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ITEM CH6(b)

CHILDREN’S SERVICES SCRUTINY COMMITTEE – 13 DECEMBER 2005

BUDGET SCRUTINY

Budget Task Group: Youth Service: Key lines of enquiry and supporting notes

The information provided suggests that the Youth Service currently provides an effective service, which is value for money. However, it has an ambitious remit which needs considerable resources to be maintained at current levels. Scrutiny can add value to the consideration of the budget by linking spend to performance. The questions below indicate potential lines of enquiry for the Committee to take.

Background

The Youth Service is organised as two strands: geographic teams covering three areas; and support services, which encompass counselling, information, mentoring, social inclusion, arts and outdoor education. The full-time equivalent (fte) staffing level for the service is 95 (for 2003/4).This comprises 7 area and support managers, 40 full-time workers, 3 fte youth mentor supervisors, 6 counsellors, 150 part-time staff and 134 volunteers. The projects provided range from youth clubs to racial specific support through to unaccompanied child asylum seekers. There are a range of partnerships, for example with Connexions, OCVYS (Council for Voluntary Youth Services), and Terence Higgins Trust. 

Budget and Spend


2003/04
2004/05
2005/06



 
 
 



 

 


Budget
2,766
3,020
3,226



 

 


Spend
2,979
3,016
3,369
Year-end projection


 

 


Over(+)/Under(-)spend
213
-4
103
Year-end projection


Written-off from Early Years budget
£200k added to budget during the year from Early Years budget
£100k added to budget during the year from Early Years budget

£59k share of efficiency savings also covered by Early Years


Key lines of enquiry

Q: Which services (or service elements) that the Youth Service provides are statutory, and which discretionary or covered by other agreements? What is a ‘sufficient’ service? Are the expectations of what can be provided by this service realistic?

Notes: LEAs have a duty, currently set out in Section 508 of the Education Act 1996, to secure the provision of youth service facilities in respect of primary and secondary education in their area and, under the same section, they have a power to provide youth services for further education.

The Government believes that local authorities should take the lead in ensuring a sufficient youth service. The OFSTED report was very favourable it was one of very few youth services in the country to receive a “very good” rating). It also stated that the youth service had a broad remit, and that “Expectations of the service held by officers, elected members and youth workers are unrealistic in the context of the service’s current and predicted level of resources.” 

The aim of this question is to find out what counts as ‘sufficient’, and how the services that OCC provides were decided upon. In order to understand the budget constraints, it is important to understand what are the pressures or limits on the operational objectives. 

Q: Why do you think the service has overspent for the last three years? what are the main pressures?

Notes: The service has been significantly overspent and has relied on transfers of £213k, £200k and £159k from the Early Years budget in the last three years.  In the current year (2005/06) the service still has a projected overspend of £103k (despite receipt of the transfer of £159k). 

The breakdown of budget and spending for 05/06 is shown below:



Gross
Grant inc
Other inc
Net

2005/06 Budget - Programme areas
 

 
 

Central Staff costs

504

1
503

Geographic Teams

1,559
20
 
1,539

Support Services

732
46
41
645

Projects

453

212
241

Staff Development & Training

136
28
 
108

Service Agreements

135
15
 
120

Total

3,519
109
254
3,156*

* £100k subsequently added for national job evaluation" for " youth workers + £59k for efficiency savings target

 




Explaining the overspend: In 2003/04 the largest problem was in “Geographic Teams” (ie. mainly the Youth Centres) caused by under-provision in staff budgets; together with the 2 other areas at the top of the list, which are also mainly staff costs, this resulted in an overspending of £351k. This overspending on staff budgets was addressed in 2004/05 by the temporary transfer of £200k from Early Years which was added to the staffing budget. In 2005/06 there has already been an injection of £150k – ie. £100k from Early Years and £50k from Scrutiny. It has not been an easy task to confidently isolate the causes of overspending, as spending figures costed to programme areas do not appear to be readily available.

The aim of this line of inquiry is to establish not just what the overspend has been, but why. This should relate to known or unforeseen budget pressures, planning, and budget management.

Q: What is the medium term (as opposed to short-term) plan to get the service within budget?

Notes: It is currently reported that further pressures for 2006/07 include :

a shortfall in pay inflation for staff of £38k, and an efficiency savings target of £46k. A current review of administrative support is hoped to yield savings of £85k to match these pressures. However this is in the context of a current position where central officer and senior management resources are already “stretched” due to the provision of secondment and maternity cover for field officers in the South and City areas. The service should be working to a medium term (three year?) plan to get the budget pressures under control. 

Spend and cost effectiveness: 

Between 02/03 and 03/04 spend per head (13-19 yr olds) increased (although it still remained below average when compared to ‘nearest neighbours’) while % reached declined slightly (although it still remained above the ‘national target’ of 25%). 

In 03/04 Oxfordshire was cost-effective relative to the other ‘nearest neighbour’ authorities (joint 3rd best out of 11).

The share of the total Education budget increased slightly between 02/03 and 03/04 ; Oxfordshire was “mid-table” amongst the selected authorities; but the total “Youth & Community” share is significantly  below FSS and declining further in 04/05 and 05/06 (see graph below). Major elements of the LEA share were: Home to School Transport, Statutory/regulatory duties, School Improvement, Capital Expenditure from Revenue.
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The aim of this line of enquiry is to see how far there is a planned medium term response to an on-going critical condition in the service. It is also important to find out why the budget is significantly below the Formula Spending Share for the service.

Q: Would the service still meet its targets (e.g. BVPIs) if spending was reduced (to stay within budget)? Are there ways in which the services could be delivered differently without increasing costs? What are the service and budget priorities for the next three years?

Notes: According to analysis, the Oxfordshire Youth Service represents good value for money compared with other similar authorities and was one of very few youth services in the country to receive a “Very Good” rating. The recent OFSTED report suggested an increase in funding. However, if spend is not going to be increased, it is necessary to find out how performance will be maintained, or affected by a restricted budget.

The aim of this line of enquiry is to link budget to outcomes, i.e. performance.

Q: How is consultation with young people undertaken? is this sufficient to provide for a responsive service? How does the service relate to the Youth Green Paper?
Notes: The youth service needs to be responsive to the changing interests of young people. The strategic objectives are described as: “To deliver a quality service through: • a broad and balanced curriculum with clear aims, objectives and outcomes in which young people have a central role in planning, delivery and evaluation • valuing and developing staff • appropriate accommodation and resources • raising performance.” The Youth Green Paper will require a service level response.

The aim of this line of enquiry is to see how responsive the Youth Service is to ‘outside’ pressures. This will affect the budget planning and how effectively the budget is spent.

Q: What is the relationship between schools and the Youth Service? Which young people are being reached by the Youth Service?
Notes: The aim of the Youth Service is to “enable young people aged 13-19, and other young people at the margins, to progress towards identified goals through the provision of personal and social development opportunities based on the educational principles of youth work.”  The age range crosses over to a great extent with school age, and the strategic objectives talk directly about a “broad and balanced curriculum”. The service exceeded the 2003/4 BVPI of ‘reaching’ 25% of 13-19 year olds (with a figure of 27.9%). It is currently on track to meet the new BVPIs for ‘recorded’ and ‘accredited’ outcomes from the participation of young people in organised youth work.

The aim of this line of enquiry is to find out how far the Youth Service and Schools work in a co-ordinated way to ‘reach’ 13-19 year olds and advance the goals of individual development of young people. The degree of co-ordination may affect how the budget for the Youth Service is allocated and spent. 
Q: How well does the Youth Service work in partnership with District Councils and other agencies (e.g. voluntary and youth offending services)? Q: How much of the activity is seen as ‘diversionary’ e.g. potentially helping to avoid costs in the Youth Offending service?
Notes: District Councils are responsible for providing leisure services. The relationship between the Youth Service and other providers of activities may well affect the budget situation of the service. 

The aim of this line of enquiry is to find out if there are opportunities for better partnership working, and what positive effect this could have on the budget.
CH_DEC1305R03.doc
CH_DEC1305R03.doc

_1194766486.xls
Chart1

		2004/05		2004/05		2004/05

		2005/06		2005/06		2005/06



Schools

LEA

Youth & Community

% variation

Variation from Formula Spending Share

0.3

25.7

-5.2

0.6

27

-13.2



Sheet1
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		Schools		0.3		0.6

		LEA		25.7		27

		Youth & Community		-5.2		-13.2





Sheet1

		0		0		0

		0		0		0



Schools

LEA

Youth & Community

% variation

Variation from Formula Spending Share



Sheet2

		





Sheet3

		






