groups.   

“There’s so many small agencies who could, I think, change the agenda if they 
turned up en masse. . . . Because my first thought is - it’s a Community Legal 
Service Partnership – where’s the community? Where’s the tenants’ associations? 
Where’s the BME groups? Who may not be involved in things like provision, but I 
would like to see them there . . . and in a sense holding the Commission to account. 
If the Commission wants to use the community’s name, then I think ordinary people 
ought to be able to say: ‘Well, OK, but what are you actually doing?’”  

2.36 The other group identified by several respondents was funders. Some comments 
were general, one respondent for instance stating that “we have not got the cross- 
match of funders there.”  
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2.37 Other comments were more specific about the funders who were missing: one (in 
London) mentioned the Community Fund, the Association of London Government 
and City Parochial. Others mentioned health service organisations:  

“I think the health service certainly should be there, because the PCTs (Primary Care 
Trusts) now are quite big funders of not-for-profit advice, and I feel it’s important that 
they’re involved, and they tend not to be involved in my experience.”  

“There are other funders, but they don’t seem to be really very involved in the 
partnership. So the health authority or the PCTs are putting money in, which they 
weren’t before. . . . But they’re not actively involved in discussions . . . they don’t 
want to come to a meeting every three months to discuss 0.001% of their 
expenditure.”   

2.38 Some general reasons for others’ lack of interest were also suggested, notably time 
and money: 

“I think the problem for a lot of smaller agencies is they haven’t got the time to put 
into making it the way they want it.” 

“I think initially people thought they will access more money if they get involved in the 
partnership. When it became clear that the partnership wasn’t about dishing out 
money . . . a lot of people then just kind of dropped off. . . . Similar things I’m noticing 
with the Local Strategic Partnership . . . some people will stay in and maybe see the 
more strategic issues involved, others will say: ‘Well I haven’t got the time to spend 
on this, as much as I would want to’ – and that’s what happens.”  

3  CLSPs and their work   

The importance of the context  
3.1 We did not ask respondents specifically about this, but several comments were 

volunteered about the importance of placing the work of CLSPs in context.  
3.2 One fundamental factor, not surprisingly, was the lack of sources for new funding:  

“I think one of the real problems . . . for a lot of councils is that because they’re under 
so much pressure, there’s very little movement in funding for anything. You know if 
you’ve been funding a CAB for 20 years you’re going to carry on funding the CAB as 
much as you can. And you’re unlikely to start funding something new. Because (a) it 
hasn’t got a track record, (b) you have to take it off someone to give it to someone 
else.”  

“We have lost projects . . . we had a full time . . . advice worker that was doing three 
days’ outreach work. . . . We haven’t been able to re-fund the outreach worker. And 
we’re struggling to fund the Bengali elders advice worker, we’ve just got small 
pockets of money for this year . . . to me, advice services are all struggling, just to 
tread water really.”    

3.3 Some respondents mentioned a context of actual funding cuts being carried out: 

“In fact it was pretty bad timing for the partnership, with getting up and running 
against the backdrop of agencies being told that they’d lost a load of money. So I 
only saw the (NfP agency) a couple of times and then they’d been closed down.” 

“So they said . . . ‘ensure welfare benefits provision is increased as the first priority of 
all social welfare law categories’. . . . And that’s why . . . the whole issue of closing 
down a welfare rights unit was such a . . . sore in the partnership. Because . . . the 

 8 



partnership had specifically focussed on that category of law, as being under- 
provided for.” 

3.4 Other respondents were concerned about the motivation of the local authority:  

“The Council’s money, not that we’ve discussed it, but it’s fixed, effectively. There’s 
not been any discussion about changes because there haven’t been any changes. 
And I think there are people inside the Council who would quite like to see some 
changes, but they’d like to blame the CLS or the partnership when those changes 
happen.”    

3.5 Others expressed concern that their CLSP was operating in a context in which there 
was a reduction in the amount of general advice available, as a result of the CLS 
quality standards; or that it was operating in a context of changed local authority 
funding procedures for advice. 

3.6 One respondent, however, was able to point to a more favourable context:  

“I chose to become involved, and I was asked to become involved, because of what 
was happening in our organisation at the time. The CLSP arrived at just the time that 
we were changing from four small, independent bureaux in decline to a single 
county-wide service that was bringing in a lot more funding, bringing in a lot more 
people, and being able to do a lot more work. So I felt the CLSP were actually just a 
hugely important forum for us to be involved in.” 

How CLSPs function  
3.7 Our respondents reported a variety of ways in which CLSPs functioned:  

• Half of the CLSPs, at least by the time of the interviews, seemed to consist 
basically of just a steering group.  

• Some seemed to operate on the basis of a steering group and a wider 
membership.  

• Several contained a steering group and other forums.  

3.8 Some respondents reported that their CLSP had changed from having separate 
forums and meetings to just having one meeting, which anyone who was interested 
could attend.  

3.9 Several CLSPs still contained advice forums or providers’ groups. These were 
generally considered to be very helpful, and were often attended by advisers rather 
than by advice centre managers. One respondent described the local advice 
providers’ forum as “perhaps the most useful part of the whole partnership”.   

3.10 Only two of the CLSPs concerned seemed to have funders’ forums in existence at 
the time of the interviews, although several respondents reported that such forums 
had been tried in the past but had failed to last, or had become inactive. Different 
views were expressed as to the value of such forums. One respondent saw them as 
being “completely antithetical to being a partnership” and suggested that they had 
been used in other areas to implement cuts. Another respondent however thought 
that a funders’ forum would be “great” and that “if anything comes out of it it’ll be 
marvellous”.   

3.11 None of our respondents reported any success in setting up users’ forums. The 
following report was perhaps the most positive:  

“We’ve set up a structure which was to have a providers’ group, a funders’ group and 
a users’ group. . . . The user group is notoriously difficult to set up because people 
don’t think of themselves as users of advice. But we’ve still used the process to be 
able to hold meetings at different places, to get the views of different people 
occasionally, so I think probably (we do) as well as we can do on that.”  
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What has the CLSP been doing?  
3.12 We asked our respondents what their CLSP had been doing, and what they thought 

about it. In the following sections we will consider in particular:  
• the needs assessment and the strategic plan 
• devising a referrals procedure 
• bids to the Partnership Innovation/Initiative Budget (PIB)  
• other work.  

Completing the needs assessment and the strategic plan  

3.13 A number of respondents commented on the amount of time and effort required to 
produce the needs assessment and strategic plan, variously describing the 
processes as being, for example, “long and painful”, “arduous and debilitating”, 
seeming “to go on for ever”, and involving “loads and loads of paperwork”. One 
reported having “lost track” of the strategic plan, having “seen about 49 versions of 
this document”. In the absence of concrete outcomes in terms of meeting needs 
which had been identified some respondents were doubtful that it had all been worth 
it, with one commenting that 

“behind all that was this struggle to work out what writing a strategic plan meant. . . .  
Only in recent months have we, I think, cracked that. But, for what purpose, you may 
well ask.”    

3.14 One respondent was more accepting of the time taken, suggesting that “it was done 
as thoroughly as it could have been, I think.”  

3.15 Another respondent, however, was able to report much speedier progress, their 
CLSP being “one of the first to get our strategic plan written”, which had been 
achieved by November 2001. 

3.16 Another reported the speedy production of a strategic plan as a result of the 
dedicated efforts of one local authority officer.  

3.17 Some respondents mentioned the importance of consultation, notwithstanding its 
limitations. One reported a “big row” over a proposal to allow only two weeks for 
consultation on the draft strategic plan. Another commented: 

“(There) was a public conference but organisations were targeted mainly. And it was 
very well attended and you did get a certain amount of feedback through that as well. 
But inevitably with these plans . . . there’s only a certain number of organisations or 
individuals who are going to take the time and trouble to put an input in. I think the 
most important thing is that you give them the opportunity. If you don’t take that 
opportunity, it’s either because you’re quite happy with what’s in there, or it’s 
because you don’t see it as being that important in the end. . . . Or you just literally 
haven’t got the time.”  

3.18 Several respondents suggested that the production of the strategic plan had been a 
watershed for the CLSP. One stated that the CLSP had been inactive since 
producing the plan. Others commented that participants were now asking “where do 
we go from here?”, “what happens now?”, and “what do you do after that?”. 

The mechanics of needs assessment and supplier mapping  

3.19 Nearly all the respondents reported that their CLSPs had completed a needs 
assessment. Most seem to have followed the LSC guidance format, and to have 
used the LSRC needs models and/or other proxy measures. 

3.20 Several respondents reported additional methods used. Some reported the use of 
questionnaires. These included two examples of general questionnaires. One local 
authority “sent out a survey to 2500 households . . . about where they go for advice 
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and information” and received “1300 replies, which is totally phenomenal”. In another 
area:  

“The questionnaires went out to individual people and so individuals were asked 
about, you know: ‘Have you ever had a need for advice, where have you gone, 
where’s the first place you go to, do you know about, etc?’ . . . it was the local 
authority did that.” 

3.21 There were also two examples of questionnaires which were targeted. One went “to 
people who live in certain wards – to get feedback about what they thought about 
what was available, advice and information and such like”. The other example was 
aimed at young people, with 

“two questionnaires, one to the young people themselves and one for their teachers 
and support workers. And, that (was a) really interesting piece of work, because it’s 
really thrown up . . . how we can improve services for young people.”  

3.22 One respondent reported on interviews carried out:  

“We decided to do another set of needs analysis, which was going and speaking to 
elderly people in these accommodations, and finding out what sort of service they 
would like and how they would be able to access legal advice, and could they get 
hold of anybody . . . and we interviewed wardens as well . . . to find out what their 
experience was.” 

3.23 One respondent reported the use of focus groups: 

“They did loads of focus groups, and that was really fun, and really interesting and 
did throw up some useful things that nobody was expecting. Which is the purpose of 
those things isn’t it . . . because you’re trying to get people who aren’t actually your 
standard bods who are involved in the advice world, trotting out their normal things 
about: ‘What we need is . . . ’. So, that was useful.” 

3.24 Two respondents mentioned the use of independent researchers to find out how 
people accessed legal advice, and “who was seeing who, and doing what, and what 
provision there was”. One piece of research also involved mystery shopping.  

3.25 Some of these examples show that CLSPs were able to access resources to enable 
such work to be carried out, but this appears to have been the exception rather than 
the rule.  

3.26 The majority of the respondents had some input into the needs assessment, though 
it appears that for most the input was limited to saying what they do and commenting 
on drafts, as work seems generally to have been done by the LSC and/or local 
authority. Some respondents from agencies with specific client groups reported, 
however, that they had to fight to get their client group or agency included.   

3.27 Some respondents reported particular problems in relation to supplier mapping. In 
one case this “caused a lot of friction” because “the Commission people weren’t 
understanding what people were saying”. Another commented that:   

“I think we just did it anecdotally, you know. Who’s out there, kind of thing. . . . I think 
if you looked in the . . . strategic plan, there’s hardly a section on that at all, it’s hardly 
mentioned.” 

3.28 Only one respondent seemed to take the view that the needs assessment was an 
ongoing process and needed to be reviewed:  

“Now we’ve done the gap analysis and the needs assessment we need to go back, 
two years on and say: ‘Well has it changed? As a result of the CLSP?’. That’s our 
next step . . . it’s a continual process. We’ve done our needs assessment, (but now) 
we need to do another one. . . . They’re almost out of date as soon as you do them. 
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We need to keep doing it and reinforcing the importance of advice and, what it can 
prevent - the health issues, and that type of thing.” 

Comments on the needs assessment 

3.29 We asked the respondents what they thought of the needs assessment and received 
a variety of responses. Several said that they were generally happy with it, 
commenting for instance that “it covers what it needs to cover”, or that “it was at the 
best an educated guess”, but “better than what we had before”. Another respondent 
was happy with it “because I basically made sure that I commented on it”.   

3.30 Some expressed disagreements with the needs assessment. One commented that  
“it wasn’t assessing need at all, it was just assessing supply. And not very effectively 
at that”. 

3.31 Another respondent had general doubts about the validity of the needs assessment: 

“(We) have always tried to assess need, I think – through monitoring what comes in 
through the front door, which of course isn’t a very scientific or necessarily very 
accurate way of doing things. But I wonder whether the way the Commission went 
about devising needs assessment is a huge step forward from that . . . because 
some of the findings don’t really correspond with what agencies on the ground 
report. . . . I think housing (is an example) . . . the general impression that I’ve got 
across London as a whole is that housing need tends not to be assessed as very 
high, and a lot of different agencies I’ve talked to would disagree with that. And that 
makes me wonder whether the same doesn’t apply in other areas.”  

3.32 This respondent was also concerned that some of the people involved were taking 
the line that: “OK, well, there’s no point in saying the need is phenomenal because 
we haven’t got the money to do anything about it.” This was also seen as partly 
responsible for the lack of emphasis on the need for employment advice.   

3.33 A more general sentiment about needs assessments was that they came up with 
nothing new, or “told us what we know already”, a view stated by several 
respondents.  

3.34 Some respondents, however, reported new information being obtained by the use of 
focus groups or questionnaires:  

“I think the survey that was just carried out . . . is very interesting. . . If you’d asked 
(us) what are . . . the commonest problems . . . in this district, we wouldn’t have said 
neighbourhood disputes. . . . (It) wouldn’t have occurred to us. Our commonest 
problem is benefits.”  

3.35 Perhaps the main concerns expressed, however, were about the methodology used 
and the validity of the findings based upon it. For some this was not a major concern, 
as it was felt that the work had been done as well as possible, and that needs 
assessment is not an exact science. For others, however, the concerns went deeper 
than this.  

3.36 One respondent thought that the needs assessment was carried out 

“probably by osmosis – as much as by anything else. (It) wasn’t very scientific at all – 
they had these mapping – wonderful charts – done,  but I’m not at all convinced . .  . I 
mean, in some respects obviously there’s a reflection within the needs thing – for 
certain things it’s quite clear, because wards which score highly in deprivation 
indices are bound to need certain types of services, like welfare benefits, debt – 
probably – (but) how do you identify if there’s mental health issues as well?”  

3.37 Another commented that the needs assessment  
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“caused some fun and games actually, because . . . if you’ve (got a) group of people 
sat round a table, they’re going to say, from their point of view, and from what their 
organisation needs, the same as saying what an area or an organisation needs, it’s 
never going to be impartial. And we’re probably as guilty of it as anybody else, I’m 
not blaming anybody for that, I don’t think it would be fair to do so, but I think if you 
are genuinely going to do a needs analysis . . . it’s got to be far more empirical and . . 
. I think, perhaps, with a degree of independence.”  

3.38 Other respondents also emphasised the need for “proper” or “independent” research, 
in order to assess needs properly. One commented that: 

“If you have an unrepresentative group, doing your research -  they can only 
research what they think of . . . and the other thing I think that’s been a flaw for all the 
CLSPs is that none of the people involved are researchers . . . even the partnership 
and planning bods, who are supposedly there to advise and guide, actually have 
very little experience.”  

3.39 One CLSP had been able to get an independent research organisation to give 
training to the CLSP steering committee about how to research something “where 
you don’t just want to give the answer that you first thought of”.    

3.40 A number of respondents emphasised the importance of the needs assessment in 
terms of future funding. This did, however, raise the issue of the extent to which 
needs assessments reflect the self-interest of the organisations involved: 

“We knew that if we could draft or at least influence the draft of the strategic plan, 
that’s going to have huge impact for us in terms of funding later. I mean, we’ve 
always taken the long view on this . . . if you read a strategic plan . . . you know 
which agencies have been involved in it, to an extent. Because they’re pushing their 
own hobbyhorses. Which is absolutely what you do, and what you have to do, in any 
scenario. . . . So if you miss the boat and you weren’t involved, then you’ve got a 
document that supposedly is based on research and this and that and the other, and 
it tells you what’s needed in your borough – and (if) it doesn’t say anything about 
what you want to do, you’ve then got a problem.”  

3.41 Another respondent took a similar view:  

“Well, . . . they all sex things up that we all knew anyway. . . . At the moment I’m 
putting together a funding bid . . . and I’m looking at each of the strategic plans, and 
thinking that: ‘Oh, I can say that, you know, the CLSP identified that this was a big 
need’. And then I’m thinking: ‘Well, yeah, but that’s me telling the CLSP what the 
need is, and them just putting it on a piece of paper, and almost like legitimising it for 
us to say on any funding applications . . . that the CLSP said this.”  

3.42 A third respondent also commented along the same lines:  

“I know there’s very little money advice, but that’s seen as being my hobbyhorse. I 
could actually back it up and say: ‘Well, no, that’s what the CLSP have found’.”  

Devising a referrals procedure 

3.43 The vast majority of the CLSPs under discussion had spent time on devising a 
referrals procedure. One had not started, however; one had managed to put it off at 
least for a while; and one had managed to avoid doing it altogether.  

3.44 From the comments received, it would seem that these three CLSPs had perhaps 
been the lucky ones. Most of the respondents reported that they had devised a 
procedure but it had not worked, although some noted that there had been some 
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improvements nevertheless. Only four respondents thought the system devised had 
actually worked.11   

3.45 The views of those who reported systems that had not worked were often expressed 
in fairly strong terms. Protocols were described as being “just unrealistic”, “far too 
time-consuming and inefficient”, “really bizarre”, or involving a “vast amount of 
paperwork”. Others commented:    

“What we had the greatest problem with was defining the difference between 
signposting and referrals. I think we spent months on it. And the problem is, I think 
everybody now signposts and doesn’t refer.” 

“(The CLSP) started up thinking about this. And realised it was absolutely impossible 
because the kind of information that needed to go to different organisations was very 
different.”  

3.46 One respondent was particularly concerned that their CLSP’s experience as an 
Associate Pioneer had been ignored:  

“When we were . . . an Associate Pioneer authority, the project that we opted for 
during that period was to do a referrals scheme to see how well it might work. And it 
was a complete fiasco. I mean . . . it was an interesting piece to do because it proved 
how difficult it is to make that sort of thing work, and we had bits of paper flying 
around all over the place. And nothing ever tied together properly. And so when they 
had this regional conference to consult about producing some sort of referrals policy 
to work across the region . . . we piped up and said: ‘We tried this, it was hopeless, 
don’t do it the way we tried to do it, try and think of a different way of doing it’. And so 
what did they come up with? Almost an identical thing that we’d tried.” 

3.47 A number of often overlapping reasons were given for the failure of these 
procedures:  
• the procedure was too complicated or bureaucratic 
• people in busy advice agencies did not have the time to fill in the forms 
• advice agencies boycotted the procedure because they knew it did not work and 

was a waste of time  
• people carried on or went back to doing what they did before  
• the changed definition by the LSC as to what constituted a signpost as compared 

to a referral  
• people signpost rather than refer anyway  
• the reluctance of solicitors in private practice to refer cases  
• the reluctance of agencies to refer cases 
• procedures will not be used by agencies which are not quality-marked.   

3.48 A few comments will hopefully suffice to give a flavour of the views expressed:  

“In truth it hasn’t lasted. I mean the task was done and all the rest of it – and 
everybody’s found it a lot easier at the end of the day to continue in the old way with 
what they were doing. Two ways of referring, either you signpost – you say: ‘Go off 
to so and so, they will do it’. Or what we do usually is ring up, if you’re going to send 
them to the Law Centre you ring up and say: ‘Can you see this person? Could we 
make an appointment for him?’, or ‘Could he attend at a certain time?’. So, we do 
that, but we don’t keep records, we don’t write up sheets in triplicate and things like 

                                            
11 In the Citizens Advice survey, 31% of respondents agreed that the CLSP had improved the referral 
system between providers (although only 15% agreed that the CLSP referral system had achieved 
greater access to advice). Op cit p.24  
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that, because it’s not practicable basically. People just haven’t got the time to sit 
there and fill forms.”  

“The intractable problem is that solicitors will not refer to each other . . . they’ll either 
do it under tolerance . . . or they might refer to a not-for-profit, but they seem to have 
a vast aversion to actually sending a paying customer to another solicitor, come what 
may.” 

“I think sometimes . . . funders have an expectation that you’re going to be able to 
deal with it all. So if you’re seen to be referring out it’s maybe not the best image that 
you want to give about the service.” 

“I’ve been saying to people: ‘Look this is really important, because one of the things 
that we do is identify when you can’t make a referral, it’s really important. If we’re 
saying there’s not enough advice out there or there’s not enough of a particular type 
of advice, this is our proof. Get it down.’ But, people still don’t seem to do it. . . . I 
think people see it as an admission of failure if they can’t help somebody.” 

3.49 In spite of these general views, however, several respondents reported that there 
had, nevertheless, been some improvements. This might be of a general nature: 

“It’s enabled us, I think, perhaps to get a bit better idea of who does what within the 
borough. . . . Hopefully the sort of situation where you send a client round to an 
agency that doesn’t deal with their problem at all – instances of that I’d like to think 
have decreased a bit . . . just because the different agencies meet up pretty regularly 
and so the networking opportunities are better and we perhaps get a clearer idea of 
all the work that we individually do.”  

Other respondents reported improvements, with limited referral systems set up 
between particular agencies.   

3.50 One respondent thought that referrals had improved for a different reason:  

“I think what’s really made the difference is the national and local CLS Directories 
and the CLS website. I think that’s made a massive difference. Because we now do 
know what other people do and we know whether or not they’ve got a Quality Mark. 
And that’s made a massive difference. I think the Just Ask website is really good.” 

3.51 Other respondents, however, thought that the referral systems developed had been 
a success: 

“We were quite keen to do that because out of all the agencies involved we were the 
ones that refer the most. . . . And what we particularly wanted, which we did, was to 
get a coding that could show: ‘We could deal with it but we didn’t have the 
resources’, which is a code that we’ve used quite a lot, which again, could be 
showing funders that we have got the expertise and we’re in the right location, we’re 
just not resourced to do it. So that was a code that we wanted in. It was very 
straightforward. We didn’t want lots of paperwork floating around.”  

“It’s gone a long way. They’ve got quite a detailed statistical analysis of referrals, 
which they do now on a snapshot basis for a month every, it must be every six 
months. . . . And the information then is fed back and used to see whether the 
referral protocol, which has been agreed, has worked. And I think that’s been one of 
the more successful things. . . . And I think that . . . if you’ve got an effective network, 
then referrals is one of the things that people automatically talk about when . . . 
they’re in a networking situation. And problems about referrals are raised now much 
more. . . . So it gives them a legitimate and constructive way of dealing with 
problems with referring, rather than just going: ‘They’re crap, we can never get 
through to them’.”  
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3.52 One CLSP was seeking to build on its success by developing a system for electronic 
referrals, based on the existing referral form used within the partnership.  

3.53 Some CLSPs had not developed referrals procedures however. In one case:  

“They couldn’t start it . . . because they haven’t got enough people who actually do 
advice who actually take part in it at all.”  

3.54 In another area a conscious decision was taken to postpone devising such a 
procedure: 

“We were less kind of stuck on the timetable . . . and I thought, well, there’s no point 
in us trying to do a referral protocol when people still don’t even know what other 
organisations exist . . . you’ve got to walk before you can run. So . . . we just said: 
‘We’ll do that next year’.”   

3.55 Another CLSP managed to avoid devising a system altogether:  

“We didn’t go down that route because – we discussed it, and thought, well, there’s 
very few people to refer to . . . anyway. But – I had seen some of the referral 
protocols that had been set up by the other . . . districts, and just said: ‘They’re a 
nightmare, they’re never going to work’. . . . (So) we decided . . . we would devise 
our own, internal protocol, that was vaguely based on what would be acceptable . . . 
so we drafted up a very simplified one and it hits all the right buttons . . . but we just 
use it to refer people out of our organisation. We don’t get forms from anybody else . 
. .  and that was a mutual decision by the CLSP: ‘Oh, we’re not going to bother with 
that.’ ”  

3.56 The importance of making an appropriate decision about whether or when to devise 
a referral system was also emphasised by another respondent, unfortunately only 
with the benefit of hindsight:  

“There was an attempt right at the beginning . . . to set up a referral procedure. I 
have to say I never really understood this . . . when we hadn’t done the . . . 
assessment of need, and the assessment of provision. . . . And so all sorts of 
organisations . . . were listed and were sent papers for a referral protocol. Vast 
amount of paperwork. After six months, nobody had used any of it. And a little survey 
said nobody had used any of it, so we gave that up, that stopped.”  

Bids to the Partnership Innovation/Initiative Budget 

3.57 The respondents reported a large number of bids to the PIB, both successful and 
unsuccessful, in round one and/or round two. This clearly represented a significant 
amount of activity by the CLSPs concerned.  

3.58 It may be that our respondents are unrepresentative of advice agencies and CLSPs 
in this respect. As noted in the introduction, our respondents were to a significant 
extent self-selected, and the sample was weighted in favour of those who reported 
positive action by the CLSPs concerned. The number of successful bids may 
therefore reflect this, as our respondents, not surprisingly, tended to see successful 
PIB bids as an achievement by their CLSP.  

3.59 Some of our respondents were unclear about the bids made, if their agency had not 
been actively involved. There was also possibly some confusion as to whether bids 
were made in round one or round two, particularly since there had been some delays 
in actually setting up some of the projects concerned.  

3.60 Subject to these qualifications however, it appears that in round one our respondents 
were reporting successful bids in nine CLSPs and unsuccessful bids in four CLSPs. 
One CLSP appears to have had both a success and a failure, giving a total of 
thirteen bids in twelve CLSP areas.  
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3.61 In the second round there appear to have been successful bids in six CLSP areas, 
and unsuccessful bids in four areas.   

3.62 We do not propose in this report to give details of these bids. Some information as to 
successful bids is available elsewhere. Further work would be required, which was 
beyond the scope of this project, before any general inferences might be drawn from 
the details of individual bids.  

3.63 The relationship between the bids in the two rounds may be of some significance, 
however. From the information provided it would seem that:   
• Only one CLSP was successful in both rounds. 
• Of the others which were successful in round one, three were unsuccessful in 

round two.  
• Of those which were unsuccessful in round one, one was successful in round 

two.   

3.64 The CLSP which succeeded in round two after failing in round one had made 
successful efforts to attract match-funding in round two, following their earlier failure. 
This CLSP had evidently treated their earlier failure as a spur to “do better next time”. 

3.65 Other respondents reported, however, that failure in round one had deterred them 
from bidding in round two. The failures were also seen as a blow to the CLSP itself.   

“That didn’t get anywhere. (We) didn’t get any money out of the PIB at all. And that 
was quite an ambitious attempt at a piece of partnership working actually, and we 
were quite disappointed. . . . I think if that had worked . . . if we had had that money, 
that would have made us work as a partnership.”  

3.66 Another respondent reported similarly that the situation in their CLSP “would have 
changed had we got the bid for the outreach debt work or something like that”, and 
that the CLSP did not consider making a bid in round two as “we’d lost interest by 
then”.  

3.67 Another respondent commented more generally that:  

“Last year, the first round of PIB bids, people got really into it, and did loads of work. 
And lots of people were disappointed, didn’t get anything. And I think that kind of 
made them less keen, less enthusiastic generally.”  

3.68 Not surprisingly, however, successful PIB bids were generally seen as an important 
achievement by those involved, including some people whose agencies did not 
benefit directly. This was not universally the case, however. One commented that:  

“Each of the PIB bids are based with the CABx, which isn’t really much of a help to 
the other voluntary sector organisations, because it’s just more money and more 
funding for the CABx to have another worker.”  

Other work  

3.69 Besides the three major tasks discussed above, our respondents described a range 
of other work which had been undertaken by the CLSPs with which they were 
involved. This included: 
• production of a local directory  
• production of a debt pack 
• benefit take-up projects   
• a project for electronic referrals 
• a monthly column in a local newspaper   
• a court rota to deal with repossessions 
• arranging for a local solicitors firm to do a free weekly advice clinic at a CAB 
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• production of leaflets for clients and agencies about the partnership  
• training projects: for volunteers; for advice workers; for local groups on the 

Quality Mark 
• strategic or social policy work. This included: taking up common problems, such 

as housing benefit administration; setting up a housing benefit forum; improving 
communication channels with the local council to deal with such problems; taking 
up issues over benefit fraud; arranging local advertising to combat the activities 
of doorstepping firms offering housing advice.  

How active are CLSPs 
3.70 Overall, there was considerable variation in the level of activity reported. Broadly 

speaking, the CLSPs under discussion seem to fall into three categories: 
• CLSPs which are seen as active, where there was significant involvement and 

things were happening 
• CLSPs where the respondents expressed concerns as to the future 
• CLSPs which were dormant or dying on their feet.   

3.71 The concerns expressed in relation to the second category tended to be general 
concerns, suggesting that the CLSP had run out of steam or lost its way. We have 
noted already the suggestion by several respondents that the production of the 
strategic plan had been a watershed. Others commented along similar lines:  

“It’s not very clear to me what the partnership is actually responsible for, except for 
having nice discussions . . . because at the moment it’s like a sort of liaison meeting 
really.” 

“There generally seems to be quite an air of disillusionment about, you know, . . . is 
there any point in actually going to these meetings any more? . . . It is stagnating 
somewhat. So it does need the injection of something new and different and 
interesting and positive really, that may actually mean something’s happening.”  

3.72 Some CLSPs were seen as dormant or dying:  

“Its very difficult to say anything – the last meeting that we had, everybody was so 
disillusioned and depressed about not feeling that we were going anywhere at all. . . . 
I’ve got a feeling that that’s going to turn into just one or two people . . . getting 
together with some good ideas but not actually getting anything done.” 

“This has been an entirely self-serving exercise. . . .  It isn’t an appropriate place to 
have a CLSP, in the sense of it being capable of doing anything.”  

“In the last year, year and a half, it has been floundering and has done very very 
little, and the meetings have been badly attended.” 

“We’ve . . . decided we’ve got to still go to the CLSP, even though it is dying on its 
feet at the moment. . . . The partnership and planning woman is going: ‘Well, do you 
want to disband it?’. That’s what she’s saying. And it may (be) that that’s what’s 
going to happen.”  

“I think, almost by tacit agreement, the partnership has ceased to meet. And, I would 
imagine, would be wound up in the near future. . . . I do feel that it’s actually going to 
become completely defunct. . . . I think everybody’s just sort of . . . said: ‘Well, thank 
God that’s died’.”   
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4 Relations within CLSPs 

Relations between advice providers 
4.1 We asked our respondents how relations were between advice providers; whether 

they thought there was competition between providers; and whether things had 
improved as a result of involvement in the CLSP.  

4.2 Half of the respondents stated either that relations were good before the CLSP (and 
had remained that way) or had improved as a result of the CLSP. There was a 
general sense that the networking opportunities provided by involvement in CLSPs 
had improved relationships.12  

“There has been quite a lot of tensions, I think, between providers. There’s also been 
quite a lot of people who didn’t know what other people did. Which, I think, has got 
better. I think we are actually learning to work together better than we did before. . . . 
There’s still the odd tension (but) . . . it’s getting better. People are realising that we 
can actually do more working in partnership than we can in our own agencies re-
inventing the wheel.”  

4.3 Two respondents described relations as bad. Another thought they had got worse. 
Several suggested that there had been no change as a result of the CLSP, or that 
competition between providers was an issue. Others did not think that there was 
really competition. Some respondents from agencies representing particular client 
groups seemed to feel squeezed out or marginalised by larger generalist agencies. 
One commented: “I do see it as the big players and the small fish.”  

Who chairs the CLSP meetings 
4.4 We were able to establish who chaired the CLSP meetings in most of the CLSPs 

concerned: 
• Several were chaired by a representative from the LSC. 
• Some were chaired by a senior local authority member. 
• Some were chaired by other local authority members. 
• Some were chaired by senior local authority officers. 
• One was chaired by another local authority officer. 
• Some were (or had recently been) chaired by a representative from the advice 

sector. 

4.5 Some CLSPs were, however, described as having no proper Chair.  

Who controls the agenda 
4.6 Varying views were expressed as to whether anyone controlled the agenda of the 

CLSP. Several respondents stated clearly that it was the LSC; some said that it was 
the local authority; one said that it was the LSC and local authority working together; 
some suggested that it was the advice sector. Several stated that they could place 
something onto the agenda if they wished to.  

4.7 Others, however, were concerned that they did not have this opportunity as the 
agenda was controlled elsewhere. One stated:  

“It drives me mad, they’ve never asked us – other than the last one, because I made 
a point of raising it – what our agenda items are. So I said well: ‘You must let people 
know when the agenda’s going to be sent out and then they can put their own issues 

                                            
12 See the further discussion of this issue at paras 5.30 – 5.35 below.  
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on the agenda’ . . . that might sound very basic, but it’s a real way of controlling what 
is discussed, is having an agenda.”  

What does not get discussed 
4.8 A number of respondents commented on matters which did not seem to be 

discussed within the CLSP, and in particular, issues of funding and contracts. One 
commented that the CLSP did not know about other sources of money for advice. 
Some respondents commented that contracts were being let, particularly in 
immigration, without any reference to the CLSP. Another commented:   

“I discussed (our) . . . funding at the steering group, and all of a sudden you had 
people looking at the ceiling and looking at the floor, because . . . when you talk 
about funding, the Council core funding to an individual organisation, . . . then there 
are too many vested interests. If you’re talking about levering in funding from outside, 
the atmosphere changes, they’re quite happy to talk about that.”  

4.9 One respondent was concerned about the difference in treatment of different types of 
problems: 

“Immigration virtually never reaches the agenda – and immigration is such a big item.  
. . . Again, housing is really a big concern for (our agency) but probably not for a lot 
of the other advice agencies – housing doesn’t get on the agenda much. We do talk 
at enormous length about debt and benefits. That’s partly because that’s a priority for 
advice agencies, it’s also the Council’s priority.”  

“We also have a situation where the only employment provider in the whole borough 
currently is the CAB. . . . And yet we’re surrounded by sweatshops and appalling 
local employment practices. . . . And that hasn’t really been raised as an issue . . . 
because that would require money spending on it, and it would also require 
addressing the problem of how can anyone . . . finance employment work at the end 
of the day.”  

4.10 A further concern expressed was the extent to which advice agencies feel 
constrained in speaking out, either in front of their funders or for other reasons: 

“People can’t always say what they want to say, because they’ve got their core 
funders there. But if you can take groups of providers away and say: ‘This is, like, off 
the record, we’ve got an issue, we’ve got a problem’ and feed back the bare bones, 
to the main group, that seems to work better.” 

“What the partnership should be able to do is give people the opportunity to speak as 
a partnership and not as individuals. So, it should mean that I wouldn’t have to stick 
my neck out, say that it’s CAB complaining, it should be the partnership. But I think 
the reality is there are very few people there and everybody knows where it’s coming 
from.” 

4.11 Another respondent felt that time constraints were a factor: 

“I don’t think in any way that you’re prevented from bringing anything up if you want 
to bring it up. I think what prevents things coming up or being expressed more are 
maybe the amount of time that you can actually put towards it. . . . You go along to a 
meeting and then someone’s got to leave an hour later, someone else has got to 
leave an hour and a half later, someone else leaves two hours later. So there’s not 
the breadth of discussion about maybe a topic that needs to be discussed. . . . And I 
think on the whole that because the main outcomes of them seems to have been the 
PIB bids, that tends to take up rather the majority of the agenda anyway.”  
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Making decisions 
4.12 We asked if decisions were made by the CLSP, and how they were made.  
4.13 Some respondents suggested that no real decisions were actually made by the 

CLSP: 

“Well, basically, we don’t seem to make any. Because . . . the big decisions we’ve 
got to make are quite controversial . . . the decision-making process is difficult, 
because we’re all involved in it, so if we can make a decision not to make a decision, 
which we did with the PIB bids, then we’ll do so.” 

“You know you get meetings where things . . . are discussed and action points are 
made and you can actually see a positive thing happening. But you also get 
meetings where people are there, they discuss issues, they discuss what the 
problems are, they discuss that there’s no way of actually sorting it out and – we’ve 
had the meeting, that’s good – thank you, we’ll meet in three weeks’ time. . . . CLSP 
meetings are those kind of meetings. Where no decision has been made because 
nothing can be done, because no-one’s got the time or resources or the energy to do 
it, I think.”  

4.14 Others suggested that decisions are made about specific things, such as projects or 
funding applications. One respondent commented:   

“There’s been continuing hoo-ha about the administration of Housing Benefit  . . .   
And we agreed that we were going to write to the head of Housing Benefit and there 
was considerable unease, the people who work for the Council, they didn’t want to 
send this letter . . . so that went to the executive. . . . There’s a reasonable process 
for making those sorts of decisions. The decisions that we don’t know anything about 
are the allocation of resources. They just seem to happen.” 

4.15 When decisions were made, this was often described as being done by consensus, 
or jointly. However, at times this appears to have happened more by default: 

“(It’s) the same old story with a lot of groups like this, where you have very few 
people who actually want to do anything. . . . We seem to have degenerated into a 
sort of village hall committee type organisation where everybody’s just content to let 
the couple of people who actually do the work get on with it. And it’s a shame really.” 

4.16 Some respondents stated that they thought that decisions were made elsewhere: 

“I have no real understanding of how (the PIB bids) came about and I think what 
must happen is that a lot of things go on that aren’t necessarily brought to full 
meetings in detail. . . . I was quite surprised at . . . feeling that things are happening, 
without us knowing.”  

Another respondent suggested that CLSPs were unlikely to have much impact  

“because the people who’ve actually got the clout to do something about the 
situation either aren’t there or don’t see that as the forum to actually inform their 
decisions.”  

Having influence 
4.17 We asked our respondents if they felt they had influence within the CLSP. The 

majority said that they did. Reservations were expressed however: 

“Yes. I mean – I’m a realist, I know that . . . they set the agenda to start with, so – it’s 
trying to move a tanker sometimes – but yes, within our local partnership I feel that 
we will be listened to and things will be taken back.”  

4.18 Some respondents pointed to the lack of money available:  
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“We all have ideas and things that we think should be done but, you know, whether 
there’s money around to actually do those things is a different matter.”  

4.19 Several respondents, however, thought that they had little or no influence:  

“They always keep me informed of meetings, etc but obviously, being on my own 
here, it’s not always appropriate that I can go. I do feel when I have been to the 
meetings that, because we’re so little, we’re not always taken a lot of notice of or 
included. Tends to be the national advice-giving organisations that get funding and 
are given the opportunity to get more involved. More so than little organisations like 
this.”  

Democracy and fairness 
4.20 We asked our respondents if they thought that procedures within the CLSP, and the 

way decisions were taken, were democratic or fair. Almost half thought that they 
were, to a greater or lesser extent. Several, however, thought they were not: 

“I wouldn’t think so, not really . . . because they’re not really representative, so I don’t 
see how they could be considered to be democratic, really . . . but I mean, even 
within the meeting sense I still think you’ve got bigger agencies who have bigger 
voices really than other agencies.”  

Power 
4.21 A number of respondents expressed clear views about who was playing the 

dominant role within the CLSP.  
4.22 Overall, almost half of our respondents stated that the dominant force within their 

CLSP was the LSC. However, this was often expressed in terms of the CLSP being 
LSC-led, and some respondents were clear that they were quite happy with this: 

“Mostly the people from the LSC set the agenda. But I mean, if we wanted any issue 
put on there, we could do. . . . I don’t think anybody else would have the time. Time 
to do the minutes, and the agendas, and get things sorted out the way they do. . . . I 
think maybe the LSC wouldn’t be the ideal person to deal with setting the agenda 
and everything, but really, nobody else would.” 

“I commented on it. . . . And the CLSP, well, the LSC rather took away the comments 
and then updated the plan. Because they had the plan, basically. Which again I 
personally and none of the others certainly expressed a problem about. Because 
basically that means they do the work . . . and you can save that time to do 
something else instead.”  

4.23 One respondent felt strongly that the local authority was the dominant force: 

“The Council are the bosses. The Council are the bosses of the whole thing. . . . And 
they drive it and they run it and it’s their timetable, it’s their agenda. And when people 
do sort of stand up against that . . . they’re not very happy. . . . Because the Council 
are the ones who’ve got the resources, who’ve got the time and . . . they’re just used 
to running things. . . . The local authority in a borough is far more powerful, just 
intrinsically, than an LSC bod is ever going to be.”  

4.24 Several respondents who were from agencies other than CABx or law centres 
expressed views about the relative power or influence of other advice agencies: 

“I still think you’ve got bigger agencies who have bigger voices really than . . . other 
agencies. We’ve got some agencies who’re more motivated for whatever reason, 
aren’t they, compared to some of the smaller ones. Who might . . . be coming along 
to the partnerships to see what . . . was in it for them, (and) be quite turned off by, 
perhaps, some of the things that are being discussed.” 
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“The CABx do dominate. And I think that’s something that is sort of recognised . . .  
throughout the country actually, that CABx tend to dominate the CLSs. But – I mean, 
they’re as democratic as they can be.”  

4.25 Some respondents described CLSPs in which the voluntary sector had taken the 
lead, although in each case their leading role was qualified. One respondent stated 
that the voluntary sector “has always been the dominant partner” in the CLSP, but 
that power rested ultimately with the LSC because the local authority “doesn’t really 
particularly want to be bothered”. Another suggested that the LSC “are hoping that 
the balance of power will stay with the advice agencies”, but “at the end of the day 
we don’t have the money. They have the money. And it’s political priorities”.   

4.26 One respondent described a CLSP where the voluntary sector had clearly taken the 
lead, but with high-level support within the local authority: 

“It was really important to us . . . that . . . we ran it. And we were really quite 
protective of that. Which . . . did make it hard for the . . . Council. . . We hassled the 
Council . . . quite badly . . . And the Partnership and Planning people were hassling 
them as well. . . . And then it gave us a very good negotiating platform with the local 
authority. On all kind of issues. . . . And we used it to achieve some really positive 
things, particularly with Housing Benefit. . . . We wrung all kinds of concessions out 
of them. Which we would never have been able to do, but for the fact that the 
assistant director of social services was vice-chair of the CLSP, and he was totally 
behind it.”  

4.27 Other respondents described other challenges to relationships within the CLSP. One 
described how the CLSP rejected an action plan drafted by the LSC. Another stated: 

“We were meant to have a meeting a few months ago and it was cancelled, and the 
next one after was cancelled, and so I’ve put on (the agenda) ‘Well, who’s deciding 
why these meetings are cancelled? Is it because the LSC can’t decide?’ . . . it 
shouldn’t be like that. We should let those meetings go ahead, we don’t need the 
LSC there, we only need so many people there. There’s issues like that, I think are 
going to be crucial to (the) development of it.’  

Another commented, more generally:  

“(The LSC) did have quite a fixed agenda in some senses. But – well, certainly what 
we’ve found is, where you were able to kick against that, and you had a rationale for 
doing (so) and were able to explain what you were doing, they were OK with it.”  

4.28 Some respondents thought that there was scope for the advice sector to play a more 
significant role within the CLSP. One commented:  

“I think the advice agencies have got to be, not assertive, because we are quite 
assertive, but we’ve perhaps got to be doing a bit more and not letting it be quite so 
LSC-led, because it’s been easy for it to be LSC-led because it’s got an officer that 
does it.”  

4.29 Another suggested that the advice sector could take a dominant role within the 
CLSP. However, the sector would have to meet separately, to try to form a joint 
strategy, and try to set the agenda themselves, and “I don’t think there was ever a 
hope of that happening because that takes time which we haven’t got”.  

The role of the LSC 
4.30 Our respondents were generally positive about the role played by the LSC at the 

local level. Where the LSC was seen as the driving force, or as setting the agenda, 
this was often welcomed. The role of LSC staff in doing the “donkey work” was also 
generally welcomed, in terms of servicing the CLSP and producing the needs 
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assessment and the strategic plan. Several respondents were highly complimentary 
about individual LSC staff members. However, a significant degree of turnover and 
temporary absence among LSC staff was noted by several respondents, and seems 
to have caused problems, or at least a loss of momentum, in several CLSPs.  

4.31 Concerns were expressed, however, about the limitations of the LSC role: 

“It’s been very handy having somebody to do all the paperwork. . . . So having a 
legal services rep there doing that kind of stuff is good. Although . . . they’re not 
necessarily legal services rep because they’re not there to take anything back to the 
legal services. . . . So that’s a bit (of a) fraud really. You think you’ve got someone 
there, legal services, great . . . and in actual fact they’re, in the very nicest way, 
they’re just the penpushers effectively, they’re writing reports and putting bits and 
pieces together and that kind of stuff. They don’t actually have any clout really.”  

4.32 Another respondent suggested, in rather similar vein, that:    

“It seems to (me) that the CLS is a pretty dysfunctional organisation . . . its capacity 
to cope with what it’s running is really very limited. And the bloke who runs it – nice 
man, very nice man, but he just doesn’t have the capacity to deliver what he’s 
supposed to do.”  

4.33 A third respondent stated: 

“I feel very sorry for the Planning and Partnership team, I don’t know what they’re like 
in the rest of the country, but in (this) Region . . . I think they’re really being kind of 
marginalised in the Legal Services Commission. I don’t think they’re taken seriously 
by the . . . contracting teams and the powers that be. They seem to be considered 
some sort of little tacked-on extra, and they don’t have any resources.”  

4.34 Some respondents expressed concern about relations between the LSC and the 
local authority: 

“I think the local authority thinks the LSC ought to be doing it and the LSC thinks that 
the local authority ought to be doing it. That’s the problem. They think: ‘They should 
be putting resources into it’. They’re both thinking that at the same time. ‘Not our 
responsibility’.”  

“I don’t think they get on well at all. There’s games being played all the time. . . . The  
Council are very concerned about the LSC, because they think they’re imposing 
unreasonable restrictions on the way they operate, they think the partnership’s all 
LSC-led, that . . . the LSC wants everything done their way. . . . LSC thinks 
everything’s the (way the) Council wants. You know, it is sort of reciprocal, and the 
rest of us just sit there watching it.”  

4.35 Some respondents suggested that the LSC’s role was unclear. One suggested that 
“there was a lot of struggling in the early days” because LSC staff “were trying to find 
out themselves what they were supposed to be doing”. Another suggested that LSC 
staff “saw themselves as enablers” and were very good at getting things started, but 
that once things were started it was less clear what they were supposed to be doing 
and “they got a bit bored”. A third commented: 

“I think it’s very difficult for the Commission, I’m not sure that they really understand 
what’s expected of them. I think . . . their understanding of it is just about . . . ‘We 
need to do the mapping exercise, we need to have a strategic plan, we need to try 
and encourage the funders to meet together and make funding decisions’ – in that 
forum rather than somewhere else. And that’s probably about as far as it goes.”  

4.36 A number of respondents were concerned, however, that the LSC role was 
changing. Several suggested that the LSC were “backing off” or withdrawing from 
CLSP involvement, either because they thought that CLSPs should be able to 
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continue on their own, or because they wanted to prioritise CLSPs, and work only 
with those that were active and/or had successful PIB bids.13 One respondent 
suggested: 

“They’ve basically taken the view, in this region anyway, that they’ve done a lot of 
hand holding for quite a long time. And now they’re only going to stick their resources 
in where they can see that to some extent the local area’s got its act together. And 
then they can see that they’re adding some value by going along and supporting that 
process. Where they see . . . nothing happening, despite lots of hand holding by 
them, I don’t think they’re going to be doing it much.”  

Another suggested:  

“I don’t think the Legal Services Commission is entirely sure where they’re going with 
(the) Partnership and Planning people. . . . I think what’s going to happen is they’re 
going to say: ‘Well, what we wanted was, we wanted to be able to get our headlines, 
100% coverage, CLSPs in every area. We’ve achieved it now. Now we’re going to 
transfer the resources into something else.”  

5 The Impact of CLSPs  

Impact on individual agencies 

Direct effects 

5.1 Our respondents were able to point to a number of ways in which their involvement 
in the local CLSP had benefited their particular agency.  

5.2 Several respondents reported that their agency had obtained an LSC contract or an 
additional LSC contract. Two reported additional immigration contracts, which may 
have been attributable, in part at least, to input from the CLSP. Two other examples 
appeared to be more directly attributable to such input:  

“We got the LSC contract. We used the referral process to show . . . how many 
people we were referring out that were eligible, the idea being that: ‘Well, if you gave 
us a contract, we’re in the right position, the right place’ and so we used that 
information to get the contract. . . . I would say that was the biggest benefit to us. I 
mean, we might have got the contract anyway, I don’t know, but it certainly smoothed 
the way, that we had the evidence that they understood and the data which they 
understood, to show that.”  

“We’ve just had a temporary debt contract. . . . The CLS partnership was trying to 
encourage a debt contract to be given out. . . . And they’ve just given one out as a 
temporary measure until the bidding process has gone through and people have put 
in proper bids.”  

5.3 Some respondents suggested that they had gained from changes in local authority 
funding policy. One suggested that their involvement in the CLSP had led to the local 
authority “funding some of our work”. Another suggested a more indirect effect:  

“I think . . . the Legal Services Commission coming in and bringing people together, 
forcibly, actually had an influence . . . on them. They had to look at the advice 
agencies, they couldn’t just say, like they did for the last five years: ‘Oh, you get last 
year’s plus inflation – and I’m not going to look at why you want a new development 
to your service and what you want’. . . . So there’s much more appreciation now that 

                                            
13 In the ‘Post-Implementation Review’ Rachael Naylor suggested that “without a significant increase 
in resources, the LSC will soon be unable to service all”. Op cit p.26   

 25



we can draw money in, as charities and advice agencies. And if they put more 
money into us we can get extra funding in and give added value. And I don’t think 
we’d have got that.”  

5.4 One agency received funding from a different source:  

“Another thing that we’ve done that I would say has directly come out of the CLSP 
but was never in our plan, was that ourselves and the district council put this joint bid 
in to the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister on the back of the Homelessness Bill. 
And we got a year’s funding for a housing and debt caseworker . . . I don’t think it 
would have happened if we hadn’t all been sitting round the table, talking through the 
CLSP.”  

5.5 Another agency received additional staff as a result of the transfer of staff from the 
local authority: 

“This to me is one of the major things that (resulted from) the CLSP. The local 
authorities have realised that their welfare rights advice shops won’t get the Quality 
Mark . . . they realised that this was a major embarrassment because they’d agreed 
to only fund Quality Mark organisations. So they had a Best Value Review of 
services, where it eventually came out that their welfare rights staff should be 
seconded to the Bureau.”  

5.6 Other agencies gained resources as a result of their involvement in successful bids. 
Three agencies had led successful PIB bids. A fourth hosted a support service 
manager for a PIB-funded project, though without benefiting financially. A fifth hosted 
and ran a training project for volunteers.  

5.7 One respondent, however, doubted whether their agency’s involvement in a small 
pilot project had been beneficial:  

“I know we’ve got . . . two small pilots from it. We did struggle to get it fully funded, 
and it was quite a high target, and . . . they’ve taken our expertise and used it, if you 
know what I mean . . . we’ve had to fight for those things. And the monitoring, I think, 
is horrendous . . . you’re asked to do an awful lot . . . for a little bit of money. . . . I 
personally don’t think our advice service is just about income maximisation. I think 
it’s about meeting the needs of older people across the board. . . . I feel personally 
that it’s suffered a bit . . . because we got caught up in a big project like this.”   

Indirect effects 

5.8 Our respondents reported a number of beneficial indirect effects arising from their 
involvement in CLSPs.  

5.9 Some agencies appear to have obtained new funding as an indirect result of 
involvement in the CLSP: 

“(The LSC planning and partnership officer) was excellent. . . . He’d look for funding 
for you. He rang me up once and said: ‘Oh, I’ve been chatting to so-and-so in mental 
health and they’ve got 25 grand for a project and I thought about you. Would you be 
interested?’. And that’s where we started getting our mental health funding from. He 
was absolutely brilliant. . . . So, he sort of kick-started it, and it was nothing really to 
do with the CLSP. He just knew we were looking for something and he knew it was in 
the needs assessment, and (he) thought we were the only agency who could 
probably do it in a very short timescale.”  

5.10 Another obtained funding even more indirectly: 

“The home visitors who are visiting social services clients . . . that’s all funded by 
social services . . . under the Fairer Charging scheme . . . which was new 
responsibilities on social services to make sure that, when they’re looking at charging 

 26 



for services, they also make sure their clients are getting the benefits they’re entitled 
to . . . we spotted that at the start, and we said: ‘Oh, you can’t do that, you haven’t 
got the Quality Mark, the quality of advice is compromised’, and so we managed to 
get them to fund us.”  

5.11 A number of respondents emphasised the improved relationships with other 
agencies: 

“It’s been enormously useful. . . . It means we can liase with other organisations . . .   
who are doing similar work . . . we’re trying not to compete with each other, we’re 
trying to slot in where we can. . . . Similarly, it cemented our relationship with 
(another agency), and allows us to take the PIB bid forward. It’s how I got to know 
the people from Care and Repair.”  

5.12 The most important indirect effect, however, mentioned by several respondents, was 
seen in terms of keeping in with funders, protecting the agency’s funding position, 
and generally helping the profile of the agency:  

“I guess if one is being slightly cynical about it, it keeps our relationship very sweet 
with the LSC, to be actively involved and supportive of their Planning and 
Partnership team.”  

“When we did the first questionnaire we . . . all had a meeting. . . . And we did a little 
question, like: ‘Where would you send somebody who came about?’ – And by the 
end of it, you know, I was saying: ‘Well, hang on, you’re all sending them to me. You 
know what my funding is.’ It was quite a useful exercise. I think it (was) the first time 
the local authority realised actually that we are the mopping-up agency for everyone 
else.”  

“Well, the two main tasks of the steering group were starting work on the strategy 
and the needs analysis. And that’s where, in a sense, it had the most value for us, 
because it (placed) us within the local authority in a very clear role. . . . On a purely 
selfish basis, it’s been enormously useful in keeping our local profile high within the 
local authority. . . . I now know that there is a member of the cabinet who has a good 
level of knowledge of this organisation and what it’s doing, on a regular basis.”  

Another respondent was less clear: 

“We . . . had a fairly uncertain period over the winter where great chunks of our 
funding were up for review – and I knew that the Council and the Commission were 
talking together and they were also approaching some of our other funders, in quite a 
positive way. I don’t know if that’s got anything to do with the partnership.”   

Wider impact 
5.13 Our respondents were not, of course, only concerned with the impact on their own 

agencies. They were able to report several instances where the CLSP appeared to 
have had a wider effect on the provision of advice.  

Impact on LSC funding 

5.14 Some respondents reported other contracts which had been awarded: 

“I think it has (influenced spending) in as much as one of the private solicitors put in 
for an extra housing contract and got it, partly on the back of the preliminary . . .  
needs analysis stuff that had been done.”  

“We decided, in conjunction with the Legal Services and the CAB, that we would look 
for another solicitor . . . the Legal Services Commission contracted with (a firm of 
solicitors). . . . And the way that we organised that is they come here every 
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Wednesday, for a couple of hours, and do a free advice clinic. And then they take on 
clients . . . if they want to continue on . . . legal aid.”  

Impact on local authority funding 

5.15 Our respondents reported some impact on local authority funding decisions. Apart 
from the examples already mentioned, however, there appears to have been only 
one suggestion of increased local authority funding for advice:  

“Everyone seems happy, for example, with General Help around debt and benefits. . 
. . The Council are happy with it because they’re able to find money lurking in their 
budgets which (means) they can make a difference on that.”  

5.16 Some respondents reported a move towards the introduction of service level 
agreements, although it appears that this might have happened in any event. 

5.17 One respondent reported that the local authority had agreed not to fund 
organisations that did not have the Quality Mark.    

5.18 One respondent reported a connection between the CLSP and changes in the local 
authority’s funding policy for community organisations, although this appears to have 
been a redistribution rather than expansion of the budget in question.  

5.19 One respondent suggested that the local authority would help chase money from 
elsewhere: 

“That being said, when they have taken a decision about the importance of outreach 
services, as I say, the local authority will go away and they will start chasing money 
for advice services – not necessarily the CAB, but for the provision of advice 
services. And they will do that, they will pursue that off their own bat.”  

5.20 Some respondents thought that the CLSP had played a role in preventing cuts: 

“Well, I’ve heard of a case where it has done that, and it was a good decision. 
Somebody whose money was reduced were able to use the partnership to say ‘Here, 
hold on, what are you doing there? This is, you know, not right because . . . ’. I think 
it was in the early days of the partnership where the local authority started looking at 
what other funds are coming in and thought, well, maybe: ‘Now there is a partnership 
you can go to them for advice money, we can therefore cut you, but equally . . . if 
you’ve got a contract for say £20,000 or whatever it was, that means we can reduce 
your income from core funding’ . . . but the partnership was able to be used 
effectively there to say to somebody: ‘Hold on, this is not what it’s meant to be’. And 
also the Legal Services people directly in terms of their contract manager was able to 
communicate through the partnership and say: ‘Look, we’re not here to  supplant 
your funding, and if you don’t restore that we might just walk away completely’. Kind 
of risky thing to do. . . . But that helped concentrate minds and in that particular case 
their money was restored.”  

“The CLSP were quite influential when the Council wanted to cut a lot of money from 
the advice sector. Because, during that process, the CLSP was one of the 
stakeholders that the council went out and interviewed. . . . And at a meeting prior to 
that, that the chief officer attended, which was even better in some ways, . . . a 
couple of the local firms of solicitors said: ‘Well, this is silly, you know, we ain’t going 
to do this work. . . . It’s needed, we refer people . . . to the advice services.’ So the 
CLSP was quite influential in persuading the council to reduce its original plans to cut 
from the advice sector quite a lot.”  

5.21 One respondent thought that the local authority would be inhibited from making cuts 
as a result of its commitment to the CLSP:  
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“They’ve put all this work into producing strategy; they’ve put all this work into 
producing a needs analysis, a gap analysis, and at a certain point it needs them to 
put their money where their mouth is. It is going to be very hard for [the] local 
authority to suddenly hit us with a . . . cut in . . . funding. . . . It would be hard for them 
to do that, because it would fly completely in the face of a strategy that has 
effectively been agreed at cabinet level, and has gone on to form part of the 
community planning work.”  

5.22 The majority view, however, was that the CLSP had had no effect on local authority 
spending on advice. One respondent highlighted the role of a CLSP in drawing 
funders’ attention to the fact that a number of funding streams were coming to an 
end within a certain period of time, but did not think the CLSP had actually managed 
to do anything. Several respondents questioned whether there was any connection 
between the CLSP and local authority funding policy.  

5.23 One reported that a local advice agency had been saved from closure as a result of 
political pressure through a very persistent councillor, but which had “nothing to do 
with involvement with the CLSP at all”.  

5.24 Another commented:  

“But remember . . . the partnership was incredibly vociferous in terms of the closing 
down of the welfare right unit. And you know, it had just . . . zero influence on the 
local authority, because the local authority was never willing to engage with the 
partnership.”  

5.25 As previously noted, another respondent, who was generally enthusiastic about the 
local CLSP, commented that their agency’s funding was under threat from one part 
of the council notwithstanding the close working relationship developed with other 
parts of the council through the CLSP.  

Link to the Quality Mark  

5.26 Several respondents referred to the Quality Mark and its impact on advice provision. 
This was seen as clearly linked to the CLSP, as part of the wider CLS project, and 
was generally seen as beneficial.14 Some respondents reported that it had improved 
the service they provided, in “getting their paperwork act together”, or “reducing the 
amount of tinkering” they did, or in making them “look at the experience of our 
clients, from their point of view”. Others suggested that the Quality Mark had 
increased their agency’s credibility, and meant that other agencies were “much 
happier in referring clients to us”. Some suggested that it had been beneficial in 
reducing the amount of advice given by agencies which were not Quality-Marked.   

“It was quite handy, we got rid of a few little agencies who . . . were not perhaps 
giving correct advice, by frightening them off a bit. . . . A lot of the smaller community 
groups, those were the ones really who were stopped giving “a little bit of advice”. . .  
they used to contact me occasionally and say: ‘Well, what we’re thinking of doing is: 
so-and-so thinks they know a bit about the benefit system and they’d like to give a bit 
of advice, can you tell me what book they need to get?’. And I’d say: ‘Yeah, possibly 
one about how you can be sued’. That . . . seems to have died down.”  

5.27 One respondent, however, was not sure how appropriate the Quality Mark had been 
for their particular agency: 

“We were . . . encouraged to take the Quality Mark. Because . . . it was inferred that 
we wouldn’t secure funding if we didn’t do it. I personally think it’s put an awful lot of 
strain on a small advice service like ours. Just the man-hours to maintain the 

                                            
14 In the Citizens Advice survey, 78% of respondents thought that the Quality Mark had raised 
organisational standards and 45% that it had benefited clients. Op cit pp.51-52  
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manual. I mean I’m trying to look through it and review it, but when you’re part-time 
and you’re dealing with the advice sessions and . . . asked to review the whole of 
that. So I have mixed feelings.”  

5.28 Another respondent saw a clear link between the Quality Mark, the Quality 
Development Initiative15 and the CLSP:  

“There’s quite a few agencies that have gone on to the QDI . . . and they wouldn’t 
have known about it . . . if it hadn’t been for the CLSP. I think that was the catalyst, or 
at least where people found out about it, talked about it, and we work quite closely 
with certain agencies and we have made it really clear that the CLSP is part and 
parcel of the way forward.”  

5.29 Some concerns about the Quality Mark were expressed, however. One respondent 
suggested that the Quality Mark had led to “a vast reduction in the availability of 
straightforward advice” giving rise to “serious concerns about the quantity of what’s 
delivered”. Another queried whether the Quality Mark would be sustainable for many 
organisations:  

“At the end of the day, if the CLS is to mean anything, organisations have got to get 
some return on their investment – and at the moment, most organisations, the 
returns they’ve seen are purely the ones they’ve generated themselves . . . that 
might get them through the first round of audit, but when it comes to the second 
round of audit, whether they’re willing to continue to do that is anybody’s guess . . . 
because a lot of organisations went into their initial audit about a year or so ago, a lot 
of organisations will be coming up to their annual audit, and I would love to know 
how many of them are turning round and saying: ‘No, we’re not going to bother this 
time round’. And I think a lot of that will be because there has been such little 
tangible benefit to those organisations.”  

Better relationships 

5.30 Most of our respondents reported that there had been improvements in terms of 
better networking.16 Several referred also to the development of an advice forum, 
better referrals, and better working relationships with other organisations.  

5.31 The networking was described in various ways:  
• “talking to other people who’ve got contracts” 
• “a chance to share information”   
• “access to solicitors – who I didn’t come into contact with before” 
• “better referrals”.    

One commented:   

“And even if you’re just . . . a little bit more aware about what other organisations are 
doing. And you get the personal sort of relationship to some extent . . . that helps, I 
think. The networking, basically. . . . It’s a bit like when you go on a training course 
really. One of the most valuable aspects usually, going on a training course, is 
talking to the other people on the training course.”  

One qualified this however:  

                                            
15 The Quality Development Initiative (QDI) is a project run by London Advice Services Alliance 
supporting advice organisations in particular London boroughs. The project provides one-to-one 
development support and bursaries of up to £5000 to enable advice organisations to develop the 
quality of their services. For more information, see: www.qdi.org.uk  
16 See also the discussion above in paras 4.1– 4.3  
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“We’ve probably got better contacts and networking and referrals through it, but 
services still remain the same as they were or similar to what they always were, so I 
don’t think they’ve had a huge effect on our work.”  

5.32 Some respondents suggested that networking was particularly useful to smaller 
organisations which did not get many opportunities to meet other people and whose 
workers might be quite isolated. One respondent, from such a small organisation, 
confirmed this:  

“It was the network, really. It was getting to know the other advice-providing agencies 
in the area. It’s a good opportunity to recap and . . . find out if there are certain trends 
that are happening in the area.”  

5.33 Where advice workers met separately in an advice or providers’ forum, this was seen 
as particularly valuable.  

5.34 As we have discussed above, many respondents felt that there had been 
improvements in referrals.  

5.35 Some respondents reported better working relationships with other organisations: 

“We’ve made contacts with perhaps some people that we wouldn’t have been in 
contact with. . . . I think we work completely differently with some of those agencies . 
. . than we had done in the past. But, whether we would have done that anyway – we 
probably would have done actually, because – it was in our interests to do that, 
really.”  

Social Policy  

5.36 As mentioned above, several respondents reported that their CLSP had engaged in 
useful social policy work, particularly in relation to benefit matters.17   

5.37 In some cases this had also resulted in better liaison between advice agencies and 
council officers:   

“Because we had some problems where we had terminally ill clients . . . and the 
Housing Benefit and Council Tax administration was in a mess, and we had people 
dying before their benefits were being sorted out. . . . So we . . . involved the 
councillors and we talked about it at the CLSP . . . and they came to the CLSP . . . 
Housing and Council Tax Benefit . . . and they gave us all the direct numbers, so we 
could get through to them in future. And they made quite a big commitment to us 
actually, that that wouldn’t happen. . . . And it was useful because they came to quite 
a few of the referral meetings as well, because they were quite interested in that for 
the people that they saw, about where they could tell them to go to.”  

Another respondent had misgivings, however:   

“I can remember, we actually . . . the local authority housing needs manager and the 
CAB manager, we sort of agreed to meet . . . it was agreed at the steering group the 
three of us would meet and report back to the steering group the priorities that we 
thought were appropriate for (the) Council, so it’s probably the most undemocratic 
process you could think of. But – we actually said that we would have probably done 
that anyway, because it was in our own interests to do that. It didn’t need to be 
through the CLSP. It would have been better if it hadn’t been, actually.”  

                                            
17 Our respondents may be unrepresentative on this issue. In the Citizens Advice survey, 8% of 
respondents agreed that their CLSP had made “considerable progress in engaging with the public 
sector” on such issues, and only 1% agreed in relation to the private sector. Op cit p.35   
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Raising the profile of advice   

5.38 Some respondents reported that the CLSP had helped raise the profile of advice in 
their local area:  

“I think it’s been at least an embryonic idea that advice services should be provided 
strategically, and shouldn’t just grow where people can get the money, or have been 
for the last 40 years or anything else. And I think it’s also the idea that advice 
services make a difference to not only the spending power in the borough but to 
health and to the quality of life. And it’s actually been brought on board now.”   

“I think . . . a lot of what we’ve achieved could have been achieved through the 
community planning forums, but it would not have been achieved as well or as 
easily. . . . (it means that) . . . the broader advice services can then feed into 
community planning with a single voice, instead of . . . lots of different voices. . . . So 
it is strengthening it.”  

Helping with funding applications  

5.39 We have noted already the comments by some respondents about the importance of 
including in the strategic plan the needs which are seen as a priority by agencies. 
These comments are echoed by several respondents who emphasised the 
importance of the needs assessment and strategic plan in supporting funding 
applications:  

“It’s actually quite a useful document. And lots of people have said: ‘This is useful’, 
and it’s good to be able to use it and refer to it in funding applications, because it 
sounds quite good to say, you know: ‘The need for this has been identified in the 
strategic plan by the Community Legal Services Partnership’.”  

“It’s given our own funding bids greater strength, because they have an underpinning 
of a broad-based, objective support.”  

“And, we’re also looking at a bid, well, I am, for telephone advice . . . which I might 
link to employment now, because employment is such a problem. Which I wouldn’t 
probably have thought of before the CLSP. . . . And if we could push that through the 
Community Fund, as a CLSP-backed bid, we’d probably get it.”  

One respondent emphasised the importance of having the CLSP plan endorsed by 
the Local Strategic Partnership:  

“Well, bids have been made. And, as I say, some of them haven’t been successful. 
But on the other hand, it gives you a document that you can then go to say the 
Community Fund with. And what the Community Fund will be looking for is, well, 
what’s the LSP involvement? Well we can demonstrate it because the strategic plan 
has a letter in it from the chair of the LSP saying: “We support this document, it fits in 
with our plans.” . . . So individual organisations can take that information and 
approach funders themselves.”  

5.40 Some respondents suggested that CLSP support was not essential however.  

“I’ve made two successful fundraising bids over the last six months which really I 
made with no reference to the partnership at all.”  

“We would go out to charitable trusts, grant-giving organisations. We wouldn’t 
automatically turn to the CLS partnership.”  

 32 



Assessing the overall impact  
5.41 In attempting to assess the overall impact of CLSPs we asked our respondents two 

separate but related questions: whether anything had been done to meet the needs 
identified in the needs assessment and strategic plan; and whether they thought that 
the existence of the CLSP had made a difference.  

5.42 The results to these two questions suggest that our respondents could be divided 
into three categories: several responded positively (or at least hopefully) to both 
questions; several were equivocal; the majority, however, responded negatively to 
both questions.18   

5.43 The positive responses can be illustrated by the following examples:  

“I don’t think the (benefit take-up campaign) would have happened anyway. I don’t 
think the advice agencies would have got together to make such a big bid on their 
own. We’re each concerned more with funding for our own agencies, rather than 
applying for funding for something that would cover the whole borough and involve 
several different agencies. . . . Similarly with the debt contract we’ve just received. I 
don’t think that would have happened without the CLSP pushing for it.”  

“We’ve done a needs analysis. We’ve done a gaps analysis. We’ve produced a 
strategic report. We’ve bid and got some PIB money in the last round for technology, 
and we’ve got some PIB money in this round as well (for) two agencies. . . . And the 
local authority have agreed not to fund non-quality-marked advice agencies as well. 
And we’ve got a referral scheme as well. . . . And a court rota we’ve set up (for) 
repossessions.”  

5.44 The negative responses emphasised the lack of funding to enable meets to be met. 
Comments included:  

“Nothing’s changed on the ground for funders . . . this has been an entirely self- 
serving exercise.”  

“At the core of it, somebody has decided: ‘Here is the amount of money and that’s it 
now’.”  

“It’s pointed up all the gaps which we knew were there anyway. But so far we haven’t 
been able to use that to make any impact on anything.”  

“I just think the needs strategies just sit on the shelves really, to be honest.”  

“I don’t know. I doubt it, somehow. Terrible, isn’t it? I’ve just wasted the last two 
years of my life. No, but – I think actually what has happened would have happened 
anyway probably without the partnerships.”  

“What was the point of doing needs mapping if, when we’ve identified the need, there 
wasn’t going to be any assistance to anybody in addressing that need?”  

“Apart from us getting the money, which was a bit of a fluke all round really – no . . . I 
can’t honestly point to anything.”  

“There generally seems to be quite an air of disillusionment about. . . . Advisers . . . 
don’t actually see anything other than the PIB bids . . . as a positive outcome really.”  

“The partnership has ceased to meet. . . . And that is because the people going 
along there actually see it purely as a talking shop.”  

                                            
18 In the Citizens Advice survey, respondents were asked if the success of their CLSP justified the 
time spent on it: 16% agreed; 58% disagreed; 20% neither agreed nor disagreed. Op cit p.24  
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5.45 The equivocal responses came in particular from those respondents who were not 
sure whether what had been achieved was really significant, those who were not 
sure whether what had been achieved would have happened anyway, and those 
who thought that it is still too early to tell whether the CLSP will have a significant 
impact:  

“Well, the (benefit take-up project) . . . in a sense it was an initiative that came out of 
the Council, but it was seeking to address needs that the partnership itself had 
identified . . . and I just look at that now and I sort of think: ‘Well – is this a 
Partnership achievement?’ I’m just not sure that it was.”  

“It’s too early to tell. It will be interesting to see what happens if the partnerships are 
still around when the economy contracts a bit. . . . It would be interesting, if the 
Council itself suddenly discovered a great hole in its finances and were making huge 
cuts, how the partnership would behave in that situation and whether it would carry 
any weight.”  

“I don’t think it’s made a great deal of difference yet – I think it will make more 
difference as time goes on, because it took a very long time to put the advice 
services strategy together; then, once you put the strategy together, you have to see 
it through and you have to find the funding. So, I think, as time goes on it will make 
more of a difference than it has. Where I think it’s made a difference is really . . . in 
terms of understanding what advice services do, why they do it, and what their 
importance is to local communities.”  

5.46 The classification of responses into these three categories enables us to compare 
the views of those respondents who were actually commenting about the same 
CLSP.  

5.47 Three respondents belonged to the same CLSP. We have classed one of their 
responses as positive and two as equivocal. This CLSP included a major benefits 
take-up campaign. Interestingly, one respondent was clear that this was a CLSP 
initiative; one did not think it would have happened without the CLSP; one had 
doubts as to whether this was the case.  

5.48 Two other respondents belonged to the same CLSP. Their responses have both 
been classed as negative.  

5.49 Another two respondents belonged to another CLSP. One response has been 
classed as equivocal and one as negative.  

5.50 One other issue which arises from the interviews is that there were a number of 
instances reported where the CLSP had been sidelined. This possibly provides 
another indication of the impact of CLSPs. Arguably, however, these instances 
pinpoint inbuilt weaknesses in CLSPs generally.  

5.51 One issue concerns the extent to which CLSPs are involved in the allocation of 
immigration contracts. Some respondents commented that immigration contracts had 
been awarded to other organisations without reference to the CLSP, while others 
saw a connection between their involvement in the CLSP and the award of increased 
contracts to their agencies. Others commented on the fact that solicitors with 
immigration contracts were not involved in CLSPs.  

5.52 One respondent, as we have noted, obtained funding for mental health work as a 
result of a recommendation by the local LSC planning and partnership officer which 
“was nothing really to do with the CLSP”.  

5.53 A separate issue highlighted was the extent to which local authority funding was 
controlled elsewhere:  
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“I think the Council are very suspicious of the LSC, they just don’t seem to want to 
work with them on this. I think they like the control of their own money. Where they 
want it to be. And they don’t like somebody else having a say in that.” 

“Our funding application to (several) local authorities . . . that’s obviously going to get 
discussed at the partnership, but actually decisions, if you like, would be for (the 
Councils) . . . and for (the) chief execs’ meeting. That would be the forum they’d 
actually channel it through.”  

However, this respondent did think that in the area concerned the chief executives’ 
forum would be influenced by the partnership.  

5.54 An issue highlighted in other interviews was the extent to which the local CLSPs had 
been sidelined by a decision made by the LSC at national level to award telephone 
advice contracts to organisations from outside the area, without any discussion with 
the CLSPs concerned or consideration of the possibility that locally based 
organisations could provide the service in question.19 This caused considerable 
resentment:  

“I’m going to tell you about this because it’s just . . . absolutely atrocious . . . we’re all 
supposed to be in these CLSPs, the whole idea of CLSPs is that you all talk 
together, and you all know what’s going on, and you all work in partnership with each 
other. This was effectively imposed on these areas where there were partnerships up 
and running. . . . So, it created huge anger, of the CLS. And a bit of a mockery of the 
CLSPs really because, you know, work in partnerships, blah blah blah and then this 
thing just sort of happens.”  

6 Partnership and its dynamics 

Are CLSPs partnerships? 
6.1 A number of our respondents volunteered views on whether the CLSPs in which they 

were involved were “partnerships” in any real sense. These views are outlined below. 
However, a word of caution may be necessary. Those respondents who were 
positive about their CLSPs did not, on the whole, make comments applauding the 
success of their CLSP as examples of real partnerships. Many commented on why 
they thought their CLSP had been successful, and those comments are considered 
in the second part of this section.  

6.2 One respondent saw networking as the essence of partnership working: 

“Where it works properly, I think it’s good networking, you get forward planning, you 
get people sharing their ideas, you get people sharing their plans, you get joint 
funding applications. All those things which are really good, really great, and I’m 
totally in favour of them.” 

6.3 One thought that partnership required involvement and internal democracy: 

“You can’t expect people to come to a lot of meetings, so the way round it is to hold 
something every six months, and invite them – with a purpose of feeding into the 
strategy so that they have their bits that they say, what’s going on. The danger, of 
course, is that there’s a lot more going on sort of behind the scenes that they’re not 
necessarily going to know about, I think. So whether you can call that a partnership I 
don’t know. Call it something else.” 

                                            
19 In the ‘Post-Implementation Review’ Naylor identifies a tension between centralisation and the local 
focus involved in CLSPs which was “typified by the telephone advice pilot which is being managed 
centrally and which has not sought to encourage CLS Partnership-sponsored bids.” Op cit p.26   
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6.4 One thought that their CLSP was essentially a providers’ forum: 

“I just don’t know that the partnerships make partnership working any better than it 
would be anyway . . . maybe they’re not partnerships, maybe . . .  they are or should 
be more advice providers’ forums really, than actually saying they’re partnerships. 
Because I think there is still an element of underlying competition, even – and that 
isn’t partnership is it?”  

6.5 One thought that the notion of partnership involves a sense of ownership: 

“So they sacrificed certain other things for speed, because they’d got a deadline . . . 
what they sacrificed was people feeling any sort of ownership of . . . the partnership 
itself. It’s not a partnership. It’s a steering group. And I don’t know how it’s going to 
become a partnership, because the work of becoming a partnership hasn’t 
happened.” 

6.6 One suggested that power imbalances undermined the idea of partnership: 

“What’s unsatisfactory is that it’s not a partnership. It’s the CLS coming to tell us 
what’s going to happen. . . . There’s no real capacity for partnership because most of 
what we’re doing is reacting to things that the CLS nationally has decreed must 
happen.” 

“It’s difficult to set up a partnership where the one partner’s got all the money and the 
other parties are after that money and are essentially clients of the main supposed 
partnership. That’s not partnership as far as I’m concerned. . . . You can only have 
partnership where there’s some sort of equality. Or somebody’s prepared to devolve 
power, over money. And generally organisations are not prepared to do that. And it’s 
not helpful to pretend that it’s a partnership and call it a partnership if it isn’t.” 

6.7 Others agreed:  

“I don’t know how seriously the Commission nationally takes the idea of partnerships 
. . . and how much real authority and perhaps even spending power it’s prepared to 
devolve to them. If it’s just going to be a little talking shop with no money, no 
resources, then I don’t think they’ve got much future.” 

“If all the potential players were engaged, there would be an inevitable imbalance of 
power which makes a nonsense of the notion of partnership.”  

The importance of money  
6.8 As indicated by several comments already quoted, many respondents thought that 

CLSPs were unlikely to succeed, or were indeed bound to fail, in the absence of 
money being made available to enable them to meet the needs they identified.  

6.9 The importance of money was mentioned by most of the respondents, in a number of 
different contexts.  

6.10 Some expressed the general comment that there was little point in CLSPs 
establishing needs if there were no resources available to meet them: 

“We’ve all identified there’s huge need out there. But there’s no resources to plug 
those gaps. And, you know, you can’t really do anything apart from that.” 

“I’ve got no problem with the decisions that have been made. I’ve got no problem 
with the advice services strategy that was developed; the problem I do have is there 
is no money attached to any of this.”  

6.11 This respondent thought that the key failure of the CLSP had been a failure to 
convince funders of the need for further support: 
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“The failures are more to do with the fact, I think, that there is no commitment from 
funders, and no real understanding from funders . . . about the role of advice 
services within the community. What the CLSP has done for advice locally is it’s got 
us to a point where there is a general recognition within the CLSP and within the 
local authority that advice services are a fundamental building block or platform for 
community development: communities will not develop unless they have access to 
legal advice services, for a whole range of reasons. But that view is not supported by 
the funders.”  

6.12 Some noted that organisations ceased attending partnership meetings when they 
realised there was no money on the table that they could bid for.  

6.13 Some stated that the failure of PIB bids had been detrimental to the CLSP, and/or 
that a successful PIB bid would have helped the CLSP.  

6.14 Some raised particular issues, such as the need of smaller organisations for 
resources, or the problems that would arise when time-limited projects came to an 
end or funding streams ran out.  

6.15 One respondent was particularly concerned at the failure by the CLSP to secure their 
agency’s core funding from the local authority.  

6.16 One respondent could be said to have gone against the grain on this issue, to some 
extent, in emphasising the advantages to be gained even without any money:  

“When the Associate Pioneer business was going on, the Council were approached. 
. . .  And from a logical point of view . . . if you think about it from the funder’s point of 
view, if you have no idea about all these . . . agencies, and you don’t . . . know how 
you’re going to be able to make decisions about what you should and shouldn’t fund 
and all the rest of it, the concept of having some way of helping you to reach those 
decisions, is an attractive one isn’t (it)? And also, I think, . . . there definitely was a 
need to knock people’s bloody heads together, to be honest. . . . And it is important, 
we’re dealing with vulnerable groups of people, it’s important for us to get our act 
together and be proactive in that. So . . . I thought it was a positive thing. And the 
Council . . . said: ‘Well, yes, we are happy to be Associate Pioneers’. . . . There was 
no money with it. . . . But there were other advantages to be gained for funders and 
for providers in having some forum.” 

Making partnerships work  
6.17 A large number of comments were made by our respondents about the reasons why 

their CLSP had functioned well, or had failed, apart from the lack of general 
resources to meet the needs identified. A number of themes can be identified from 
these comments.20 

Getting enough of the right people actively involved 

6.18 Some respondents explained the failure of their local CLSP as being primarily due to 
the lack of involvement of a sufficient number of major players: 

“And so we, the three CABx . . . are the three ‘actors’ as I call it, we’re the . . .  three 
agencies . . . who do anything . . .  because  there are . . . no solicitors, there are no 
other active agencies on the CLSP, it really has dwindled to two of us in the CABx 
really.”  

“The . . . partnership . . . really died a death . . .  because without . . . some of the 
bigger players almost – if you don’t have them driving things along, you know, I think 
things lost momentum a bit.”  

                                            
20 For a general discussion of these issues, see Griffith, Partnerships and the Community Legal 
Service, pp.20 – 24, 49 – 54      
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6.19 A number of respondents commented on the need for a core group of committed 
people who could drive the partnership along:  

“There is this issue that CLSPs are only as good as the people who sit on them . . .  
you’ve got to have people who are willing to drive things forward and actually 
achieve them.”  

“The Partnership and Planning consultant . . . was really good. Very efficient and . . .  
enthusiastic, you know, dynamic . . . you need at least one person to be that in a 
partnership to make it work. If you’ve got more than one then you’re really laughing.”  

“You’ve got to have at least a few people who want to make it work and who are 
prepared to put a bit of effort in. Because basically if that isn’t there, no amount of 
cajoling and all the rest of it on the part of the LSC or the local authority or anybody 
is going to make it work.”  

The role of the local authority 

6.20 Several comments suggest that the role of the local authority is crucial to success. 
This includes having the right people involved, as discussed earlier, and the 
necessary level of commitment from these people.  

6.21 One respondent commented that:  

“One of the things that gives the CLSP its strength locally is the level at which it’s 
supported by the local authority – it’s chaired by a councillor who’s a member of the 
cabinet, and a cabinet member, I think, for community development, and that’s been 
very important. Also . . . normally it’s attended by . . . a very influential officer in the 
policy unit. He’s one of these unusual people that is respected by the voluntary 
sector, by officers and by members, of whatever party.”  

6.22 Several respondents commented on the work done and commitment shown by the 
local authority representative in their CLSP:  

“One of the interesting things about the partnership is that . . . the local authority is 
very active and plays a very positive role in the partnership, it’s partly that the local 
authority representative is an ex-advice agency worker (who) plays that role, but the 
local authority really drives things. Generally that’s useful, but obviously there’s 
drawbacks to that.”  

6.23 By contrast, a lack of commitment by the local authority was seen as damaging or 
even fatal:  

“I think the Council don’t turn up as often and as consistently as they should. Which 
is the weakness in it.”  

“But the real problem is, you know, the very low-profile role played by the local 
authority, because that’s what’s actually killed the thing.”  

Links with other partnerships 

6.24 Besides having the right people involved in the CLSP, some respondents also 
emphasised the importance of good links with other partnerships: 

“We had a strategic plan initially which was then updated and subject to public 
consultation. Went to the local strategic partnership. Which again is important. . . . 
They have all the sort of key providers on there. And getting them to endorse it is 
important. And now, every time we meet, the CLSP is one of a range of groups that 
inputs to their activities, that has to supply updates. . . . And because they are 
starting to make quite big decisions, about regeneration and all sorts of things, it is 
quite important to have that connection.”  
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Continuity 

6.25 Several respondents commented on the continuity or lack of continuity of 
membership of the CLSP. Not surprisingly, continuity was generally seen as a 
strength and lack of continuity as a weakness in the partnership: 

“We have one advantage, I think, . . . in that the same officer from the Commission 
has been with the partnership all along. That gives some continuity. But it also 
perhaps puts the Commission in a stronger position to try and set the agenda.”  

“(Meetings) are attended by very few of the people who are involved in the 
partnership, and it tends to happen that different people are sent from an 
organisation to different meetings so that you never have the same people there, 
there’s no continuity whatsoever.”  

“Myself and the CAB guy are the only ones that I’ve seen there . . . more than twice. 
Other than that it’s just changing faces.”  

6.26 Some concerns were expressed about lack of continuity in terms of LSC 
representation. One respondent commented that LSC personnel “change very 
rapidly”. Another commented: 

“The CLS . . . move their staff around very frequently and that’s quite a big problem. . 
. . That was one of the problems with the referral thing, that the woman who thought 
this was a great idea, and got all fired up, came to one meeting and then we never 
saw her again.”  

6.27 One respondent suggested, however, that continuity among the other members 
could be sufficient to counteract lack of continuity from the LSC:  

“There’s been quite a high degree of consistency, which helps, I think. But, 
nevertheless, there have been some changes. The LSC for example, there’s been 
lots of changes, but that’s been OK because they’ve been OK.”  

Leadership  

6.28 Closely linked to the need for one or more “driving forces” is the need perceived by 
several respondents for “leadership”. This takes different forms.  

6.29 In formal terms, a partnership needs “a proper Chair”. There are also perceived 
advantages in having a Chair with political clout: 

“We felt it was quite important to get some political involvement and get some 
political commitment to the advice sector. So initially it was a councillor who was both 
a district councillor and a county councillor . . .  then . . . we had . . a different 
councillor who was . . . one of the joint leaders of the Council.”   

6.30 In the wider sense, leadership can mean having people who are prepared to take the 
initiative in making the partnership work: 

“They . . . have looked to me, and said: ‘Well, do you want to be the person that 
makes it?’, and I’ve said: ‘No I don’t’. . . . (But) they desperately need for someone to 
take the lead.”  

6.31 Leadership may also mean taking the right decisions and avoiding going down 
certain paths. This would seem to be the clear implication of the comments by 
several respondents about the time wasted in drafting referral protocols, and the 
views of the few respondents who reported that their CLSP had managed to avoid 
going down this particular route.  
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6.32 Leadership may also involve knowing when local initiative should take precedence 
over central direction. One respondent described the reaction of the LSC to 
decisions made by the CLSP in the following terms:  

“They were quite cool about it actually. . . . I think because they could see that . . . it 
was a partnership that was working. And my argument (was) if it’s supposed to be a 
local initiative, and if it’s supposed to respond to local needs, then you cannot then 
centrally dictate directions for them to take to the degree you’re trying to. . . . Either it 
is local and responsive and all the rest of it, or it isn’t. And if it isn’t them I’m going 
home.”  

Other factors 

6.33 A number of other factors were mentioned by our respondents.  
6.34 The number of people involved can be a relevant factor. One respondent 

commented that “what was so good about our CLSP was that it was so small. So you 
only needed one or two driving forces to actually make things happen.” Another 
respondent complained that their CLSP was unwieldy because it was so large. Two 
respondents described their CLSP steering group as being able to be informal as 
only a few people were involved. There is, however, obviously a trade-off between 
being small and being inclusive.  

6.35 Inclusivity, honesty and respect for other partners were also seen as important by 
some respondents:  

“We got to the point of having a really, really good information exchange. People 
being really honest about stuff. Sharing their plans before they went away and did 
their funding applications. . . .There was a feeling . . . that people were genuinely on 
the same side, and that there was less of this sneaking about.” 

“There is a clear preponderance . . . of local authority people, but it does not feel to 
me to be local-authority dominated. They are quite good about handling the power 
relationship, and . . . treating small organisations with a degree of respect.”  

6.36 The need for the CLSP to establish its own identity was emphasised by one 
respondent: 

“One of the things . . . that really astonished me – they had no headed paper for the 
partnership . . . there was no identity for the partnership. . . . And they were sending 
everything out on the council-headed paper . . . now that was the first thing that we 
did. .  . . First thing. Got to have an identity. Got to be something. Otherwise what are 
you?”   

6.37 The size of the geographical area concerned was emphasised by some respondents: 

“I think the major factor is the fact it’s one borough. And it’s not a very large borough. 
So the funder and the providers all know the area. . . . And you’re only competing 
against competing priorities in the borough, for funding. . . . So I think working within 
one borough is vitally important to CLSPs.”  

6.38 Another respondent emphasised the fact that their CLSP covered the area of a 
district council, which in turn covered the same area as the local Primary Care Trust 
and Local Strategic Partnership.  

Administrative support 

6.39 One common theme was the need for proper administrative support for the CLSP: 

“The reason why it was good was because somebody was being paid to make sure 
the meetings happened; there were minutes, they were circulated, you had a room, 
you had an agenda, and you had a focus.” 
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“I know from other partnership work that I’ve been involved in, doing the bread-and- 
butter things like that, it’s very important that they’re done . . . that they’re well done . 
. .  and they’re done timely.”  

6.40 The importance of proper administrative support was also emphasised by those who 
were critical of the way in which their local CLSP had functioned: 

“Communication is extremely bad. . . . We turn up at meetings . . . with no agenda, 
no minutes from the last meeting, they’re distributed as we sit down, and we’re lucky 
if we actually get there because we’re lucky if we’ve found out that it’s happening. So 
it’s quite bad, really.” 

“The last lot of minutes didn’t get out. . . . It’s starting, you see, . . . and then, if you 
don’t get the minutes you don’t get the (date of the next) meeting, then no-one 
comes, then if people have gone to something where no-one comes, and they think 
I’m not going again. Implosion. It’s just round the corner. If it’s carried on like that.”  

Getting things done  

6.41 One final theme which emerges from the interviews is the importance of getting 
things done. This can take various forms. There is clearly an advantage in getting the 
major jobs done relatively quickly, without getting bogged down in processes that 
seem to take ages. There may, however, be a trade-off between speed and 
inclusivity and a sense of ownership of the partnership’s achievements.  

6.42 Success in PIB bids was generally seen as a boost to a CLSP, whereas failure was 
generally seen as a setback.  

6.43 One respondent attributed the success of their CLSP to  

“a good relationship with the LSC . . . and actually doing things. I think if you can 
show that you can make things (better) and that you’re prepared to put time and 
energy into it, then you get the support of the LSC, you get the support of . . . the 
other people in the group. Because they see it’s actually coming to something, that 
something different is going to happen.”  

6.44 Another commented:  

“We just said: ‘We’ll do that next year’. And lots of things kind of went for next year. 
But, what we did do were . . . things that were genuinely useful and important, like 
the Housing Benefit stuff. And when we were able to report successes, real 
successes, with the Housing Benefit, people were like: ‘Hey – this is good’. And 
that’s what you need . . . you need to be able to prove to people there is a point in 
coming to this, and you have made a real difference.”  

Obstacles to partnership working 
6.45 Our respondents mentioned a number of specific obstacles which they had 

experienced.  
6.46 One was conflict between the local authority and the LSC. This might be over the 

question of who should be resourcing the CLSP. It might be a more general conflict 
over power and which organisation was “having things its way” within the CLSP.  

6.47 A second theme was conflicts between local authorities. This was seen as a 
particular problem in one CLSP, where the councils clearly had completely different 
agendas and were described as being “at daggers drawn most of the time”.  

6.48 A third theme was the time taken up by partnership working, and the lack of time 
available to do much apart from going to the meetings:  

“But apart from that . . . it’s made up of a group of people who are incredibly busy. 
They don’t have the resources to try and do any more work. They don’t really have 
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the time to try and do much more work either. So it doesn’t really create anything any 
further.”  

“There’s always a danger if you become too vocal and have too many ideas you end 
up having to do too much, to be honest. So – we’d be a bit wary about that, I guess. 
Because it is quite a resource issue.”  

6.49 A fourth theme, mentioned by several respondents, was the extent to which the 
inclusion of the word “legal” in the title was seen as a turn-off by organisations which 
did not see themselves as legal advice givers.  

“And again . . . the title of it . . . is a large problem, I think, with the CLSPs, the word 
‘Legal’. Puts everybody off. They think: ‘Oh yeah, it’s legal services, nothing to do 
with me’.”   

“A lot of the smaller agencies don’t see themselves as part of the Community Legal 
Service Partnership. And it’s this thing about being legal. . . . I think a lot of advice 
agencies don’t realise that the work they do is actually based on law. They don’t see 
themselves as legal providers.”  

7 Looking Forwards 

7.1 We spent some time with our respondents looking into the future. This included 
asking how our respondents saw the future of their particular CLSP, whether they 
thought the scale of operation was right or should be changed, whether they thought 
CLSPs should be abolished, whether there was a case for decisions on funding to be 
devolved, and how CLSPs could work better.  

7.2 Respondents’ views were, inevitably, affected by their experiences of what had or 
had not been achieved by the CLSPs with which they had been involved.  

Thinking about the future 
7.3 Several respondents thought it was necessary to review where CLSPs could go from 

here.  
7.4 One respondent suggested that the role of the local authority was crucial:  

“This is where it becomes very dependent on the local authority. . . . They’ve put all 
this work into producing a needs analysis, a gap analysis, and at a certain point it 
needs them to put their money where their mouth is.”  

7.5 Respondents suggested a number of things that the CLSPs needed to consider, 
including: 
• “start talking about where we’re going to get funding from” 
• creating “some sort of link in to the Regional Legal Services Committee” 
• widening it to other groups, such as Job Centre Plus, Connexions, or “any 

groups that see individuals and have a budget for advice giving” 
• redoing the needs assessment. 

7.6 Other respondents were thinking of individual projects that might breathe some life 
into their CLSP:  

“I’ve decided that I’m going to give it one last chance. I’m going to put some effort 
into it for another six months or so . . . there’s one particular bit of activity which I 
think might be worth trying to pursue, and that’s a sort of a community education 
project, which would be to just try and get some sort of funded presentation, to take 
out to community groups informing them about the advice and legal services that are 
available.”  
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The “scale” issue  
7.7 One important issue which we discussed with our respondents was whether they 

thought that the scale of operation of their local CLSPs was right.  
7.8 Several of our respondents already had experience of these issues.  
7.9 We have noted already the comments by respondents in one area that their CLSP 

had been bedevilled by a conflict between the neighbouring councils involved. The 
only solution which was seen as practical was for the CLSP to be reduced in size so 
as to cover only one local authority area.  

7.10 Another respondent was from a different area where a large CLSP had been divided 
into several smaller ones:  

“I suppose there were issues of, say, some of the agencies from (one area) would be 
saying: ‘Well, half of this meeting isn’t really relevant to us, because it’s addressing  
(another area’s) issues, and our issues may be getting pushed to one side’. But then 
. . . other agencies . . . who work on a county-wide basis would be saying: ‘Well, from 
our point of view it’s easier to come to a meeting where you are looking at wider 
issues because that’s what we have to look at anyway.”  

7.11 One respondent was involved in two CLSPs covering an urban area and a 
surrounding rural area: 

“Yeah, members of both partnerships have said that it seems crazy having two, 
when people from (the rural area) . . . usually access services in (the urban area) 
anyway –because that’s where they happen to be. So, I think that that would be one 
way forward, to merge the two partnerships.”  

7.12 Other respondents were involved in areas where it was being proposed by the LSC 
that there should be one county-wide CLSP replacing, or at least complementing, 
several CLSPs covering smaller areas. Strong views were expressed as to whether 
this was desirable or not. 

7.13 In favour of this proposal, it was suggested that the LSC thought they could achieve 
more if they were looking at the big picture on a county-wide basis, and could 
engage more with social services, with the County Council more generally, and with 
other county-wide groups. Some respondents supported this view, particularly in 
relation to social services and the County Council. Other advantages included the 
fact that “there are issues which cross county boundaries”, notably funding for advice 
centres. The proposal was also welcomed by organisations which “work county- 
wide”, who would find it “much easier”. Another argument in favour was that the 
CLSPs were “stagnating somewhat” and needed “the injection of something new”.   

7.14 On the other hand, however, it was suggested that “local issues could get lost”, that 
the local impetus achieved by some CLSPs could get lost, that a county-wide group 
“might just turn into a talking shop that didn’t actually achieve anything”, that some of 
the people who would be involved really worked only on a local level and would find 
it “very difficult to forget about their own little local patch”, and that some people 
might bring “negative attitudes” to the larger CLSP as a result of their previous 
experience of smaller CLSPs which had not been very effective.  

7.15 We asked our respondents in general terms whether there were matters which could 
properly be dealt with on a wider geographical scale.  

7.16 Matters suggested included: 
• areas of law such as education, community care and public law  
• issues affecting clients, such as how particular benefit agencies are operating  
• social services issues, where these are dealt with on a county-wide basis   
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• issues concerning access to justice, in terms of access to magistrates and 
county courts  

• the overall lack of legal aid contracts outside family law 
• how social services and PCTs can work together  
• issues linked to the County Council, such as the Youth Service  
• links with the Pension Service and Jobcentre Plus which are county based  
• funding from the County Council  
• relating to a county-wide consumer support network.   

7.17 As can be seen, several of these comments related to services or local authorities 
which were organised on a county-wide (as compared to district) basis.  

7.18 Of those who had not previously considered the issue, two respondents thought that 
there were advantages of CLSPs being smaller. One suggested that a smaller area 
would probably mean that people worked more closely together. Another, who was 
involved in “quite a large county” thought that “it may have been better to have 
smaller groups”.   

7.19 Of the remaining respondents, most thought CLSPs should stay as they are, 
although some thought they could or should become larger, albeit with some 
reservations.21  

7.20 Those who thought they should stay as they are suggested a number of reasons:  
• that “local voices would be completely lost” in a larger grouping  
• that “it’s difficult to get working together in your own area, let alone trying to get 

working together covering more than one area” 
• that the existing area was big enough already  
• that conflicts between local authorities would be highly damaging 
• that the local area has its own identity, which “sustains the interest” in the CLSP 
• that a larger grouping would put at risk the gains made locally, in terms of the 

recognition of the importance of advice within the local authority.22 

7.21 One respondent suggested that CLSPs could cover a larger area: 

“I think the difficulty is when you have lots of different types of partnerships that are 
subregional and they’re not the same regions as each other, and they’re not 
boroughs either. . . . And I think there has to be a sense in which, if you’re 
networking and all the rest of it, unless people work across borough, they’re not 
going to be that interested. So . . . if you structured it so that, for example, you still 
had your (advice networks), and they fed up to a (subregional) Community Legal 
Service Partnership, that might potentially work, if there was a clear structural 
relationship between representative groups of the boroughs.”  

7.22 Another respondent clearly favoured a regional or subregional partnership:  

“I would very much welcome it. . . . If it was a more grandiose sort of affair, maybe 
there would be a bigger commitment to it from the funders. I’m not convinced that 
small is beautiful in these matters. And if you had it as a (regional or subregional) 
CLSP there might be all kinds of other funding streams that could tap into it. We’re 

                                            
21 In the Citizens Advice survey: 20% of respondents thought that CLSPs should cover smaller areas; 
11% favoured larger areas; 52% thought that they should stay as they are. Op cit p.42  
22 In the Citizens Advice survey, the majority of respondents who replied to the questions thought that 
larger CLSPs would mean: less opportunity to influence the assessment of legal need; less contact 
with other providers; less contact with the local authority; fewer funding opportunities; and less 
influence on local social policy issues. Ibid p.43  

 44 



moving towards an era when there’s going to be a much greater amount of regional 
government. It may well be that . . . the government office . . . turns into something 
which has got a lot of money and could relate far better to an organisation which is 
coterminous with its boundaries. But that’s just a hunch.”  

7.23 It appears, therefore, that most of those expressing a view would prefer to keep 
CLSPs local. Some of those involved in county-wide working would like it county- 
wide, partly for selfish reasons, but even they say that there is a need for a local 
focus or input. Some of the reasons for preferring a local structure arise from 
respondents’ views of their local authority and its neighbours. Some of the other 
reasons for preferring a local structure could also be seen to be selfish to some 
extent, in seeking to protect the gains already achieved, including gains in terms of 
the relationship between the agency and the existing local authority.  

Should CLSPs be abolished? 
7.24 We asked most of our respondents whether they thought CLSPs should be 

abolished. Only one person thought that their CLSP had effectively been a waste of 
time, and would not regret its passing. One thought that a larger, county-wide CLSP 
might be a solution.  

7.25 Several respondents suggested that they would not be too upset if CLSPs were 
abolished. Comments included:    

“It wouldn’t be the end of the world I don’t think.” 

“Wouldn’t really bother me to be honest.” 

“I don’t think I would shed any tears particularly.” 

“I don’t suppose we’d miss it that much really.” 

“Oh well, I could have Thursday mornings off. I don’t think I’d worry too much.” 

7.26 However, most of these respondents also stated that some kind of forum would still 
be necessary to enable social welfare law providers to meet and maintain their 
contacts. One suggested that this would be preferable to the existing situation:    

“Because we have actually always had quite satisfactory relationships in (the area) 
and if we didn’t have a partnership the CLS could come along and talk to the . . . 
advice . . . network when there was something to talk about. Which would probably 
be quite often. But it would be a sort of liaison meeting, it wouldn’t hold itself out as 
being a partnership, and they wouldn’t be pretending to us that we had any real 
influence over anything. So it might be more honest and straightforward.” 

7.27 Most of our respondents, however, thought either that their CLSP had achieved 
something significant or that it would nevertheless be wrong to abolish CLSPs. 
Respondents suggested that abolishing CLSPs would be “sad”, “a shame”, “a loss”, 
“the wrong decision” or “a wasted opportunity”.   

“I think it would go back to the old system (of) grace and favour with the local 
authority. And it would go back to who you know, you wouldn’t have the contact 
again. Because I don’t think, without those meetings, people would agree to meet 
again, because there’s so much going on it would be forgotten. Be last year’s news.” 

“Doing away with CLSPs would just . . . be a retrogressive decision. And . . . really it 
would be abandoning the original idea of the CLS. It would be actually saying: ‘Well, 
now we just do contracting, and we’re just hard-nosed and we don’t care about 
organisations, we just fund the work.’”  
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Should funding be devolved to CLSPs? 
7.28 We asked our respondents, in general terms, what difference they thought it would 

make if responsibility for some funding were devolved to CLSPs.  
7.29 Some respondents doubted if it was a realistic option, since they did not believe that 

funders would be prepared to relinquish power in this way.  
7.30 Several respondents thought that this was a good idea, at least in principle, on the 

basis that:  
• The CLSP would then be able to do something about the needs which it had 

identified.  
• It is logical and there is no alternative that is better. 
• Decisions would then be made by a partnership of the funders and providers.   
• It would provide a boost to attendance at partnership meetings. 
• It would increase the funding opportunities for small agencies “that do a lot of 

hard work” but “don’t get a look-in really”.    

7.31 Others were not sure. One suggested that it is “a bit of a double-edged sword”. 
Where agencies are well placed within their local CLSP they would be able to protect 
their interests. However, there would be problems “in areas where effectively the 
CLSP is nothing more than a local authority puppet”. There would also be problems 
in terms of LSC contracts: if there was no new money, or even cuts, then it would 
become more like “a bit of a monitoring job”.    

7.32 One respondent suggested that:  

“A small amount of money to pay for some research projects or things like that could 
be very useful – and in terms of getting together your needs analysis or addressing 
some of the issues that are in your strategic plan.”  

7.33 One respondent suggested that it could only work if there was sufficient money on 
the table: 

“But then again, it would have to make sure that there was enough money that they 
could actually do something positive. . . . You have to at least employ one worker. . .  
and you’ve got to be able to . . . employ them for two or three years . . . if the money 
that was then available to be given out to people wouldn’t even cover one worker for 
three years, it would just be a complete waste of time.”  

7.34 Several respondents suggested that such a role would change the nature of CLSPs, 
and require clarity of roles and clear guidelines: 

“I think . . . you’d have to redefine the CLSPs in a certain way. Because at the 
moment they are very . . . individual. So that you’ve got lots of individuals putting in 
their opinions and their thoughts about stuff but, because nothing’s actually coming 
out of it very much, the role that person plays isn’t really defined. Whereas I think if 
you were going to have an executive group or something like that who were 
responsible for giving out funds, their roles I think would have to be very very clearly 
defined, as to what they could do and what they couldn’t do, and what they had to 
consider and whether they had guidelines. . . . Because I think if you just said: ‘Well, 
five people from the groups that we’ve got at the moment, can be . . . the funding 
group’ . . . you would get quite a lot of tension there.”  

“You’ve got to be really really careful, to start giving responsibility for dishing out 
public money to people . . . the people involved have got to be very clear about what 
they’re doing and why, and the people who are wanting the money have got to be 
very clear about who is taking responsibility for the decisions. And I can’t see it 
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happening . . . it certainly couldn’t happen in the CLSP at the moment. There’s just 
not enough people involved.”  

7.35 Some respondents thought that it might be possible to get round these difficulties: 

“I think there would be a bit of competition. I think you would get some quite strong 
and argumentative discussions going on. I mean, it’s always going to be difficult if the 
pot’s not big enough to meet all the needs. But I think if you had a strong and 
reasonable executive group, it could be done.” 

“I think that would mean that you had to have very very clear guidelines about how 
bids were made and how decisions were made. It would be critical, far more critical 
than it is now, you know. And there would have to be very clear rules about conflict 
of interest. You know, it would have to be . . . transparent and fair. . . . (It could work) 
provided it could be absolutely clear . . . what the rules were for making bids (and) . . 
. making decisions. . . . Because if it wasn’t well regulated, what would happen is, the 
losers . . . would feel it was because their face didn’t fit or whatever.”  

7.36 Another respondent commented that: 

“It would make them a lot more powerful. It would mean they could actually move 
their agenda forward. . . . But it is going to depend enormously on the nature of the 
CLSP . . . in CLSPs where they are dominated by particular groups, where any one 
sector is particularly weak, I guess it could be quite damaging to the local picture.” 

7.37 The main concern expressed, however, was that the CLSP would not be capable of 
making impartial decisions, due to the influence within the CLSP of major providers, 
and/or the unrepresentative nature of the CLSP:  

“It is not impartial enough. What you would probably have is the biggest providers, or 
those people with the biggest clout, being able to get the decisions their way. And I 
think on anything regarding funding, even though we might lose out by this, it’s got to 
be more impartial. You can’t have people who are going to benefit or not benefit 
taking that decision because they’re not going to be taking it for the right reasons. It’s 
got to be, I think, ultimately about – ‘What objectives are you trying to meet for that 
funding’ and ‘Who meets those objectives the best’ – irrespective of any other 
reasons. . . . I think it sounds good. But I think the reality of it would be, you’d get 
some very very strange decisions that were nothing to do with what clients needed.”  

7.38 One respondent, whose agency served a particular client group, echoed these 
concerns, suggesting that they would lose out to larger organisations with a more 
general remit.   

Improving CLSPs 
7.39 A large number of ideas were expressed by our respondents as to ways in which 

CLSPs could be improved. These can be summarised under six headings: 
• the need to be more outward-looking 
• more resources 
• greater involvement by advice agencies 
• practical issues 
• a revised role 
• wider changes needed.   

The need to be more outward-looking 

7.40 Several respondents suggested that CLSPs needed better links with other CLSPs, 
and a greater knowledge and understanding of the work being done by other CLSPs. 
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This could involve sharing good ideas and best practice, discussing common issues, 
and resolving problems that occur on the boundaries of CLSPs, for instance in 
relation to different referral protocols.23  

7.41 Some respondents favoured a regional forum, which would enable CLSPs to come 
together to discuss common issues and take part in decision-making.  

7.42 One respondent, as we have seen, thought there was a need for a better link 
between CLSPs and the Regional Legal Services Committee. 

7.43 One respondent went further, suggesting that: 

“If (CLSPs) were real, then what we would have would be a national conference or 
something like that. Which would decide the policy for the CLS, nationally.”  

More resources 

7.44 Several respondents, as we have seen at various points in the discussion so far, 
thought that more resources were needed generally if CLSPs are to be effective: 

“If it’s just going to be a little talking shop with no money, no resources then I don’t 
think they’ve got much future.”  

“For it to be successful, the funders are going to actually have to commit some 
resources to the partnership. So that we can actually do things. So that we can 
actually go out there and provide new forms of service (and) build the capacity of the 
sector.”  

7.45 Others emphasised the need for resources to support the work of the CLSP. This 
might require an independent secretariat or a dedicated support worker.  

7.46 Others mentioned specifically the needs of small organisations for resources, so as 
to enable them to play a more active part in the CLSP.  

Greater involvement by advice agencies 

7.47 This included the need for more advice agencies to get involved, in order to share 
the load and contribute more, and the need for advice agencies to be more assertive 
and to try to steer the CLSP more. 

Practical issues 

7.48 A number of practical issues were suggested as ways in which CLSPs could be 
improved. These included:  
• widening the membership of the CLSP to include other groups and organisations  
• having fewer meetings, and more communication by email  
• looking at how to promote the CLS locally  
• concentrating on funding issues  
• encouraging local solicitors to get involved more  
• encouraging the development of volunteers.  

A revised role 

7.49 One respondent had clear views as to the need for a revised role for CLSPs: 

“I do think they might survive as local networks of providers and could have the 
following uses: 
• identify priorities for service development and deployment of resources 

                                            
23 The Citizens Advice survey report also recommends the dissemination of effective practice. It 
suggests that a website on the lines of that run for the Consumer Support Network should be 
considered. Ibid p.15  
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• identify social policy issues and respond to them 
• develop and support good practice, e.g. in referral/signposting between agencies 
• identify training needs 
• promote and develop advice and legal services through representation on the 

LSP.”  

7.50 Other respondents, thinking along similar lines, suggested that CLSPs could have: 
• a more strategic role, being able to initiate campaigns or projects that would 

raise awareness of what needs are on the ground  
• more of an overview of larger changes or initiatives locally  
• a role influencing policies on local issues such as debt collection  
• a greater emphasis on securing the core provision of existing services  
• a role in campaigning for a law centre.   

The need for wider changes  

7.51 Some respondents thought that wider changes were needed. Suggestions included: 
• a statutory obligation on local authorities and health authorities to participate in 

CLSPs and make their decisions in relation to advice services in that forum  
• a statutory duty on local authorities to fund social welfare advice and legal 

services  
• a different funding structure linking agencies together or with the LSC, rather 

than having to put bids through CLSPs 
• political devolution to regional assemblies, to which CLSPs could relate  
• a raised profile for the LSC and the CLS  
• a changed role for the LSC, which could involve a stronger role in supporting 

existing organisations and their funding, or greater logic and consistency in its 
planning of legal services, with a greater emphasis on ensuring that there is 
funding for advice provision across the country. 

“I just wish they’d . . . spend more of their money on actually funding advice centres 
than on – writing reports and filling in bits of paper and giving projects to people who 
are out of county, who aren’t actually meeting the need, and all that kind of stuff. So, 
they maybe need to redefine their outlook.”  

8 Conclusions 

Key Findings 

Initial enthusiasm  

8.1 At their inception, many people in the advice sector were very taken with the idea of 
CLSPs. They were optimistic about what might be achieved and consequently have 
invested a lot of time and effort in attempting to make them work. The same is true 
for many people in the LSC, local government and other organisations. Many of our 
respondents had a lot of praise for the work done by LSC Planning and Partnership 
officers and individual local authority officers. 

8.2 Some people were drawn to CLSPs in the expectation that there would be “money 
on the table”. The realisation that this was not the case has led many people to 
withdraw or to reconsider the value and extent of their involvement.  
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A varied picture 

8.3 Although there are many similarities in the experiences of our respondents, the 
CLSPs that they describe vary to a considerable extent, in terms of: 
• how “active” they have been   
• how “alive” they are now  
• how many people are actually involved 
• how “democratic”, “fair”, or “inclusive” they are felt to be 
• the extent to which advice agencies have been able to influence or lead the 

CLSP  
• the extent to which participants feel there is still a purpose to the CLSP, which 

justifies their continuing involvement.  

Involvement and inclusivity 

8.4 Several CLSPs just seem to consist of advice agencies, the LSC, the local authority 
and at most one solicitor. There appear to be significant gaps in involvement. Our 
respondents reported little involvement from funders other than the LSC and local 
authorities, from solicitors in private practice, community groups, BME organisations, 
and other agencies serving particular client groups. It appears that CLSPs may not 
have been as inclusive as originally intended, and that smaller organisations may 
feel marginalised or that their involvement is tokenistic. We spoke to four agencies 
which served particular client groups. None of them felt they were involved or had 
influence to the same extent as other advice agencies such as CABx and Law 
Centres. It is difficult to see CLSPs in their present form contributing fully to the 
vision of the CLS as providing a seamless service for people needing access to 
advice and legal services unless these gaps and problems are addressed. 

8.5 The need to involve community groups raises a number of issues. It is unrealistic to 
expect smaller groups to spread themselves across several partnerships. It may be 
that other ways need to be found in order to obtain their input.  

8.6 Our research did not find any examples of successful users’ forums. It may be time 
to recognise that these are actually an unrealistic expectation.24   

Problems with the main tasks 

8.7 There have been major problems with the main tasks undertaken by CLSPs. The 
process has been tortuous and gruelling for many. Several respondents stated that 
the strategic plan, needs assessment and referral protocols involved endless 
discussion and drafts. There seems to have been a tendency in many CLSPs to 
perform tasks almost for their own sake. Too often, the main tasks have failed to 
produce results, with strategic plans not being implemented and referral protocols 
not working. It may be worth considering whether the main tasks were really 
appropriate. This is perhaps particularly the case in relation to referrals. If the 
solution did not work, should we consider whether the problem was correctly 
diagnosed in the first place?25 

Needs assessment issues 

8.8 The views expressed about needs assessment are of concern. Several respondents 
thought that the needs assessment was all right, or better than nothing, or all right as 
a first stab. Several suggested that the needs assessment did not produce anything 

                                            
24 See the discussion of this issue in Griffith, A. Partnerships and the Community Legal Service paras 
5.68 – 5.69  
25 For a discussion of this issue, see Moorhead, R. and Sherr, A.  An Anatomy of Access, 2002, 
available at www.lsrc.org.uk/publications/modelclientpaper.pdf  
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new. In many cases this is not surprising because of the way in which it was done. 
The need for some independent input is clearly important. Most worrying is the 
extent to which respondents thought that the needs assessment reflects the views of 
those who had input into the process, that it was not independent or impartial, and 
that it was self-serving in many respects.   

The watershed/crossroads26 

8.9 Two or three years down the line, many of the CLSPs we looked at appear to be at a  
crossroads. Active involvement was declining in the CLSPs described by our 
respondents. If the position is replicated in other CLSPs this would obviously be 
cause for concern. There appear to be several factors at play here. Probably the 
most important is resources, both in terms of keeping CLSPs going, and in terms of 
funding for advice and legal services.  

8.10 There was a general sense that, having completed some of the main tasks set for 
CLSPs in the early years, people were not sure what they ought to be doing next. 
Respondents quite frequently spoke of their CLSP degenerating into a talking shop, 
of meetings at which nothing seemed to get decided, and said they would do their 
best to avoid attending if they could, or would attend every other one.  

8.11 Unless CLSPs can reinvent themselves and continue to achieve something, people 
will continue to drop out and more CLSPs will effectively cease to exist.  

What have they achieved? 

8.12 A lot has been achieved by some partnerships, not least through successful bids to 
the Partnership Innovation/Initiative Budget (PIB), which appears to have “worked”, 
at least for those CLSPs which were successful in their bids. It must be remembered, 
however, that PIB funding is time limited. The future of PIB-funded projects after their 
time has run out is presently unclear.  

8.13 Most of the respondents felt that their CLSPs had been good for improving 
relationships between providers. We also heard about examples of successful social 
policy work. 

8.14 Most of our respondents, however, also seemed quite disillusioned by the inability of 
their CLSP to lever in new funds for advice and legal services. Apart from successful 
PIB bids, there were relatively few examples of new LSC contracts or other funding 
being attributed to the work of the partnership. Several people felt that producing a 
needs assessment and gap analysis had been a futile exercise because, having 
identified priorities, there was no new money to plug the gaps. 

8.15 We found one example of a partnership being instrumental in safeguarding core 
funding from a local authority, mainly through the efforts of the LSC. Generally 
speaking, however, CLSPs were reported to have little influence on local authority 
funding.27  

8.16 The impact on LSC funding may have been of limited duration. It is not clear whether 
it will survive the introduction of the new bidding rules, and the limited 
recommendations recently made by most of the Regional Legal Services 
Committees. The recent updated regional reports suggest that the LSC is having 
difficulty in implementing even the limited recommendations for new contracts made 
by the regional committees.  

8.17 We found no evidence of co-ordinated funding, or of any significant steps being 
taken in this direction.28   

                                            
26 For a discussion of this issue, see Griffith, Op cit paras 3.78, 6.10, 6.40  
27 In the Citizens Advice survey, 66% of respondents thought that their CLSP needed to have greater 
influence on local authority funding policy. Op cit p.8  
28 For a discussion of this issue, see Griffith, Op cit, paras 5.33 – 35, 6.29  
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8.18 Several respondents mentioned the potential value of the needs assessment in 
supporting bids to other funders, suggesting a degree of  “privatisation” of CLSP 
recommendations – instead of the CLSP taking collective action to meet the needs 
identified, it seems to be left to individual agencies to use the CLSP 
recommendations to try to fill the gaps.   

CLSPs being sidelined 

8.19 We found several examples of CLSPs being “sidelined” when it came to important 
decisions regarding the provision of advice and legal services. In particular, there 
were some clear tensions between the role of CLSPs locally and the LSC nationally. 
Some respondents told us about new contracts for immigration and asylum work 
being awarded without reference to their partnerships. Others reported pilot schemes 
being implemented without local consultation, which caused much resentment.  
Obviously, there will be certain situations where the LSC needs to take action to 
address national issues, but there appears to be a need for greater clarity and 
agreement on what ought to be dealt with centrally, regionally and locally.  

8.20 CLSPs were not only sidelined by the LSC. We found little influence on local 
authority funding. We also found examples of advice agencies making their own 
funding bids, including bids for contracts, without reference to the wider partnership. 

The central-local tension29 

8.21 The central-local tension is also illustrated by the conflict between the LSC’s agenda 
for CLSPs and the local decisions which some CLSPs took, particularly in relation to 
referrals. The tension seems to have been unresolved (or even unrecognised) in 
many CLSPs. It would arguably have been better if it had been made clearer to 
CLSPs at the outset that they could and should decide their own agenda.  

The roles of the key players 

Advice agencies 

8.22 It is clear that advice agencies have played an important role in CLSPs and a leading 
role in many cases. Some of our respondents had clearly acted as “driving forces” in 
their local CLSPs. We did not hear of any “successful” CLSPs in which advice 
agencies had played only a limited role, but that is not perhaps surprising. Some of 
our respondents, however, had tried their best and felt that they had achieved very 
little. Whereas active involvement by advice agencies is clearly a contributing factor 
to the relative “success” or “failure” of CLSPs, it is clearly not the decisive factor.    

8.23 Although many respondents suggested that there was no real competition between 
advice agencies, underlying tensions in relationships were revealed in views on 
whether funding should be devolved to CLSPs. Much of the resistance to the idea of 
devolving funding seems to have been based on concerns as to how other agencies 
might try to cut the cake.  

Local authorities  

8.24 The role of local authorities, on the other hand, appears to be crucial. There are no 
reports of “successful” CLSPs without a reasonably high level of local authority 
support. Even the one CLSP that was led by the advice sector clearly had high-level 
support from the local authority.  

8.25 The local authority role can vary considerably:   
• It can “oil the wheels” of small ventures. 
• It can provide dynamic staff members to “lead” the CLSP. 

                                            
29 For a discussion of this issue, see Griffith, Op cit, paras 3.10 – 13, 5.14 – 16   

 52 



• It can treat the other partners with respect and encourage a co-operative 
approach. 

• It can dominate the CLSP.  
• It can sit on the fence, with its cards and its cash held close to its chest, waiting 

to see what others will do.  
• It can effectively kill the CLSP by refusing to participate. 

8.26 To a large extent, the local authority will ultimately decide how “successful” the CLSP 
is, by the extent to which it is prepared to take on board what the CLSP wants and/or 
actually commit some resources.   

8.27 It should be noted, however, that there are no examples in our survey of local 
authorities actually committing significant new financial resources to advice services, 
except possibly in match funds for PIB bids.30  

The LSC 

8.28 The LSC does not, on the whole, bring money or contracts to the table. It brings staff 
time and commitment, an agenda or work plan for the CLSP, and access to possible 
additional funding via the PIB.  

8.29 Arguably they are the only key players who are not acting out of self-interest. In 
many respects they do want to facilitate. Their wish to leave CLSPs to get on with it 
is understandable. You cannot make a CLSP work if the other parties will not commit 
themselves.  

8.30 The LSC cannot make a CLSP “succeed” if the local authority is completely 
uninterested. However, where the local authority is lukewarm, the LSC role can be 
very important in providing a lead, a focus and an agenda for the other participants.  

Conclusions and Recommendations  
8.31 In many ways, CLSPs have achieved the modest aims set out in the consultation 

paper on the CLS, rather than the more ambitious agenda set out in the LSC’s 
Guidance.31 There have been improvements in networking, and in referrals, 
notwithstanding the problems with referral protocols. The “network of local advisers” 
does exist in many areas to a greater extent than existed before CLSPs were 
introduced. There is some evidence that some agencies have had their funding 
protected as a result of intervention by CLSPs and the LSC. By contrast, referral 
protocols, as suggested by the Guidance, have not generally got off the ground. 
There is little evidence either of any movement towards co-ordinated funding.  

8.32 Many things could be done to improve CLSPs but the fundamental flaw remains the 
lack of resources to meet unmet needs.  

8.33 One suggestion currently being mooted is a revised role for the PIB as a pump- 
priming investment fund, aimed at getting new or additional services started, to meet 
needs which have been identified as regional priorities.32 The amounts suggested to 
date have, however, been modest.  

8.34 In the absence of significant new resources, what is to be done?  

                                            
30 In the Citizens Advice survey, 38 respondents (17%) agreed that their CLSP had successfully 
levered in new third-party funding for the CLS. 78 instances of such funding were cited, of which 10 
were described as “local authority” funding, 51 as PIB, and 17 as “other”. Op cit pp.26-27  
31 For a summary and analysis of these documents, see Griffith, Op cit, paras 4.1 – 4.7, 4.21 – 51   
32 An “overview” article in Focus talks about “a more flexible funding regime” which is “focused more 
directly in support of our regional priorities for contracting; opening up start-up or expansion funding 
packages for solicitors and not-for-profit organisations, who are willing to fill gaps in service which 
have been identified as priorities.” Focus 43, p.2  
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8.35 It might be thought that the obvious conclusion is that CLSPs ought to be abolished, 
but the research does not suggest that. Most of our respondents remained optimistic 
that partnerships have a worthwhile role to play within the CLS. The challenge is to 
identify that role.  

8.36 The research does not suggest any simple general or “one-size-fits-all” solution.  
8.37 There was little enthusiasm for larger CLSPs among our respondents. The 

geographical size of CLSPs was generally felt to be correct. There may be dangers 
in localism, such as a risk of parochialism, or the continuance of domination by one 
partner, but there are equally large dangers in forcing functioning CLSPs into larger 
groupings. On the other hand, where there is a lack of local impetus there may be a 
case for amalgamating some CLSPs into larger ones.  

8.38 Whatever their size, the arguments against devolving funding decisions to CLSPs 
seem to outweigh those in favour. However, if new funds are made available 
(whether through a revised PIB or from elsewhere) CLSPs should obviously be 
allowed to support bids for additional funds.  

8.39 If the present model is flawed we may need to think of a revised role for CLSPs.   
8.40 Much of the work that is valued is a result of networking amongst providers. 

Respondents differ as to whether such networking would continue in the absence of 
CLSPs. In any event, if CLSPs are to continue they need to have purposes beyond 
networking. The ideas suggested by some of our respondents33 suggest a number of 
possible roles for CLSPs, which can perhaps be considered as two main functions: 
co-ordinating local service delivery and social policy.  

8.41 The first function could include:             
• monitoring need, supply and capacity issues, and possibly commissioning local 

research  
• identifying priorities for service development and the deployment of resources 
• identifying training needs 
• developing and supporting good practice, e.g. in referral/signposting between 

agencies           
• placing a greater emphasis on securing the core provision of existing services  
• publicising the services which are available.    

8.42 The second function could include:   
• identifying social policy issues, usually on a local level, and responding to them 
• initiating campaigns or projects that would raise awareness of what needs are on 

the ground                       
• attempting to influence policies on local issues such as debt collection  
• campaigning for new services   
• promoting and developing advice and legal services through representation on 

the LSP.          

8.43 This could all be done by networks of providers only, or possibly involving other 
willing partners. Issues of “ownership” would have to be clarified. It might be possible 
to have an “inner” membership consisting of providers only and an “outer”  
membership which would include other interested parties. If local authorities did not 
wish to be involved, efforts would have to be made to establish links with them.  

8.44 Clarity of role is essential, and is more important than a name, but it may be best not 
to call them “partnerships” unless that really means something to the participants. It 

                                            
33 See paras 7.52 – 53 above  
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needs to be very clear that they are local groups doing what they want, rather than 
being part of an official apparatus.34   

8.45 Consideration should also be given as to the need for resources to support CLSPs in 
their new role, especially if LSC resources are withdrawn. A revamped Partnership 
Support Budget could be a possibility, with CLSPs being able to apply for small 
grants to support their work.  

8.46 That does, of course, leave the problem of “CLSP deserts”. Those in “failing” areas 
arguably need more support, not less. Is there a case for a further push for local 
activity in these inactive areas? If so, how can it be done?  

8.47 Where “CLSP deserts” appear, and/or more generally, there could be a review of 
needs and provision every, say, three years. This could be under the aegis of the 
Regional Legal Services Committees (RLSCs).  

8.48 If CLSPs’ role is to be redefined, as suggested above, this is likely to involve a 
redefinition also of the role of RLSCs. They would presumably take primary 
responsibility for needs analysis, albeit with a duty to consult local actors, including 
CLSPs. They could have a duty to engage with local community groups and others 
forming part of the “wider CLS”. One way of doing this may be to organise 
conferences on particular topics or targeted at particular client groups. RLSCs would 
presumably have primary responsibility in defining the regional priorities for 
contracting and in considering bids received under the PIB. An expanded role for 
RLSCs may require additional staff to support them. However, there would 
presumably be countervailing savings in the LSC’s Planning and Partnership budget, 
if CLSPs’ role is redefined as suggested above.     

 

 
34 See the discussion of “responsibility” in Griffith, Op cit, paras 6.52 – 54   



Appendix: CLSPs – interview with advice agency representatives  
 

Brief recap on aims of research: link to DCA Review of CLS. 

Reassurance of confidentiality: neither you, your organisation, nor the CLSP will be 
identified. If we want to use any quotes which may be contentious we will consult you 
first.  

Offer free copy of report. 

Background about you 

“If you could just introduce yourself and outline your role in the organisation.” 

Your role in organisation. 

Your experience.  

Background about organisation  

Brief outline of services offered – client base in terms of subject areas and people 
you serve. 

Who funds you and how – grants, contracts, etc.  

The CLSP 

Confirm which CLSP(s) under discussion 

How long has the CLSP been in existence? 

When you talk about the CLSP, what are you talking about? Is it just the “steering 
group” or are there wider activities or forums involved?  

Can you say briefly what the CLSP has been doing? 

Have there been any major events/consultations/initiatives?  

Did the CLSP make a PIB bid in round one and/or round two?  

Involvement in the CLSP 

Why are you involved? How did that come about?  

Who else is involved (and why)?  

What is the level of council involvement?  

Do you think the right people and organisations are involved?  

Do you have any ideas on why others are not involved?   

Your relationship with CLSP  

What aspects of the partnership’s work do you contribute to?  

Do you feel you have any influence?   

Was there anything you wanted and did not get?  
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Power relations within the CLSP 

Who was instrumental in setting it up? 

How do things get on the agenda?  

Who makes decisions? 

How appropriate do you think the decisions are? 

How democratic or fair do you think the CLSP has been?  

Ask for any examples 

Assessing needs and meeting them  

What has the CLSP done? 

Did you have much input into the needs assessment? 

What do you think of the needs assessment? 

What has the CLSP done to meet the needs? 

What factors do you think have affected the achievement/failure in meeting needs? 

The impact/effect of the CLSP  

Has the CLSP had an effect on the funding for advice in your area?  

In terms of the actual impact of the partnership on what goes on in terms of advice 
and legal services – how much of a difference would you say that the actual 
existence of the partnership makes?  

What has been the impact on your agency?  

What other impact or effect has the CLSP had?  

What further effect (if any) do you think the CLSP will have?  

How would you respond now to unmet need? [Give a hypothetical example of a new 
situation of unmet need relevant to the work of the agency]   

The relationship between providers 

How do you see the relationships between the advice provider representatives on 
the steering group?  

Referrals – has there been any change? Have there been problems?  

Competition between providers – has this been an issue? (Ask for examples) 

Are some providers more powerful than others?  

Trust between providers – has this increased or decreased?  

Have there been any “representation” issues, in terms of one or more agencies 
“representing” the rest of the advice sector?  

The future 

How do you see the future of this particular partnership?  
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Are there any matters which you think can properly be dealt with on a wider 
geographical scale/at a regional level?  

If necessary probe as to “How would you feel about CLSPs 
- staying as they are? 
- becoming more subregional? 
- being abolished?”    

What difference do you think it would make if responsibility for (some) funding was 
devolved to the partnerships?  

Are there other ways by which the CLSP could be made better?  

Final thoughts  

If asked to pick one thing that has surprised you, or disappointed you, or which you 
see as a lesson learned, what would it be?   

What other comments would you like to make? 

Optional final question, if appropriate 

How does experience of CLSP compare with any other experience of partnership 
working? 
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