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Foreword 

 

 

Avanta is proud to sponsor this report because the need to deliver better, more 

effective services to local communities must harness not only all of the resources 

available but also the commitment of all stakeholders.  

Community Budgets offers a means of coordinating and focussing all local partners 

to the benefit of the communities that both national and local government are 

commissioning programmes to serve.  

This report does not purport to offer all the solutions, but looks at what works and 

suggests a route map towards the debate and decisions which will inform and 

facilitate better commissioning and delivery of services in the future – services which 

really do address local issues, and that provide the foundations for reducing 

worklessness and social exclusion as well as building greater economic and social 

prosperity. 

 

 

Stuart Vere 

Chairman 

Avanta Enterprises Ltd  
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Executive Summary 

The Government has committed itself to devolving and localising control of public 

services away from Whitehall and towards locally-led partnerships and communities.  

A key part of this  approach has been the development of Community Budgets: 

where local public services are given more freedom to work together to improve 

outcomes, join up services and reduce duplication and waste.   

This report explores some of the key lessons arising from Community Budgets so far, 

and the challenges and opportunities that these create for the future.   

The evolution of Community Budgets 

The Government’s approach to Community Budgets has changed over time – from 

an initially modest proposition focused on testing approaches to supporting families 

with multiple problems, which led in turn to a national “Troubled Families” 

programme, and then a second wave of Community Budgets testing neighbourhood 

and “whole place” approaches.  These Whole Place Community Budgets are being 

tested in four areas – Cheshire West and Chester, Essex, Greater Manchester and a 

West London Tri-Borough partnership.  Between them, the pilots have identified 

£800 million of possible savings when fully implemented. 

Community Budgets occupy one place within a complex delivery picture that 

encompasses a number of different approaches both to trialling more radical 

devolution and to tackling deep-rooted social problems – across Community 

Budgets, troubled families and City Deals.  Alongside this, individual Departments 

are engaged in their own often far-reaching reforms to centrally-held budgets 

(across health, education, skills and employment support). 

Ensuring a coherent approach 

Bringing coherence to this complex landscape will require central government, local 

government and local public services and partners to work better together in 

agreeing local priorities – and then from this how provision can be co-ordinated, 

success measured and performance improved.  This work needs to be based on: 

 A clearer understanding of priorities for local agreement;  

 Alignment of economic and social objectives; and  

 Learning the lessons from Community Budgets. 
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In our view, this should be brought together in Local Concordats between local and 

central government and key public services and partners. 

Recommendation 1: Central Government should work with local areas to 

map accountabilities, objectives and funding in policy areas with the 

greatest local complexity.  The mapping should aim to reach a single set of 

accountabilities and objectives, with a clear picture of funding streams, services and 

customer journeys within these.   

Recommendation 2: This mapping should form the basis for the 

development of Local Concordats – between central and local government, 

local public services and other key local partners.  These concordats will 

set out key priorities, local and national accountabilities, how partners will 

work together to align funding and services, and how success will be 

measured and reported on.  The scope of Concordats should be defined locally, 

but could include: economic development and regeneration, employment and skills, 

supporting families, commissioning of health and social services, early years and 

reducing re-offending. 

Recommendation 3: In City Deal areas, the City Deal should provide the 

basis for the Local Concordat – with this broadened out to address 

complex social challenges through better aligning of objectives, funding 

and delivery. 

Joining up on design, commissioning and delivery of 
services 

We consider that there are five key ingredients to success.  These are: 

 Being locally driven  

 Having an end to end approach  

 Taking a pragmatic approach to financial control and investment 

 Sharing data and information effectively 

 Central government facilitation and support 

Locally driven 

Community Budgets go further than any previous initiatives in placing control in local 

areas – not just to design solutions but also to define the problems in the first place.  
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Where this has been successful, it has been built on strong local leadership and buy-

in from all partners. 

An end to end approach 

A key feature has been developing “end to end” models that start from mapping of 

costs and benefits, and then run through different elements of defining outcomes, 

engaging partners, customer and organisational mapping, evidence-based 

programme design, testing and evaluation, and then rolling out.    

The Whole Place pilots have also exemplified new approaches to partnership 

working.  In particular, this partnership working has meant working together on the 

design, commissioning and oversight of local provision. This has combined: 

 Horizontal integration – across services and functions locally, with 

 Vertical integration – through better co-ordination within programmes, and 

 Back office integration – of functions and management processes. 

There is significant scope both to build the evidence base on what is working in 

these approaches, and to share these findings across local partnerships and areas. 

Recommendation 4: We recommend that local authorities, the research 

community and relevant government departments explore the scope for 

developing a “What Works” Centre on locally-integrated service delivery, 

to build the evidence base on what works and provide a platform for 

sharing practice.  This should be underpinned by a datalab brining together key 

performance data from local approaches So far six centres have been established 

with a combination of government and research council funding.  This centre would 

provide support to local areas looking to develop local approaches. 

A pragmatic approach to financial control and investment 

Thirdly, Community Budgets are taking a largely pragmatic approach to financial 

control and investment – with a focus on aligning and influencing budgets, rather 

than pooling or devolving them.   However, this pragmatic approach is not without 

drawbacks.    

There are three key challenges: 

 Lopsided savings – with up to 80% of savings accruing to central government 

 Delayed savings – often accruing some years after costs are incurred 
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 Locked up savings –  perhaps most challenging of all, even where savings can 

be identified and quantified it is often far harder to cash them out (most notably 

in criminal justice and health) 

Overcoming this is not straightforward.  The approaches taken in Greater 

Manchester and Cheshire, using “structured investment agreements” and thorough 

testing to commit partners, appear to be an effective way to deliver incremental 

change.  However these agreements are time-consuming to establish and evidence, 

and in the short term can only release a small portion of savings as up-front funding. 

Sharing data and information effectively 

Critical in all of this is effective data and information sharing between partners.  This 

has been a consistent challenge since long before Community Budgets, but new 

legislative powers and extensive guidance and support has improved the situation 

somewhat. It is important that all partners can learn from the best practice that has 

been developed in a number of local areas. 

Central Government facilitation and support 

Finally, in both the first wave of Community Budgets and the Whole Place pilots, the 

design and development of the pilots was underpinned by close engagement and 

support from central government.  Over thirty Whitehall civil servants were seconded 

to the four Whole Place areas, and the National Audit Office has welcomed this as a 

promising model for the future.   

Going forward, a “Transformation Network” will provide specialist and technical 

support to areas that seek it.  We consider that more can be done to support sharing 

and learning from good practice. 

Recommendation 5: The remit of the Transformation Network should be 

extended to include proactive sharing of key lessons from Community 

Budgets with local partners including local authorities – through seminars, 

events and good practice materials.   

Recommendation 6:  Whole Place pilot areas should work together to 

develop a “peer mentoring” programme to support other local areas 

looking to develop Community Budget-type approaches.   

Recommendation 7: We recommend that the Government looks to align 

commissioning for key public services – including by aligning settlement 

periods across employment, skills, health and local authority budgets and 

exploring how integrated commissioning agreements can be tested.   
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Recommendation 8: Funding formulas for public services should be kept 

under review, to ensure that successful approaches do not lead to 

inappropriate penalties (either from under-spends being lost, or areas 

losing out under “needs based” formulas).  There are potential models for 

enabling successful services to keep parts of the savings that they make, and where 

appropriate to carry those forward. 

Placing work, skills and enterprise at the heart of local 
approaches 

The case for placing work, skills and enterprise at the heart of Community Budget 

approaches is four-fold. 

First, being out of work is itself a key driver of social exclusion and 

disadvantage.  Families where no-one works are more likely to be in poverty than 

families with an adult in work, and children growing up in households where no-one 

works are more likely to have poor outcomes in later life. 

Secondly, the separation of economic devolution through City Deals and 

social devolution through Community Budgets risks replacing one set of 

silos with another – with thematic boundaries replacing organisational ones.   

Thirdly, the wide-ranging reforms of the welfare system are placing far 

greater responsibilities for supporting residents with local authorities and 

other local partners.   In large part these flow from the future introduction of 

Universal Credit –  where the government wants to encourage new networks of local 

services to support claimants both through the transition and on an ongoing basis. 

Fourthly, the sheer scale of the challenge means that there is an 

immediate imperative to act.  Unemployment stands at 2.5 million, with more 

than 900 thousand people unemployed for more than twelve months.  These figures 

disguise wide variations between local areas, while the factors driving high 

unemployment and inactivity vary widely between these areas. 

The current system 

Support for those out of work is built around a national system – delivered by 

Jobcentre Plus and Work Programme providers.   

Jobcentre Plus Districts have some flexibility in how they deliver support, within a 

clear national framework.  However Local Authorities and Local Enterprise 
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Partnerships have no direct role in the design or commissioning of support and no 

real influence over how resource is deployed to meet local needs. 

Jobseekers who become long-term unemployed (and other groups with specific 

barriers to work) are referred to the Work Programme for support.  There are now 

1.16 million people on the Work Programme, of whom 132 thousand have so far 

achieved “job outcomes”.  However these performance figures disguise wide 

variations between individual contractors and local areas.  As with Jobcentre Plus, 

programme accountabilities are vertical to the Department for Work and Pensions – 

local partners had no role in the commissioning of the programme nor its oversight.   

Looking beyond the long-term unemployed, employment programmes also have a 

role to play in supporting those who are further from work.  However, so far 

only a small proportion of those who are outside the labour market because of 

health conditions or disability, or of families where no-one works, are receiving 

structured employment support: 

 There are 1.9 million claimants of Employment and Support Allowance and 

incapacity benefit claimants who are not in any programme and may be capable 

of some work-related activity.  In most cases their only support is an adviser 

interview once every six months.   

 For families where no-one works, the “Troubled Families” programme has so far 

engaged 36,000 of its target of 120,000 families by the end of this Parliament.  

Set against this, there are 950,000 families with children where no-one is in 

work, with 1.7 million children growing up in these households.  Fully 200 

thousand children are in households where no-one has ever worked. 

Placing employment at the heart of local approaches 

It is clear, then, that given the scale of the challenge and the extent of the response 

so far that there is the scope for local partners to work with, build on and go beyond 

central government programmes in promoting employment and skills. 

First, this means ensuring that there are clear and common objectives, and 

clear roles and responsibilities.  As a minimum this means aligning approaches 

within City Deals, and using Community Budgets where appropriate in areas where 

City Deals are not in place.   

Clear responsibilities then need to be underpinned by effective joint working.  

There is extensive good practice from the Community Budgets pilots, however 

beyond these areas experiences have often been more mixed.  This will be 

particularly critically with the rollout of Universal Credit. 
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Recommendation 9: Local areas delivering Local Support Service pilots for 

Universal Credit should look to agree with Jobcentre Plus clear statements 

of objectives, roles and responsibilities for supporting those out of work.  

These should then be pulled together and shared with non-pilot areas to inform 

them.  These statements should set out where respective responsibilities start and 

end for all claimant groups, how success is measured and how partners will expect 

to work together to support employment.   

A “duty to cooperate” between Jobcentre Plus, training 
providers and local partners 

There is a strong case for developing a non statutory “duty to cooperate” along 

similar lines to the duty that the Localism Act places on local planning authorities 

and a number of other public bodies.  In concrete terms, the duty could include 

ensuring that those local partners have clear shared plans and clearly defined roles 

in service design, commissioning and oversight of provision (for example input into 

how the Flexible Support Fund is used, the provision of adult skills support, and so 

on).  It could also be used to ensure that there are no gaps in coverage or needless 

duplication – for example on support for ESA claimants or young people. 

Recommendation 10: The Government should explore the case for 

introducing a non-statutory “duty to cooperate” between local authorities, 

Jobcentre Plus, employment services providers and training providers – 

placing an expectation on those organisations to co-operate in setting 

local employment and skills priorities, allocating resources, and designing 

and commissioning service delivery. 

Supporting local areas to invest to save to support those out of 
work 

As set out, a key challenge is that even where investment can lead to future savings, 

those savings often cannot be cashed out.  The Government is taking steps to 

support local areas to develop social impact bonds, in particular through the Social 

Outcomes Fund.  However while these are welcome steps, the barriers for local 

areas will still be significant, not least given the novelty and complexity in 

establishing bonds.  A complementary approach would be for government to work 

with local areas to develop a number of “off the shelf” approaches specifically linked 

to supporting key groups currently outside mainstream support to move into work.  

This would need to be tested on a small scale, but if successful it could provide a 

model for the more systematic rollout of new, capitalised approaches to supporting 

those outside mainstream employment support. 
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Recommendation 11: Central government and local areas should work 

together to develop “off the shelf” investment models to quantify and map 

net savings from supporting key groups currently outside mainstream 

support to move closer to (and ultimately into) work – for example the 

very long-term unemployed, existing ESA claimants and lone parents with 

children under 5.  These should then be used to raise investment through 

social impact bonds or directly from public bodies. 

Co-commissioning of future employment programmes 

Finally, we consider that as the integration and joining up of local services becomes 

more mature, there is an increasingly strong argument that some local areas should 

have a more formal role in the commissioning of employment programmes currently 

commissioned by central Government.  More work would be needed on the precise 

terms of any co-commissioning.  However our starting point would be that local 

areas should have a role where: 

 The local area invests additional resources 

 There is a clear benefit from joining up services (for example through skills or 

health budgets) 

The local role should include an ability to shape the specification of contracts – 

including the eligible groups, the specification of service levels, funding and 

performance regimes, and referral and selection processes.  However ongoing 

management should remain with the lead accountable body (i.e. the Department). 

Recommendation 12: The Department should develop a model for the co-

commissioning of future employment programmes with local areas, where 

those areas are able to bring financial resources and demonstrate the 

benefits in terms of better integrated and aligned services. 
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1. Introduction 

“Our pilots have discovered that if you simply follow the money you’ll usually find 

different cash flowing through different pipes to different agencies with different 

targets. But we’ve worked out, if you get people together in a room – if you focus on 

the elderly and the vulnerable, the troubled families, the re-offenders, the long-term 

unemployed and all those with dependencies – you can usually start taking 

dependence out the system. You can actually begin to help people recover their 

sense of self-worth so they can lead independent lives.” 

Rt Hon Eric Pickles MP, Secretary of State for Communities and Local 

Government, November 2012 

 

Public services are under pressure as never before.  Increased demand for services, 

driven largely by an ageing population and the impacts of a prolonged downturn, 

have combined with deep cuts in public expenditure to create huge challenges for 

government at all levels.  At the same time, the public continues to expect world 

class services that meet our needs and keep up with how we live our lives. 

According to the Local Government Association, local government alone faces a 

funding gap of £16.5 billion by the end of this decade1, while independent analysis 

by the National Audit Office suggests that there is now very limited scope for making 

further savings through reducing low-cost services2.   

The only option, then, is to more radically transform the way that we do things.  It is 

in this context that the Government has committed itself to devolving and localising 

control of public services away from Whitehall and towards locally-led partnerships 

and communities.  A key part of this freeing up of control has been the development 

of Community Budgets: where local public services are given more freedom to 

work together to improve outcomes, join up services and reduce duplication and 

waste.   

Initially tested in sixteen areas, followed by “Whole Place” and “Neighbourhood” 

pilots, the Community Budgeting approach has the potential to redefine relationships 

between central and local government, and within and across local partners.  And 

the potential prize is far greater than simply reducing costs: Community Budgets can 

drive better outcomes for the most disadvantaged, better quality public services and 

stronger communities. 

                                                      
1
 Source: Local Government Association 

2
 Comptroller and Auditor General, Financial sustainability of local authorities, Session 2012-13, HC 888, 

National Audit Office, January 2013 
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Tackling social problems – and supporting economic 
independence 

Since their inception in 2010, Community Budgets have largely focused on improving 

public service delivery for a small number of clearly defined groups that place very 

high costs on the public purse – usually in reactive, emergency or acute services.  So 

in particular this has meant families with multiple problems, older people with long-

term conditions, domestic abuse victims, re-offenders and children with particular 

risks of disadvantage.  Usually, these groups also tend to suffer worse outcomes. 

This focus is understandable, and appropriate: there is clear potential, through 

better integration of service delivery, joining up, and appropriate preventative 

action, to make significant savings in costs across public services.  Research by Ernst 

and Young for the Local Government Association3 concludes that there is the 

potential, if Whole Place Community Budgets pilots are successful and successfully 

scaled up, to realise savings in these areas of £4.2 billion to £7.9 billion a year.  

However this also throws up challenges: around understanding and measuring 

impact, apportioning savings (as costs and benefits often fall in different places), 

unlocking them, and being able to replicate and scale up approaches.  Critically, 

achieving success will also require interventions to do what works in addressing 

economic as well as social factors – so giving families the skills and support that 

they need to become economically independent.  In other words, this means putting 

employment at the heart of social inclusion. 

This focus on economic as well as social policy also fits with the Government’s wider 

focus on supporting growth – particularly through the creation of a nationwide 

network of Local Enterprise Partnerships and the agreement of eight “City Deals” 

and plans for twenty more, which between them cover more than 70% of the 

population of England4.  Following on from this, the Heseltine review5 has made 89 

recommendations to support economic growth, including the creation of a Single 

Local Growth Fund and the devolution of up to £49 billion in central government 

funding.   

Community Budgets and this focus on local growth must go hand in hand. 

                                                      
3
 (2013) Local Government Association: Whole Place Community Budgets: A review of the potential for 

aggregation; Ernst and Young LLP 
4
 Source: https://www.gov.uk/government/news/deputy-prime-minister-launches-more-city-deals 

5
 Heseltine, Lord M. (2013) No stone unturned: In pursuit of growth; report to Department for Business, 

Innovation and Skills 

https://www.gov.uk/government/news/deputy-prime-minister-launches-more-city-deals
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This report 

This report explores some of the key lessons arising from Community Budgets so far, 

and the challenges and opportunities that these create for the future.  It does this 

by looking at the evolution of approaches to joining up local services, how local 

partners work together, how this is supported, and in particular how we ensure that 

employment, skills and enterprise are prioritised.  We have a particular focus on 

Whole Place Community Budgets, as the key mechanism for testing fully joined-up, 

locally led and better integrated service delivery across localities. 

 In Chapter 2, we set out in more depth the evolution of the Government’s 

approach and the opportunities and challenges that this presents. 

 Chapter 3 discusses the issues and challenges around ensuring a coherent 

approach to devolution and localism.  

 In Chapter 4 we then set out key lessons on joining up between organisations 

on the design, commissioning and delivery of services, drawing on what we know 

so far about Whole Place Community Budgets and the implications for the future.  

 Chapter 5 then sets out the issues and opportunities in placing employment, 

skills and enterprise at the heart of Community Budgets. 

 And finally in Chapter 6 we present key conclusions and recommendations. 

The report draws on a range of sources as well as in-depth analysis of Whole Place 

Community Budget plans and associated papers.  It is also informed by interviews 

and correspondence with all sixteen of the first round of Community Budget areas 

during the early stages of their delivery, as well as a subsequent roundtable session 

with local authorities and key stakeholders in Greater Manchester to explore in more 

detail their emerging themes. 
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2. The evolution of Community Budgets 

The Government’s approach to Community Budgets has changed over time – from 

an initially fairly modest proposition focused on testing approaches to supporting 

families with multiple problems, followed by a national “Troubled Families” 

programme, and then a second wave of Community Budgets testing neighbourhood 

and “whole place” approaches. 

Across all elements however, one common theme has been a striking and high level 

of commitment from those directly involved and their partners.  Understanding the 

costs and benefits of their work, what interventions work, when they should occur 

and who should provide them are principles that all partners have signed up to. 

As one interviewee in our research put it, “If this is a hearts and minds battle for 

change, the intellectual argument, for the mind, has been won – but it is to be seen 

if this will lead to a change in behaviours”. 

The first Community Budgets 

The first round of Community Budgets were announced in the 2010 Comprehensive 

Spending Review.  16 areas, covering 28 councils6, were approved as pilots that 

would test new approaches to aligning local funding and joining up services in order 

to improve outcomes and reduce costs for particular groups. 

The initial pilots were given greater control (and support) in joining up funding 

across education, health, anti-social behaviour and housing – with a specific focus on 

supporting “families with multiple problems”.  The Government estimated that there 

were up to 120,000 such families in England, defined as families where five or more 

of the following apply: no parent in the family is in work; the family lives in poor 

quality or overcrowded housing; no parent has any qualifications; the mother has 

mental health problems; at least one parent has a longstanding limiting illness, 

disability or infirmity; the family has low income (below 60% of the median); and 

the family cannot afford a number of food and clothing items.7 

The increased control over funding was intended to enable local authorities and their 

partners to innovate and to better target resources at locally identified priorities – 

                                                      
6
 Birmingham; Blackburn with Darwen; Blackpool; Bradford; Essex; Greater Manchester (a group of 10 

councils); Hull; Kent; Leicestershire; Lincolnshire; London Borough of Barnet; London Borough of Croydon; 
London Borough of Islington; London Borough of Lewisham; The London Boroughs of Westminster; 
Hammersmith and Fulham; Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea; and Wandsworth (West London Group); 
and Swindon. 
7
 “First Phase Community Budgets for Families with Multiple problems”; Department of Communities and 

Local Government, March 2011 
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focusing on reducing the demand for (and therefore costs of) services by achieving 

sustained improvements in outcomes.   

Each area took a different approach to implementing their Community Budget, 

within a broadly common framework around the target group and the available 

funding streams.  The initial ambition was to work with 10,000 families during this 

Parliament. 

The “Troubled Families” programme 

Following the riots in the summer of 2011, the Prime Minister announced his 

intention to put “rocket boosters” under the Government’s efforts to engage with 

families with multiple problems8.  This culminated in December 2011 with the 

announcement of a new, nationwide “Troubled Families” programme with up to 

£450 million of new funding – paid to Local Authorities largely on the basis of the 

results that they achieve (so-called “payment by results”). 

Overseen by a new Troubled Families Unit, the Troubled Families programme 

committed the Government to turning around the lives of 120,000 families over the 

remainder of the Parliament9.  The new programme was based on a far narrower 

(and different) definition of “troubled families” than the previous Community 

Budgets approach:  Programme Guidance published in March 201210 set out that 

families would qualify where they meet three criteria: 

 A young person involved in crime or a family member involved in anti-social 

behaviour; 

 A child has been excluded or had persistence absence from school; and 

 An adult receives an “out of work” benefit (Jobseeker’s Allowance, Income 

Support, Employment and Support Allowance or incapacity benefits). 

Where a family meets two of the three criteria, they can be referred onto the 

programme at local discretion (using criteria set locally to identify families that are a 

“cause for concern”). 

Clearly, these criteria do not map onto those used to estimate the 120,000 families 

with multiple problems.  So unsurprisingly, areas have found that far fewer families 

meet these new criteria than their “shares” of the 120,000 target would suggest.  

For example in Birmingham, it has been estimated that if only families meeting the 

                                                      
8
 Source: http://www.guardian.co.uk/uk/2011/aug/15/david-cameron-broken-britain-policing 

9
 Source: http://www.communities.gov.uk/communities/troubledfamilies/ 

10
 “The Troubled Families programme: Financial framework for the Troubled Families programme’s payment-

by-results scheme for local authorities”; Department for Communities and Local Government, March 2012 

http://www.guardian.co.uk/uk/2011/aug/15/david-cameron-broken-britain-policing
http://www.communities.gov.uk/communities/troubledfamilies/
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three core criteria were targeted, they would account for just 7% of Birmingham’s 

estimated share of the 120,000 troubled families nationwide.  So locally-set criteria 

have become critically important. 

By March 2013, all 152 upper tier Local Authorities had signed up to the programme, 

and 23,000 families were participating.11  Again, while approaches have varied 

across areas there are nonetheless some common features in local approaches: 

engaging the whole family, creating multi-agency teams, ensuring that the most 

appropriate person leads, co-designing interventions with the family, and taking a 

relational approach – based on rights and responsibilities. 

The DWP “Families with Multiple Problems” programme 

Alongside these initiatives, and separately, the Department for Work and Pensions 

decided to use most of its European Social Fund allocation (approximately £200m for 

2011-13) to “move families with multiple problems closer to employment, through a 

continuum of support which complements and adds value to the broader programme 

of DWP provision including the Work Programme”12.   

Contracted to large “prime” providers in the private and voluntary sector with 

contracts spanning entire regions, local authorities were not involved in the design 

or commissioning of the programme nor in any meaningful way in its ongoing 

delivery.  The programme has had a difficult start – with relatively low referrals and 

implementation challenges.  However ongoing efforts to align this provision with the 

new “Troubled Families” programme may be leading to some closer working and 

higher participation.   

The second round of Community Budgets 

In October 2011, the Government issued its Prospectus for areas to take part in a 

second round of Community Budgets13. 

This time, the Community Budgets were not expected or required to focus on 

supporting “troubled” or “problem” families.  Rather, they were invited to submit 

proposals to test new approaches to joining up services across neighbourhoods and 

whole places. 

                                                      
11

 DCLG evidence to Communities and Local Government Select Committee, May 2013 
12

 Source: http://www.dwp.gov.uk/docs/esf-tender 
13

 “Community Budgets Prospectus”; Department for Communities and Local Government, October 2011 

http://www.dwp.gov.uk/docs/esf-tender
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Neighbourhood Community Budgets 

Through “Neighbourhood Community Budgets”, ten local areas have been testing 

approaches to placing local communities in greater control over local budgets and 

services.  These neighbourhood-level initiatives have tested approaches to giving 

residents more of a direct say on how local resources are used, models of 

community ownership and social enterprise, and approaches to managing pooled 

budgets (among other things). 

The ten pilots concluded in March 2013 with key findings sent to Government.  The 

Government has yet to set out how the learning from these will be taken forward. 

Whole Place Community Budgets 

At the same time, four areas were invited to deliver “Whole Place” Community 

Budgets: Cheshire West and Chester, Essex, Greater Manchester and a West London 

Tri-Borough partnership (Hammersmith and Fulham, Kensington and Chelsea, and 

Westminster).  These four areas build on the first Community Budgets pilots by 

testing new approaches to designing, commissioning and delivering public services.   

Detailed business plans have been developed, and were submitted in October 2012.  

These business plans have been clearly focused on joining up public services in 

order to tackle the most significant – and costly – problems in local areas.  In each 

case, proposals have been worked up in partnership between local government and 

central government – with thirty civil servants seconded into local areas to support 

this.  While each Community Budget has been set up to address specific challenges 

in those areas, the National Audit Office has set out five broad themes that 

encompass their proposals: 

 Supporting families with complex needs;  

 Reforming health and social care for adults and older people;  

 Economic growth, work and skills; 

 Reducing reoffending and domestic abuse; and  

 Early years support14. 

In each case, proposals have built up from a detailed understanding of individuals’ 

and families’ journeys through the system; the costs of the status quo; “what 

                                                      
14

 Comptroller and Auditor General, Case study on integration: Measuring the costs and benefits of Whole-
Place Community Budgets, HC 1040, Session 2012-13, March 2013 
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works”; and how whole systems rather than discrete services can be designed and 

delivered. 

Each Whole Place Community Budget had their detailed business plans signed off in 

October 2012, and began delivery in 2013.  Between them, the pilots have identified 

£800 million of possible savings when fully implemented. 

City Deals 

Separately to this process, the Government has also been trialling and extending 

approaches to giving cities greater control over funding and activity, in return for 

committing to getting better results on local growth and jobs.  The first wave of 

these “City Deals” were agreed with the eight largest cities outside of London.  In 

return for more control over areas including economic investment, skills, transport 

and infrastructure, the eight cities committed to actions that are expected to create 

175,000 jobs over two decades15.   

In the second wave of City Deals, a further twenty areas have been invited to 

negotiate individual deals during the course of this year.  These negotiations are 

ongoing, but once all are completed fully 70% of the population of England will be 

living within a City Deal boundary. 

Building on what has gone before 

So Community Budgets occupy one place within a complex delivery picture, that 

encompasses a number of different approaches both to trialling more radical 

devolution and tackling deep-rooted social problems.  They also build on a number 

of approaches that were taken before 2010.  Indeed for most of the last decade 

there have been varied attempts to better align and integrate services and spending 

locally, whilst for two decades – since the Citizen’s Charter in 1991 – successive 

governments have attempted to place the user at the heart of public services. 

As one partner in Manchester noted in our research, Community Budgets are in 

many respects ‘the latest iteration of an old way of thinking’.   

Total Place 

Perhaps the most ambitious prior attempt to map and then better align local public 

spending was the “Total Place” pilots which ran from 2009 to 2010.  Through these 

pilots, 13 areas sought to develop models of local public services working together 

                                                      
15

 “Unlocking growth  in cities: City deals – wave 1”; Cabinet Office, July 2012 



Community Works: placing work, skills and enterprise at the heart of Community Budgets 

21 

“to deliver better value services to citizens by focussing on joint working and 

reducing waste and duplication”16.   

Pilots focused on areas of work within six overall “Theme Groups” covering alcohol 

and drugs, health and social care, children, crime, high cost communities, and young 

people and employment.  There are a number of similarities with Community 

Budgets: for example the focus on areas with potentially high avoidable costs; an 

approach that was built first around mapping expenditure and then on the service 

user’s perspective; and the desire to test more radical approaches to public service 

delivery – for example through social impact bonds and new commissioning models. 

However there were also a number of differences.  Total Place promised only 

modest freedom from national reporting and indicators, continued ring-fencing of 

grants, and a likely target regime in return for flexibility.   

By the end of the first stage, in March 2010, £82 billion of public expenditure was 

mapped across 63 local authorities.  Proposals were set out for a next stage of 

negotiating broad “Single Offers” for the strongest-performing places and more 

narrow “Innovative Policy Offers” with a wider group.  However these plans were 

shelved with the change of Government. 

DWP Worklessness Co Design 

Building on Total Place, the Department for Work and Pensions tried to show its 

commitment to greater localism through five “co design” trials (in (Birmingham, 

Bradford, Lewisham, South Tyneside and Swindon) exploring how local authorities 

and central government could work together to tackle worklessness. In particular, 

these focused on approaches to: 

 Family interventions; 

 Recipients of inactive benefits;  

 Intergenerational unemployment; and  

 Employer engagement. 

The aim was to “showcase how good partnership working can be used to develop 

cost effective local solutions”17. Birmingham, Bradford, Lewisham and Swindon all 

used this work to inform their approach to the first round of Community Budgets. 

                                                      
16

 “Total Place: A whole area approach to public services”, HM Treasury and Department for Communities and 
Local Government, March 2010 
17

 “Worklessness Co-design – Interim Report”, Department for Work and Pensions, January 2011 
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The pilots identified a number of factors in common with subsequent learning from 

Community Budgets: that concerted efforts could bring diverse partners to the table, 

including those who previously did not feel that they had a role; that strong 

leadership was crucial to cut through complexity; and that good-quality evidence, 

and evaluation, was at the heart of understanding costs and benefits. 

Family interventions 

Similarly, on engagement with disadvantaged families, recent approaches build on  a 

decade of learning and testing. 

Family Intervention Projects (FIPs) 

Most significantly, the Family Intervention Projects were a flagship approach to 

tackling anti-social behaviour under the previous government.  FIPs aimed to reduce 

the anti-social behaviour associated with youth crime and school absenteeism, drug 

and alcohol addiction, domestic violence, poor mental health and other factors, while 

improving outcomes for children. By 2007, there were 53 FIPs across England, 

funded through the then Department for Children, Schools and Families.  Like 

Troubled Families and the first wave of Community Budgets, families were supported 

by a dedicated ‘key worker’ who provided intensive support through an “assertive 

and non-negotiable intervention”18.  

The most recent evaluation of FIPs19 finds that those families who exited 

interventions on the whole had successful outcomes compared with families that dud 

not go through the intervention – in particular in relation to crime and anti-social 

behaviour.  The research concluded that successful outcomes also appeared to 

increase with the length of the intervention. 

However there was less clear evidence that FIPs led to improved outcomes in family 

relationships, or in employment and worklessness.  In addition, FIPs engaged a 

relatively small number of families – with just 13,000 referrals in the four years to 

2011. 

The learning from FIPs, and many FIPs themselves, have continued in the Troubled 

Families programme. 

                                                      
18

 (2008) Family Intervention Projects: An Evaluation of their Design, Set-up and Early Outcomes, National 
Centre for Social Research 
19

 Lloyd, C. et al (2011) Monitoring and evaluation of family intervention services and projects between 
February 2007 and March 2011; Department for Education Research Report 174 
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Family Pathfinders 
 

Between 2008 and 2011, 27 local authorities also received additional funding to test 

new models of working to support families with multiple problems.  Through these 

Family Pathfinders, areas developed their own approaches built around greater 

integration of adult and children’s services and more personalised support. 

Findings from these pathfinders20 concluded that delivery models introduced by local 

authorities reflected three generic approaches: using a new practitioner-based 

delivery team; extending a pre-existing and tested model of working with families 

with multiple problems; and systems change, involving new ways of working 

between adult and children’s services. 

The research concluded that local authorities that adopted a system change-only 

focus struggled to engage services and agencies “without first modelling the 

approach, through new service provision, to demonstrate that it works”.  It also 

found that local areas were often working with families “with higher and more 

entrenched levels of need than were first anticipated”21.  

Lessons for Community Budgets and devolution 

Drawing this together, it is clear that Community Budgets are neither a new idea nor 

the only show in town.  And as the table below demonstrates, of the 17 areas that 

have been either Whole Place Community Budgets or first wave Community Budgets, 

just four were not previously one of Total Place, a DWP Worklessness Co-Design 

area or a Family Pathfinder.  So in most cases, areas themselves have had direct 

and extended experience of developing new approaches to joining up services to 

tackle complex problems. 
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 (2010) Redesigning provision for families with multiple problems – an assessment of the early impact of 
different local approaches; Department for Education 
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Figure 1 – Overlaps between Community Budgets and previous initiatives 

Community Budget 
(asterisk indicates Whole 
Place Community Budget) 

Total Place  DWP Worklessness Co-
Design 

Family Pathfinder 

Birmingham    

Blackburn with Darwen    

Blackpool    

Bradford    

Cheshire West and Chester*    

Essex*    

Greater Manchester*    

Hull    

Kent    

Leicestershire    

Lincolnshire    

London Borough of Barnet    

LB Croydon    

LB Islington    

LB Lewisham    

Swindon    

West London Tri-Borough*    

Source: Inclusion analysis 
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However, despite the best intentions of devolving control and improving co-

ordination and delivery of public services, successive and often overlapping reforms 

have created a complex and fragmented picture – across Community Budgets, 

troubled families and City Deals, while individual Departments engage in their own 

often far-reaching reforms to centrally-held budgets (across health, education, skills 

and employment support). 

These experiences of past attempts and current initiatives point to three key 

challenges for Community Budgets: 

 Ensuring a coherent approach; 

 Joining up design, commissioning and delivery; and 

 Placing employment, skills and enterprise at the heart. 

These challenges are explored further in the following chapters. 
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3. Ensuring a coherent approach 

The Government’s strategy 

The Government has set out a three-pronged approach to “empowering local 

communities and agencies”22: through Whole Place Community Budgets, the 

Troubled Families programme and Neighbourhood Community Budgets.   

However as Chapter 2 has set out, these are essentially three discrete initiatives with 

distinct objectives.  The Troubled Families programme is national in scale, provides a 

stimulus to joint working, but is not in itself a driver of radical devolution or whole-

systems change.  Whole Place Community Budgets have the potential to transform 

local public service delivery, but are currently limited to four areas – each of which is 

developing their own, local, plans.  Neighbourhood Community Budgets were an 

innovative attempt to test new approaches to empowering residents and 

communities, but have now finished and have an uncertain future. 

Alongside this, as noted, City Deals, the Government’s growth agenda, and a range 

of Departmental initiatives and programmes are contributing to fragmentation of 

services and funding.  As Chapter 2 sets out, the DWP provision for Families With 

Multiple Problems is a good example – which sits awkwardly alongside both the 

Troubled Families programme and mainstream employment programmes (for 

example the Work Programme).  This creates some risks of duplication and 

inefficiency, but also of unnecessary complexity for local practitioners and service 

users themselves.   

Similar issues are also evident in a range of other areas – with our research, for 

example, identifying forty-seven separate funding streams from central and local 

government providing support to young people23. 

On one level, fragmentation is inevitable in as far as it reflects separate 

accountabilities for public services.  But on another, the differences in approach 

between policy areas are stark.  For example while in health the Government has 

announced that it will pool nearly £4 billion between health and local authorities24 to 

support better alignment and integration of approaches, in employment local areas 

often have no input at all into the commissioning of provision by the Department for 

Work and Pensions or Jobcentre Plus. 

                                                      
22

 DCLG evidence to Communities and Local Government Select Committee, May 2013 
23

 Gardiner, L. and Wilson, T. (2012) Hidden Talents: Analysis of fragmentation of services to young people; 
Centre for Economic and Social Inclusion 
24

 Spending Round 2013; HM Treasury 
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The role of Community Budgets 

Whole Place Community Budgets have attempted to address these issues.  A good 

example has been the “heads of terms” investment agreement established by 

Greater Manchester, between themselves, the Work Programme, skills providers, 

police, and probation services.  This agreement sets out that if demonstrable savings 

are realised from joint working, then partners will consider reinvestment of those 

savings in further joint activity.   

However even in Community Budget areas the scope to reduce fragmentation and 

complexity remains relatively modest – with national programmes, funding rules and 

initiatives continuing to drive the delivery of key local public services including 

employment, skills and justice.   

Setting clear direction  

Bringing coherence to this complex landscape will central government, local 

government and key local stakeholders to work better together in agreeing local 

priorities – and then from this how provision can be co-ordinated, success measured 

and performance improved.   

Under the previous government, Local Area Agreements provided a framework 

within which Local Strategic Partnerships could agree their key priorities and then 

identify 35 indicators against which progress would be measured.  This system was 

ended in 2010, as it was perceived to have contributed to a culture where local 

areas were required to report on progress against centrally-determined targets, in 

return for hard-won and often limited local flexibilities.  However at the same time, 

the system did provide a clear framework within which local areas could get partners 

round the table, define and agree local priorities and then measure progress.   

In our view, there is scope to improve on this model through Local Concordats – 

which could be agreed between local partners within a clear national framework and 

set out local priorities and how these will be measured and delivered.  However 

doing this will in turn require clearer definition of priorities for local agreement; 

alignment of economic and social objectives; and learning lessons from Community 

Budgets. 

Clearly defining priorities 

Critically, creating stronger coherence locally means more clearly defining the 

challenges or opportunities around which coherence should be built.  Community 

Budgets have sought to do this to some extent – with the initial focus on troubled 

families subsequently leading to the national Troubled Families programme, and 
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more recent focuses on health leading to announcements to further pool health and 

local funding. 

However beyond this, the Government has largely focused in Community Budgets on 

inviting local areas to define their own problems and propose solutions.  While there 

have been common themes (set out on page 19), there has also been wide variation 

in how those have been approached.  This in turn has meant that it has been harder 

to build coherence at the centre, between Departments, to better align activity. 

The first round of Community Budgets illustrates this point.  Had there been a 

clearer plan from the centre that Community Budgets would lead quickly to a 

national Troubled Families programme, then the separate DWP provision could have 

been aligned with this from the start, and this in turn could have fed through into 

funding decisions on skills budgets and other areas. 

The Total Place pilots are instructive here – demonstrating that there is scope to 

take a more strongly thematic approach to mapping and then re-designing local 

services, without losing local ownership and expertise.  As a starting point, then, 

Local Concordats could look to align local approaches across: 

 Economic development and regeneration 

 Employment, skills and enterprise support for those out of work 

 Young people’s transitions from learning to work 

 Support for socially excluded families 

 Commissioning of health and social care 

 Reducing re-offending 

 Early years support 

Aligning economic and social policy objectives 

So far, Community Budgets have largely focused on addressing complex problems 

that lead to high avoidable costs – typically, social rather than economic challenges.  

Alongside this, as Chapter 2 sets out, City Deals are developing at their own pace 

and focusing almost exclusively on economic policy.  In our view, Community 

Budgets and City Deals now need to lead to a coherent approach to devolution of 

control over both economic and social policies. 

In some areas, for example Essex, there is a strong will to align economic and social 

policy within the Community Budget framework.  In others, notably Greater 
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Manchester, the Community Budget and City Deal dovetail into a single, localised 

“ask and offer”.  The precise approach may therefore be different in different areas 

(which will also need to take account of the geography and activity of Local 

Enterprise Partnerships).   

However the key priority should be to ensure that there is coherence in approach 

between economic and social policy.   

In City Deal areas, this could mean that the City Deal is the Local Concordat – with it 

being extended where appropriate to more complex social challenges that are being 

addressed through Community Budget approaches.   

Outside City Deal areas, it should mean opening out an equivalent to the City Deal 

process that allows areas to put in place a Local Concordat addressing economic and 

social challenges – with greater devolution of control in return for improved results. 

Ensuring that lessons are learnt and shared 

Related to this, a key challenge in Community Budgets is ensuring that all areas can 

share the benefits of good practices or new approaches developed in the pilots.  In 

particular, in many cases the work in the pilot areas is drawing on extensive 

specialist input either within that area or from seconded experts – for example on 

systems redesign, journey mapping, financial instruments and governance.   

The Government has set up a new Transformation Network which will share lessons 

from the Community Budgets, and is inviting areas to bid for network support25.  

However this network will necessarily be limited in its reach – only a limited number 

of areas, likely those with the most advanced plans, will benefit.   

If Government is to more systematically push control to local areas, and build a 

more coherent approach to complex problems that cross administrative boundaries, 

there will need to also be a more systematic approach to equipping local areas to 

rise to this challenge.  This may mean for example peer mentoring, secondments, 

“what works” networks and systematic approaches to sharing learning and lessons 

from the Whole Place pilots. 

 

  

                                                      
25

 Source: https://www.gov.uk/government/news/community-budgets-inspire-new-nationwide-network-of-
public-service-revolutionaries  

https://www.gov.uk/government/news/community-budgets-inspire-new-nationwide-network-of-public-service-revolutionaries
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/community-budgets-inspire-new-nationwide-network-of-public-service-revolutionaries
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4. Joining up on design, commissioning 

and delivery of services 

“Relationships are being reset ... Local led deals and arrangements are replacing 

top-down policy making. Successful public service reform will replace complexity, 

duplication, waste and fragmentation in service provision with demonstrably 

effective interventions, co-ordinated service provision which prevents as much as it 

tackles problems.” 

DCLG evidence to Communities and Local Government Committee,         

May 2013 

Community Budgets are creating new models of public services working together 

locally to design services, commission them and then oversee their delivery.  

Drawing on the learning so far from the four Whole Place pilots and the predecessor 

Community Budgets, we consider that there are five key ingredients to success.  

These are: 

 Being locally driven – with strong local leadership and partner buy-in 

 Having an end to end approach – based on a full understanding of costs and 

benefits, evidence-based interventions, and a focus on outcomes 

 Taking a pragmatic approach to financial control and investment 

 Sharing data and information effectively 

 Central government facilitation and support 

These are taken in turn below. 

 

Locally driven 

Community Budgets go further than any previous initiatives in placing control in local 

areas not just to design solutions but also to define the problems in the first place.  

Where this has been successful, it has been built on strong local leadership and buy-

in from all partners. 

Our research with the first wave of Community Budgets found that where areas had 

clear leadership, personally driving change, they were more likely to have clear plans 

and the right partners engaged at the right levels.  Also key to ensuring that 
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partners were bought in was early engagement in the process, and taking time to 

make sure that roles and responsibilities were clear across organisations and 

individuals. 

In the Whole Place pilots, covering larger geographical areas, these challenges have 

been magnified.  For example the “One Essex” partnership model covers the County 

Council, 12 Districts and two Unitary Authorities – plus 7 Clinical Commissioning 

Groups and numerous other public sector partners.   

An end to end approach 

Secondly, a key feature of both Community Budget and Troubled Family approaches 

has been developing “end to end” models that start from mapping of costs and 

benefits, and then run through different elements of defining outcomes, engaging 

partners, customer and organisational mapping, evidence-based programme design, 

testing and evaluation, and then rolling out.   

Greater Manchester in particular has led the way on this way of working, with new 

delivery and investment models being developed as part of the Community Budgets 

work.  In particular these models have enabled partners to begin to invest across 

their traditional boundaries (without going as far as pooling budgets).   

Costs and benefits analysis 

The first stage in most approaches has been to seek to understand the extent of 

public sector spending then the scope for savings.  Each Whole Place pilot sought to 

do this to a greater or lesser extent as part of their business cases.  High level 

analysis by Essex, for example, found public spending of £12.8 billion a year – set 

out in the diagram below. 
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Figure 2 – Estimated public spending in Essex 

 

Source: Essex Whole Place Community Budgets business plan 

Similar analysis in Manchester concluded that spending is essentially unchanged 

since 2010, at around £21 billion.  Reduced expenditure on local services including 

local authorities and the police has been offset by rises in welfare spending.  As they 

put it, spending has been “shunted round the system”. 

Following on from this, areas have then sought to map potential benefits across high 

risk and high cost areas.  As noted, analysis by Ernst and Young for the LGA 

concludes that based on the work conducted by the pilots, there are potential annual 

benefits of £4.2-7.9 billion if the pilot interventions achieved their objectives and 

were successfully scaled up nationwide.  In their analysis, these savings break down 

between three broad headings: 

 Health and social care – generating potential savings of £2.8-5.0 billion a 

year; 

 Families with complex needs – with potential to make savings of £0.4-1.2 

billion; and 

 Work and skills – saving between £1.0-1.7 billion26. 
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 (2013) Local Government Association: Whole Place Community Budgets: A review of the potential for 
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Health has been a central area of focus across all Community Budgets.  Social care, 

acute care and associated costs from an ageing society are key drivers of rising 

costs.  In the Tri-borough partnership, they estimate potential savings of £38 million 

from taking an integrated approach to adult social care, while in Essex they have 

identified potential savings of £10-18 million from better integration of 

commissioning. 

Overall this costs and benefits approach is relatively sophisticated – looking at total 

costs and potential benefits, and adjusting this for potential biases both in the data 

and how we understand it.    

However as the National Audit Office point out in their case study on Community 

Budgets27, these cost benefit analyses usually do not compare expected outcomes 

with what would have happened in the absence of the pilot – which is particularly 

important given that existing services could be changed or even stopped as a result 

of the Whole Place pilots. 

Therefore while the approach to cost and benefit analysis has been broadly 

welcome, there remains a need to ensure that evaluations seek to capture benefits 

in a systematic and controlled way.  This could most effectively be done through 

randomised control trials – where some groups receive the usual service in order to 

compare outcomes – or through non-experimental methods where comparisons can 

be drawn with similar groups either outside the pilot area or receiving different 

support. 

It is important to note that even allowing for the potentially significant impacts of 

these measures, however, Community Budgets continue to scratch the surface in 

broader public expenditure terms.  As Greater Manchester puts it: 

“Net savings of £270 million over five years are significant, but represent marginal 

gains against an annual total spend of £21 billion.”28 

An outcomes focus 

Community Budgets have also been highly focused on outcomes rather than (just) 

the structures that achieve them.  This has often meant a particular focus on early 

intervention.  For example in the Tri-borough partnership, they have developed 

plans to engage 3,500 young people with additional employability support (including 

advice, training and work experience) beginning while they are still in secondary 
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 Comptroller and Auditor General, Case study on integration: Measuring the costs and benefits of Whole-
Place Community Budgets, HC 1040, Session 2012-13, March 2013 
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school.  This two year programme will be funded through local employers, the local 

authorities, schools, colleges and central government.   

Partnership working  

The Whole Place pilots have also exemplified new approaches to partnership 

working.  Figure 3 below sets out the sheer breadth of organisations involved in 

Whole Place Community Budgets projects so far. 

Figure 3 – organisational involvement in Community Budgets projects 

 

Source: Local Government Association Guide to Community Budgets 

In particular, this partnership working has also meant commissioning together.  In 

our research, a number of local partnerships had set up joint commissioning teams 

and boards and had a longer-term vision of a single commissioning body. It did not 

always follow that this single body should be part of the local authority – what was 

critical was “having a line of sight back to existing accountability and governance 

arrangements” rather than centralising control. 

Joint commissioning bodies also increased the scope to look at issues from the 

needs of the user, “and to not just re-commission what has previously been 

commissioned just referencing other strategic priorities.”’ 
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Clearly, the centralisation of commissioning of employment services (the Work 

Programme) and the reforms to commissioning probation and justice services, 

militate against more effective joining up of commissioning locally.  This was a 

particular concern in our research – raising issues both around the scope for co-

commissioning, and how to ensure that procurement timetables and processes are 

aligned. 

Evidence based, integrated design 

As the National Audit Office points out in their research, Community Budgets 

essentially combine: 

- Horizontal integration – across services and functions locally, with 

- Vertical integration – through better co-ordination within programmes and 

services, and 

- Back office integration – of functions and management processes. 

This allows both for more efficient services but also potentially more user-centred 

ones (as noted above). Critically, Community Budgets have as part of this also made 

extensive use of customer journey mapping – to effectively put practitioners in the 

shoes of customers, and map out both how they currently move within and between 

systems, and how journeys could be improved or transformed. 

For example in Greater Manchester, the Community Budget will see a new single 

case worker approach to engaging with troubled families, replacing multiple 

agencies.  This builds on a model developed in Salford in the first Community 

Budgets – where a single case worker co-ordinated all activity and sought to shift 

activity towards planned interventions rather than reactive activity.  Greater 

Manchester estimates that their approach will save £225 million over five years, with 

an investment of £138 million. 

Testing and evaluating approaches 

Another key feature of the Community Budgets approach to service design has been 

the development of new approaches to testing and evaluating interventions.  Most 

notably, the West London and Greater Manchester pilots have developed a “Maturity 

matrix” for designing and testing new interventions.  Broadly this is in five phases, 

over eleven stages: design, modelling, testing, rolling out, sharing. 
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Figure 4 – the “maturity matrix” 

 

Source: Greater Manchester Whole Place Community Budget business plan 

This matrix has been applied in health, for example.  There is limited evidence on 

the effectiveness of integrated care models in health services and no clear cost-

benefit analysis.  So in Greater Manchester, they are specifically testing new 

integrated care models that will generate local evidence about effectiveness. If 

successful, this will then be used to negotiate multi-agency investment, and over 

time to scale up and roll out. 

A pragmatic approach to financial control and 
investment 

Pooling v aligning 

Thirdly, Community Budgets are taking a largely pragmatic approach to financial 

control and investment – with a focus on “aligning and influencing budgets, rather 

than pooling or devolving them”29.  Our research found similar messages: that in the 

short term it was less about pooling resources and more about finding the “right 

approach for the right circumstances – it is partial pooling and partial aligning”.   

As one interviewee put it, “Community Budgets as a term is misleading. It is not 

about one big budget nor is about the whole community. It is about making services 

more effective and efficient for those with the greatest need’”. 

However, this pragmatic approach is not without drawbacks.   The major constraint 

on the ability of Community Budgets to leverage funding is that the potential savings 

(or costs avoided) fall at different times and in different places to where investments 

are made.  So a family intervention may lead to significant savings in justice costs, 

while a health intervention may avoid an increase in benefit spending.   
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Investment models and realising savings 

Overcoming this is not straightforward.  The approaches taken in Greater 

Manchester and Cheshire, using “structured investment agreements” and thorough 

testing to commit partners, appears to be the most effective example of how 

incremental change can be achieved without centralising budgets.  For example in 

Oldham, an investment agreement between the local authority, CCG and Registered 

Social Landlord is underpinning engagement with vulnerable people on Dementia 

Care, Fire and Falls and Fuel Poverty.  However these are time-consuming to 

establish and evidence, and in the short term only release limited up-front funding. 

There are three key challenges here: 

1. Lopsided savings 

First, as the research by Ernst and Young has demonstrated, the “savings” from 

successful interventions accrue roughly 80% to central government and 20% to local 

government30.  We found similar specific examples of this in our own research.  For 

example in one area, a more streamlined and refocused drug and alcohol 

programme had decreased demands in Accident and Emergency while freeing up 

police time.  However, actually capturing those returns was proving far more 

problematic – involving local health and police as well as their central government 

departments. 

2. Delayed savings 

Secondly, in all cases, savings are accrued after the costs are incurred – and in some 

cases even where initiatives should pay for themselves, they may only do so over a 

relatively long period of time.  For example in Greater Manchester’s model of early 

years support, by spending an additional £38 million per year the Community Budget 

could generate benefits of £45 million across the public sector by year five and more 

than £200 million benefits over 25 years.  Unlocking these savings up-front requires 

someone to invest – the state, private investors – and to bear the risk that savings 

may not be realised.  This in turn increases costs. 

In our research, interviewees were clear (as one put it) that “there is not going to be 

any short term cash return on this”, and indeed there was potential for knock-on 

costs: “some families have been keeping below the radar of various agencies, so 

engaging with the Community Budget will actually link them up with additional 

support to which they are entitled and therefore cost the government more money 

in the short term.”  
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3. Locked up savings 

Finally, and perhaps most challenging of all, even where savings can be identified 

and quantified, it is often far harder to cash them out.  This is demonstrated most 

clearly in criminal justice.  Analysis by Greater Manchester suggests that scaling up 

interventions with offenders at the points of arrest, sentence and release – 

particularly young people and women offenders – have the potential to generate 

savings of over £250 million over five years for investment of £30 million over the 

same period.  However, there is little scope to access these savings, as the prison 

population is managed nationally and the judiciary is independent.  In other words, 

any reduction in demand for prison places as a result of these interventions will most 

likely be accompanied by a matching increase in demand for those places from 

elsewhere in the system.  Similar issues exist in most other areas.  For example 

more effective preventative action on public health will not lead to a reduction in 

health budgets but rather a reallocation of resource.   

Addressing these three issues, in the short term, is highly challenging.  It means 

having more mature and sophisticated discussions about how investment capital is 

raised (including through new investment models), how savings are apportioned and 

how services are commissioned and ultimately decommissioned as demands change.  

Whole Community Budgets are only just scratching the surface of these issues.  

Making progress will require concerted, and co-ordinated, efforts to trial, test and 

scale up new approaches.  

Sharing data and information effectively 

Critical in all of this is effective data and information sharing between partners.  This 

goes beyond simply building the evidence base, as set out above.  Most importantly, 

it also means sharing specific personal data that separate public bodies hold on 

individuals and families to enable them to be identified and then given access to 

appropriate support. 

This has been a consistent challenge since long before Community Budgets, 

particularly around the sharing of information on individuals claiming benefits.  In 

our research, this was the biggest single operational barrier identified as preventing 

or impeding closer local working.  As one interviewee described it, data sharing on 

an “industrial scale is needed to transform communities”.  

Since then, new powers under the Welfare Reform Act 2012 have enabled the 

sharing of information on benefit recipients between the Department for Work and 

Pensions and Local Authorities specifically to identify families eligible for the 

Troubled Families programme.  In addition, there has been extensive guidance and 
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good practice developed around how information can be collected and then shared 

between public bodies in ways that fully comply with the Data Protection Act. 

Critically, local partners invariably need clear protocols for sharing information and 

data, as well as specific data sharing agreements for the exchange of personal 

information between organisations.   

Central Government facilitation and support 

Finally, in both the first wave of Community Budgets and the Whole Place pilots, the 

design and development of the pilots was underpinned by close engagement and 

support from central government. 

Over thirty Whitehall civil servants were seconded to the four Whole Place 

Community Budget areas to support the development of their proposals and 

subsequent business plans.  The Department for Communities and Local 

Government alone was estimated to have invested £4.8 million in their preparation.  

And public servants from health services, the police, the fire service, further 

education and Jobcentre Plus, among others, were closely involved or seconded to 

pilot areas31. 

The National Audit Office in particular has welcomed the approach taken by the 

Government as a promising model for future policy design and delivery32. 

However, it is clear that as the lessons from Community Budgets are rolled out to 

other areas it will not be feasible to replicate in full the same levels of support that 

the pilots have enjoyed.  Nor indeed should this be necessary: it should be possible 

for areas to take short cuts based on the learning from the pilot areas.  This will be 

the key challenge for the new Public Service Transformation Network described in 

Chapter 3. 
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5. Placing work, skills and enterprise at 

the heart of local approaches 

As noted in Chapter 2, Community Budgets have largely focused on addressing 

social objectives, while localisation of economic policy has been progressing on a 

parallel track through City Deals.  As we set out in Chapter 3, there are strong 

arguments for ensuring a more coherent approach to aligning devolution of 

economic and social policy.   

The case for change 

The case for placing work, skills and enterprise at the heart of Community Budget 

approaches is four-fold. 

First, being out of work is itself is a key driver of social exclusion and 

disadvantage – as the Troubled Families initiative acknowledges.  Families where 

no-one works are more likely to be in poverty than families with an adult in work, 

and children growing up in workless households are more likely to have poor 

outcomes in later life; while prolonged spells of unemployment, particularly when 

young, are associated with permanent negative impacts on earnings, health and 

well-being33.   

In many cases Community Budgets, and other localised approaches, are working 

effectively with employment and skills providers to join up support.  However, the 

tools and budgets that can best address these challenges remain either highly 

centralised (in the case of employment and skills support) or are being devolved only 

through City Deals (in the case of demand-side levers like infrastructure, transport 

and borrowing powers). 

Secondly, the separation of economic devolution through City Deals and 

social devolution through Community Budgets risks replacing one set of 

silos with another – with thematic boundaries replacing organisational ones.   

This risk is by no means a given.  For example in Greater Manchester, the City Deal, 

Community Budget and Troubled Families initiatives are part of a clear single 

strategy with a single set of asks around “differential devolution”.  However in Essex 

for example, where there is no City Deal, there is therefore less scope for control 

over economic levers or employment and skills provision (which to some extent may 
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be compounded by a wide Local Enterprise Partnership geography that encompasses 

Essex, Kent and East Sussex). 

It is not clear whether the Government views the solution to this to be to align and/ 

or integrate lessons from City Deals and Community Budgets, or to further extend 

City Deals on their own.  The Deputy Prime Minister, at the launch of the first wave 

of City Deals, implied the latter, stating that City Deals themselves “should not be an 

urban phenomenon ... we mustn’t end up with two tier decentralisation, where 

urban areas flourish and rural communities are left behind.” 

Thirdly, the wide-ranging reforms of the welfare system are placing far 

greater responsibilities for supporting residents with local authorities and 

other local partners (including landlords, advice agencies and voluntary groups).   

In part, these local impacts are fundamentally a consequence of changes to benefits 

that have reduced entitlements or changed eligibility for families and individuals – 

for example: 

 Extensive reforms to Housing Benefit for renters in the private sector, which have 

impacted on around 940,00034 renters but particularly on young people and on 

those with large families living in high-cost areas; 

 The introduction of an overall benefits cap, affecting up to 56,000 workless 

households largely in London and the South East, with average losses of £64 per 

week by 2015/1635; and 

 The reduction of housing benefit for renters in the social sector who are deemed 

to have spare rooms – affecting 660,000 mostly workless households with losses 

on average of £14 a week36. 

In addition, the replacement of Disability Living Allowance with a new Personal 

Independence Payment, which is being implemented between 2013 and 2016, is 

likely to lead to significant new pressures on local partners – both in signposting 

affected claimants to support, but also in supporting those who have entitlements 

reduced or removed. 

However in large part the increased role for local partners also flows from the future 

introduction of Universal Credit – which will replace the main benefits with a single 

system, and where the government wants to encourage new networks of local 

services to support claimants both through the transition and on an ongoing basis. 
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These Universal Credit reforms are potentially far-reaching.  The Government has 

invited proposals to deliver new Local Support Services37, and is expected to 

announce plans for pilots in the coming months.  The prospectus was deliberately 

vague – but approaches are expected to include: 

 Support with digital access – to apply for and manage claims; 

 Budgeting and income management – to help mitigate the impacts of moving to 

monthly payments; and  

 Some support both to find work and to stay and progress in work. 

These significant changes to the role of local partners in supporting those out of 

work and on benefits have not been met by any commensurate efforts to devolve 

control or even influence on the commissioning and delivery of employment support.   

The continued, highly centralised, approach to employment support limits the ability 

of local partners to ensure that programmes and activity complement each other and 

are meeting the specific needs of local residents. 

Fourthly, the sheer scale of the challenge in supporting those out of work 

means that there is an immediate imperative to act.  Unemployment stands 

at 2.5 million, with more than 900 thousand people unemployed for more than 

twelve months – levels not seen in two decades.  And while one million jobseekers 

have started the Work Programme over the last two years, just 166 thousand 

claimants of Employment and Support Allowance (ESA) are in either the Work 

Programme or Work Choice.  Fully 1.9 million people are on incapacity benefits or in 

the Work Related Activity Group of ESA and receiving no structured employment 

support. 

Alongside this, 1.6 million children are growing up in the 950 thousand families 

where no-one works.  The Troubled Families programme, meanwhile, aims to 

support 120 thousand families over this Parliament. 

These national figures disguise wide variations between local areas (and also within 

them), with the highest worklessness in parts of the North East, Humberside, North 

West, West Midlands, South Wales and north and east London.  However the factors 

driving high unemployment and inactivity vary widely between these areas – and do 

not lend themselves to “one size fits all” solutions.   
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The current system 

Supporting the unemployed 

As noted above, support for those out of work is built around a national system – 

delivered by Jobcentre Plus and Work Programme providers. 

Jobcentre Plus is responsible for supporting those who become unemployed (claim 

Jobseeker’s Allowance) to move off benefit and into work as quickly as possible.  

Jobcentre Plus Districts and local offices have some flexibility in how they deliver this 

support, within a clear national framework of fortnightly, face-to-face review 

meetings (and in the future, more in-depth adviser meetings every three months).  

This flexibility in particular extends to: 

 How they use Personal Advisers to deliver more intensive work-focused support; 

 Working in partnership locally to deliver a range of “Get Britain Working” 

measures – pre-employment training and work experience placements, Work 

Clubs, volunteering opportunities and support to become self-employed; and 

 Use of a “Flexible Support Fund” – both to support claimants financially to 

overcome barriers around travel, childcare and other costs, and to procure 

specialist provision as Districts deem appropriate. 

This approach, known as the “Jobcentre Plus Offer”, was introduced in 2011 and 

places far more flexibility and control with local managers than the system that it 

replaced. 

However this flexibility and local control is within a clear national (vertical) 

accountability as part of the Department for Work and Pensions.  Local Authorities 

and Local Enterprise Partnerships have no direct role in the design or commissioning 

of support and no real influence over how resource is deployed to meet local 

resident or labour market needs. 

This has led to mixed views on the additional flexibilities locally and the increased 

control that District Managers have over resource decisions.  This has particularly 

been the case with the Flexible Support Fund – while some local authorities have 

worked effectively with Jobcentre Plus to agree priorities and support the District to 

commission services, in many cases local areas report a lack of guidance on how the 

Fund can be accessed, and a lack of clarity on how decisions are made38.  This has 
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led London Councils to call for the Fund to in future be “co-commissioned” by 

Jobcentre Plus and local authority partners39. 

The Work Programme 

Jobseekers who become long-term unemployed (and some shorter-term 

unemployed people with specific barriers to work) are referred to the Work 

Programme for support.   

Through this programme, delivered by eighteen “prime” contractors who between 

them hold forty contracts covering all of Great Britain, participants receive support 

for two years (and sometimes longer if they find work), with providers largely paid 

when participants have entered work and stayed there for at least three or six 

months.  Providers have a high degree of flexibility in the support that they can offer 

– subject to meeting “minimum service levels” determined at the start of the 

contracts. 

There are now 1.16 million people on the Work Programme, of whom 132 thousand 

have so far achieved “job outcomes”40 – with industry data suggesting that 300 

thousand participants have entered employment41.  These figures are broadly in line 

with the Government’s minimum expectations and as Figure 5 below shows, 

performance has built over time.  Those referred to the programme in March 2012 

are half as likely again to have achieved a job outcome within a year as those 

referred in the first few months of the programme. 
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Figure 5: Proportion of Work Programme referrals achieving a job 
outcome within on year – quarterly rolling average 

 

Source: DWP: Information, Governance and Security Directorate; Inclusion calculations. Average 

weighted by monthly referral numbers. 

However these performance figures disguise wide variations between both individual 

contractors and local areas themselves.  The graph below plots local unemployment 

rates (the proportion of residents claiming JSA) against the job outcome rate for the 

Work Programme (the proportion of those referred who achieve a job outcome 

within a year). 

This shows a clear correlation between very high local unemployment and very low 

job outcomes in the Work Programme – i.e. the data points on the right hand side of 

the graph are all among the lowest performers on the job outcome measure. 
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Figure 6: Work Programme job outcome ratios and claimant 
unemployment rates at Local Authority level 

 

Source: DWP: Information, Governance and Security Directorate; Inclusion calculations.  

Interestingly, the relationship between local unemployment and Work Programme 

performance is far weaker in those areas with lower unemployment – i.e. there is a 

very wide variation in performance on the left hand side of the graph.  There are 

likely to be a number of factors influencing this – under-performance by some 

providers, specific local factors and potentially rural challenges (with many of the 

lowest performers in rural parts of the West and South West). 

Overall, these issues again point to the importance of Work Programme support 

being tailored to meet the needs of local areas and residents with diverse 

challenges.  Clearly in part this is also an issue of resource: the payment tariff in the 

Work Programme is the same in all parts of the country42, and lower outcomes in 

weaker labour markets means that funding is likely actually to be lower in more 

disadvantaged areas. 

Work Programme providers have broad flexibility in how they engage with local 

partners and tailor support to meet local needs.  However as with Jobcentre Plus, 

programme accountabilities are vertical to the Department for Work and Pensions – 

local partners had no role in the commissioning of the programme nor in its 
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oversight.  This even extends to having no access to any management data on those 

referred to the programme or their success in finding work. 

Supporting those further from work 

Looking beyond the long-term unemployed, employment programmes also have a 

role to play in supporting those who are further from work.  However as set out on 

page 42 above, employment support is so far reaching only a small proportion of 

those who are outside the labour market because of health conditions or disability, 

or of families where no-one works. 

For the relatively small group of claimants of ESA who are on the Work Programme, 

results have been substantially poorer than for jobseekers – with just 4% of the 

main ESA group achieving a job outcome within twelve months, compared with 10% 

for the main JSA claimants43.  Because the Work Programme is largely funded 

through payments for employment outcomes, this has in turn translated into far 

lower funding for supporting these groups than was originally anticipated.  For the 

far larger group of ESA and incapacity benefit claimants who are not in any 

programme and may be capable of some work-related activity (1.9 million people), 

in most cases their only support is an adviser interview once every six months.  

Astonshingly, there are no fewer specialist disability employment advisers in 

Jobcentre Plus than there are jobcentres themselves44. 

For families where no-one works, the “Troubled Families” programme has so far 

engaged 36,000 of its target of 120,000 families by the end of this Parliament.  Set 

against this, there are 950,000 families with children where no-one is in work,45 with 

1.7 million children growing up in these households.  Fully 200 thousand children are 

in households where no-one has ever worked. 

Placing employment at the heart of local approaches 

It is clear, then, that given the scale of the challenge and the extent of the response 

so far, there is the scope for local partners to work with, build on and go beyond 

central government programmes in promoting employment, skills and enterprise. 

Clear objectives and responsibilities 

First, placing employment at the heart of local approaches means ensuring that 

there are clear and common objectives, and clear roles and responsibilities. 
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So far, approaches to supporting those out of work in Community Budgets – both 

the first wave and now the Whole Place pilots – have largely focused on supporting 

the most disadvantaged workless families.  As noted above, these groups often are 

outside mainstream employment support, with only limited overlap with existing 

provision. 

At the same time, City Deals have taken a broader look at the alignment of 

employment and skills provision and often agreed some local control over provision 

(for example parts of the Youth Contract and adult skills budgets).   This has been 

intended both to better align provision with local needs, and to address complexities, 

duplication and gaps in provision between national and local provision. 

These issues have been exemplified by the Essex Community Budget, where in the 

absence of a City Deal they have set out their own plans through a comprehensive 

“Deal for Growth” that includes calls for greater control over skills and employment 

support for young people.46  As the figure below shows, this builds from a thorough 

understanding, and mapping, of the complexity of local employment and skills 

provision.
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Figure 7 – the “as is” skills and employability system for young people in Essex 

 

Source: Whole Essex Community Budgets Programme 



Community Works: placing work, skills and enterprise at the heart of Community Budgets 

50 

Meanwhile separately to both City Deals and Community Budgets, many local 

authorities have developed their own complementary approaches to supporting 

unemployed residents to look for and find employment.  Perhaps the best example 

of this has been Newham Workplace, which brokers Newham residents into jobs. 

Looking ahead, the rollout of Universal Credit and the testing of new local support 

services presents both a major opportunity and challenges in defining objectives and 

responsibilities between local and national partners.  Local authorities, in particular, 

will often need to take a clear role both in ensuring that claimants in need of support 

during the transition are able to access it, but also there is potential for local 

authorities to take a far greater role in the design, commissioning and oversight of 

employment and skills support for a far wider group of those out of work. 

Clearly, the role local authorities take will be different depending on their local needs 

as well as their capability and appetite.  However in our view, areas should be 

encouraged to agree clear roles and responsibilities between local partners – that in 

particular focus on those residents who are outside mainstream employment 

support.  As a minimum this means aligning approaches within City Deals, and using 

Community Budgets where appropriate in areas where City Deals are not in place.  

However, looking beyond this, Community Budgets can and should become a basis 

for testing new approaches to joining up mainstream provision locally – so 

combining the vertical integration of commissioning of employment provision with 

better horizontal integration across employment, skills and other budgets. 

Effective joint working 

Clear responsibilities then need to be underpinned by effective joint working.  At a 

local level, in our research with the first wave of Community Budget areas we found 

strong relationships between Jobcentre Plus and the pilots – with staff often 

seconded into local delivery teams and building on previous experience of working 

together (most notably on the DWP worklessness co-design pilots). 

This has continued with the Whole Place pilots – with strong involvement from 

central government departments (Education; Work and Pensions; Business, 

Innovation and Skills; Communities and Local Government) and extensive 

secondment of staff.  For example in Greater Manchester, the local partnership is 

working closely with the four relevant Whitehall Departments (DWP, BIS, DfE and 

DCLG) on approaches to making this sustainable – including through a potential 

“Work Programme plus” for those who remain long-term unemployed after the Work 

Programme contracts finish. 
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However beyond Community Budget areas, experiences of joint working have often 

been more mixed – particularly, as set out on pages 43-44, around how Flexible 

Support Funds have been aligned with local priorities and need. 

Scaling up successful approaches 

Most notably in Greater Manchester, there has been significant progress in 

developing, implementing and evaluating new delivery models for engaging workless 

families.  Their evidence, from a randomised control trial, suggests that an 

integrated, sequenced and co-ordinated approach can deliver substantial potential 

savings over and above “business as usual”.  Initial modelling suggests benefits of 

£225 million over five years against costs of £140 million over three years – with 

impacts on safeguarding, crime, anti-social behaviour and worklessness47.   

This is a promising approach, and perhaps more promising is that this is being used 

to build partnership with local agencies including Work Programme providers: with 

Manchester agreeing “heads of terms” investment agreements with the three Work 

Programme prime providers in that area, Probation, Manchester College, Jobcentre 

Plus and Greater Manchester Police.  If the new delivery models have a clear impact 

on key metrics for individual partners, then they will look to invest in scaling this up.  

However, this example also highlights the challenges with mainstreaming and then 

scaling models that work.  Even if this new approach delivers results, there are 

numerous barriers to rolling it out for other families in the future, or a wider group 

of families now.  In many cases, the investment is simply not available – for example 

because savings accrue to central government or because they accrue too far in the 

future (as set out on pages 37-38). 

Community Budgets have the potential to provide a mechanism for testing new 

approaches to supporting those further from work, then, but clearly this needs to be 

supplemented with support to leverage understand what works and to then leverage 

investment. 

Looking forward 

Drawing this together, there are a number of potential opportunities both for future 

Community Budget pilots and for local authorities and their partners to align 

objectives and responsibilities, work together and test approaches and scale them 

up.  Given the challenges presented by high unemployment and welfare reform, it is 

imperative that these are taken.  However, to do so will require both clear co-
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ordination from government, appetite from those involved and learning from what 

has worked by local areas themselves. 

In the immediate term, this should include clear alignment between City Deals and 

Community Budgets, and a clear offer for areas outside City Deals to use Community 

Budgeting approaches to better co-ordinate and tailor employment and skills support 

locally.  It should also include more effective support for joint working and more 

systematic sharing of practice and lessons. 

In the longer term, we would argue that there is also a clear case for looking at how 

future services are commissioned – perhaps on a pilot basis initially – to understand 

whether taking steps to align commissioning timetables, and allowing areas to “co-

commission” employment support in particular where they can bring new 

investment, can improve service design and delivery. 
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6. Conclusions and recommendations 

This report sets out key lessons from Community Budgets and the potential 

opportunities to extend that learning in other areas, particularly to promote 

employment and tackle social exclusion.   

We identify three key challenges in doing this: ensuring a coherent approach; 

developing and then sharing effective approaches to joining up services; and putting 

employment, skills and enterprise at the heart of activity.  These are taken in turn 

below. 

Ensuring a coherent approach 

In our view, the fragmentation of services and of funding streams remains a 

significant barrier to effective joining-up of provision locally.  While at times this 

fragmentation is an inevitable and necessary consequence of separate 

accountabilities (for example around employment and skills), often fragmentation is 

exacerbated by new initiatives, poor co-ordination and duplication.  In particular, 

support for troubled families and for young people has often become needlessly 

complex. 

To help to address this in the short term, we believe that there is value in central 

government undertaking detailed mapping of accountabilities, objectives and funding 

in a number of key areas of local complexity, and working with local partners to 

support the design of better integrated and aligned local responses.  This would 

build on learning and mapping from Community Budgets and Total Place, and the 

“asks and offers” from City Deals. 

Recommendation 1: Central Government should work with local areas to 

map accountabilities, objectives and funding in policy areas with the 

greatest local complexity.  The mapping should aim to reach a single set of 

accountabilities and objectives, with a clear picture of funding streams, services and 

customer journeys within these.   

Recommendation 2: This mapping should form the basis for the 

development of Local Concordats – between central and local government, 

local public services and other key local partners.  These concordats will 

set out key priorities, local and national accountabilities, how partners will 

work together to align funding and services, and how success will be 

measured and reported on.  The scope of Concordats should be defined locally, 

but could include economic development and regeneration, employment and skills, 
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supporting families, commissioning of health and social services, early years and 

reducing re-offending. 

Recommendation 3: In City Deal areas, the City Deal should provide the 

basis for the Local Concordat – with this broadened out to address 

complex social challenges through better aligning of objectives, funding 

and delivery. 

Developing and sharing effective approaches 

There is extensive learning that can be taken from the Whole Community Budgets so 

far – around cost and benefit analysis, partnership working, the use of evidence, 

financial control, and the effective use of data. 

Much work is already being done – through government, the Local Government 

Association, the www.communitybudgets.org.uk website and other sources – to 

consolidate and share some of this learning.  However there is arguably more that 

can be done to promote and share good practice. 

Recommendation 4: We recommend that local authorities, the research 

community and relevant government departments explore the scope for 

developing a “What Works” Centre on locally-integrated service delivery, 

to build the evidence base on what works and provide a platform for 

sharing practice.  This should be underpinned by a datalab brining together key 

performance data from local approaches.  So far six centres have been established48 

with a combination of government and research council funding.  A centre on 

integrated service delivery could be funded and overseen by subscription and 

provide support to local areas looking to develop local approaches. 

Recommendation 5: The remit of the Transformation Network should be 

extended to include proactive sharing of key lessons from Community 

Budgets with local partners including local authorities – through seminars, 

events and good practice materials.  This would build on the Network’s primary 

role as a resource that local areas will apply to, in order to get specialist and 

technical input.   

Recommendation 6:  Whole Place pilot areas should work together to 

develop a “peer mentoring” programme to support other local areas 

looking to develop Community Budget-type approaches.  The pilot areas are 

already working extensively to share lessons – so we propose here how this could be 

                                                      
4848

 Covering health, education, local growth, ageing, early intervention and crime 

http://www.communitybudgets.org.uk/
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extended, in a way that also passes on the learning that they have gained over the 

last year from the thirty civil service secondees. 

In addition, there are a number of practical steps that could be taken to strengthen 

incentives for local partners to work closely together – particularly around 

commissioning timetables and financing. 

Recommendation 7: We recommend that the Government looks to align 

commissioning for key public services – including by aligning settlement 

periods across employment, skills, health and local authority budgets and 

exploring how integrated commissioning agreements can be tested.  The 

2013 Spending Round has opened this up, by looking to align health and social care, 

but looking beyond this there is scope to better align the replacement for the Work 

Programme (where commissioning may begin in late 2014) with timescales for both 

health and skills support. 

Recommendation 8: Funding formulas for public services should be kept 

under review, to ensure that successful approaches do not lead to 

inappropriate penalties (either from under-spends being lost, or areas 

losing out under “needs based” formulas).  Clearly, this is a fine balance as 

savings need to be cashed in order to realise the benefits of investment.  However 

there are potential models for enabling successful services to keep parts of the 

savings that they make, and where appropriate to carry those forward. 

Putting employment, skills and enterprise at the heart 
of local approaches 

Chapter 5 sets out the case for ensuring that local approaches are focused on 

promoting employment, skills and enterprise.  While there are good practices, 

particularly around developing support for the most disadvantaged families, there 

remain issues around how roles and responsibilities are defined, how partners work 

together and how approaches are scaled up.  Not all of these can be addressed in 

the immediate term – and Universal Credit in particular will redefine roles and 

responsibilities in different areas in different ways. 

A number of recommendations above – around alignment between City Deals and 

Community Budgets, mapping accountabilities and aligning commissioning – will all 

serve to support local areas to better integrate employment support in local 

approaches.  In addition we make one recommendation for the short term below. 

Recommendation 9: Local areas delivering Local Support Service pilots for 

Universal Credit should look to agree with Jobcentre Plus clear statements 

of objectives, roles and responsibilities for supporting those out of work.  
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These should then be pulled together and shared with non-pilot areas to inform 

them.  These statements should set out where respective responsibilities start and 

end for all claimant groups, how success is measured and how partners will expect 

to work together to support employment.   

Beyond this, there are three areas where we consider that in the medium term local 

partners and government can take steps to encourage closer and better working. 

A “duty to cooperate” between Jobcentre Plus, training 
providers and local partners 

The Localism Act places a new “duty to cooperate” on local planning authorities and 

a number of other public bodies. This duty relates specifically to planning and 

development policies, where those impact on more than one area.  The duty 

requires councils and other public bodies to “engage constructively, actively and on 

an ongoing basis” to develop strategic policies, and to consider joint approaches to 

making plans. 

It is expected that the new duty will lead to new approaches to working in 

partnership, that are tailored and responsive to local needs and plans.  This is likely 

to include local investment plans or local strategic statements (setting out broader 

strategic objectives). 

The duty to cooperate in planning will likely highlight many of the same challenges 

as exist in Community Budgets – around the need for strong local leadership, 

partnership working, clear strategic direction and developing solutions that focus on 

outcomes rather than processes.  And the opportunities will be similar too: for more 

responsive, effective and efficient outcomes. 

In our view, there is a strong case for developing an equivalent (non statutory) 

“duty to cooperate” between local authorities, Jobcentre Plus, employment services 

providers (including Work Programme providers) and training providers in order to 

bind central and local government closer together in how they set strategic priorities, 

allocate resources, commission services, apportion risk and manage delivery. 

In concrete terms, the duty could include ensuring that those local partners have 

clear shared plans and clearly defined roles in service design, commissioning and 

oversight (for example input into how the Flexible Support Fund is used, the 

provision of adult skills support, and so on).  It could also be used to ensure that 

there are no gaps in coverage or needless duplication – for example on support for 

ESA claimants or young people. 

Recommendation 10: The Government should explore the case for 

introducing a non-statutory “duty to cooperate” between local authorities, 
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Jobcentre Plus, employment services providers and training providers – 

placing an expectation on those organisations to co-operate in setting 

local employment and skills priorities, allocating resources, and designing 

and commissioning service delivery. 

Supporting local areas to invest to save to support those out of 
work 

As set out in Chapter 4, a key challenge is that even where investment can lead to 

future savings, those savings often cannot be cashed because of long timescales, or 

because they accrue to central government or are locked in to other budgets.  If 

more is not done to support local areas to raise the upfront finance to unlock these 

savings, then progress will be as slow as the slowest part in any chain. 

The Government is taking steps to support local areas to unlock future savings, 

where they seek to do this through Social Impact Bonds.  Specifically, a new £20 

million Social Outcomes Fund is providing a top-up worth up to 20% to local social 

impact bonds (including one supporting young people in Essex), while the new 

Centre for Social Impact Bonds in the Cabinet Office has been established to provide 

expert advice. 

However while these are welcome steps, the barriers for local areas will still be 

significant, not least given the novelty and complexity in establishing social impact 

bonds specifically. 

A complementary approach would be for government to work with local areas to 

develop a number of “off the shelf” approaches specifically linked to supporting key 

groups that are out of work and currently outside mainstream support, and where 

the potential wider savings are either well understood (from Community Budgets 

work so far) or can be mapped relatively easily.  This could include for example off-

the-shelf models for engaging very long-term unemployed people who have left the 

Work Programme; existing ESA claimants who have not been referred to the Work 

Programme; and lone parents with a youngest child aged 3 or 4. 

In each of these cases, the Government and local areas would quantify the net 

savings from achieving sustained employment for a given “cohort” of disadvantaged 

people out of work.  They would attribute these savings against spending lines, and 

develop a clear logic model for how savings accrue.  Local areas would then be 

invited to develop proposals to support these groups into work – working with 

employment service providers, Jobcentre Plus and other local agencies.  They could 

then “bid” to raise investment either through structured Social Impact Bonds 

(supported by the Social Outcomes Fund) and/ or from those public bodies where 

savings accrue. 
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This would need to be tested on a small scale initially, but if successful it could 

provide a model for the more systematic rollout of new, capitalised approaches to 

supporting those outside mainstream employment support. 

Recommendation 11: Central government and local areas should work 

together to develop “off the shelf” investment models to quantify and map 

net savings from supporting key groups currently outside mainstream 

support to move closer to (and ultimately into) work – for example the 

very long-term unemployed, existing ESA claimants and lone parents with 

children under 5.  These should then be used to raise investment through 

social impact bonds or directly from public bodies. 

Co-commissioning of future employment programmes 

Finally, we consider that as the integration and joining up of local services becomes 

more mature, there is an increasingly strong argument that some local areas should 

have a more formal role in the commissioning of employment programmes currently 

commissioned by central Government.  At this stage, we do not consider that the 

case is made for the full localisation of commissioning – given that we have a 

national benefits regime and a national provider market – although there may be a 

case for testing this in the near future. 

However in the meantime, where areas are able to bring their own new investment 

and can demonstrate the benefits of co-commissioning through better horizontal 

alignment of services, they should be encouraged to co-commission future 

employment provision.  Specifically, this would mean co-commissioning of the 

replacement for the Work Programme in some areas. 

More work would be needed on the precise terms of any co-commissioning.  

However our starting point would be that co-commissioning should be possible 

where: 

 The local area invests additional resources 

 There is a clear benefit from joining up services (for examples skills or health 

budgets) 

The local role should include an ability to shape the specification of contracts – 

including the eligible groups, the specification of service levels, funding and 

performance regimes, and referral and selection processes.  However ongoing 

management should remain with the lead accountable body (i.e. the Department).  

This would build on the approach proposed by Government for the second phase of 

Flexible New Deals. 
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Recommendation 12: The Department should develop a model for the co-

commissioning of future employment programmes with local areas, where 

those areas are able to bring financial resources and demonstrate the 

benefits in terms of better integrated and aligned services. 

 

These recommendations begin to set out a framework for how Community Budgets 

specifically, and better integration of local services in general, can be harnessed to 

promote employment in local communities.  In our view, there is a pressing need for 

fresh thinking and new approaches.  And while Community Budgets are not a new 

idea, their radical extension in the Whole Place pilots means they have the potential 

to transform the way that public services are understood, designed and delivered.   

 


