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Chairman’s Foreword 

Early this year, Members of the Joint Committee on Social Protection started to receive correspondence 
from many people and organisations concerned about a prospective re-organisation of the Money Advice 
and Budgetary Service (MABS) and Citizens Information Service (CIS). Both organisations had independently 
evolved from the ground up, as examples of local volunteerism of the best kind. The Citizens Information 
Board (CIB), the organisation with responsibility for management of the two services, was embarking on a 
plan of re-structuring that would see both organisations formulated into regionally-based companies. 

Those raising the matter as a concern were particularly worried that the regional structure would 
precipitate a loss of local volunteers, the life blood of both organisations. They also felt that such 
consultation as had taken place was not real or meaningful. 

Having heard from many stakeholders, the Joint Committee is satisfied that the fears of those opposed to 
the prospective restructuring are justified. The regional proposal will distance the services from their local 
customers, volunteers, staff and board members; will irretrievably alter the actual essence of both 
organisations. The Joint Committee acknowledges that some re-organisation is necessary, and that no 
structure is so perfect that it can’t be improved. However, the proposed course of action is wrong.  

During the course of the Joint Committee’s consideration, it was noteworthy how many stakeholders 
expressed a willingness to engage in meaningful consultations to map a new way forward. I strongly urge 
the initiation of a new process, engaging with and listening to all stakeholders. 

I would like to thank all who participated in proceedings before the Joint Committee, as well as those who 
made written submissions. Their various contributions, together with that of the Committee Secretariat, to 
the production of this report are gratefully acknowledged.  

John Curran TD 
Chairman of the Joint Committee on Social Protection 

June 2017 
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Joint Committee on Social Protection 

Report on the Proposed Restructuring of the Money Advice and Budgeting Service and the 
Citizens Information Service 

1. Introduction and Timeline

1.1  Community information centres became established in Ireland on a voluntary basis from the late 
1960s, and in 1974 the National Social Services Council (NSSC, subsequently the National Social Service 
Board (NSSB)) was given responsibility to develop a nationwide network providing information, advice and 
advocacy services. In 1999, these local voluntary committees came together at county level with 
representatives of statutory bodies and other community groups to draw up plans to reorganise services. 
These were approved by the board of the NSSB and county-wide services were established, with each local 
committee having a representative on the county board. 

1.2 By means of the Comhairle Act 20001, the then-Department of Social, Community and Family 
Affairs established the body to be known as Comhairle to replace both the NSSB and the National 
Rehabilitation Board. The main aims of Comhairle were to promote greater accessibility, coordination and 
awareness of social services, as well as to provide the Minister with advice and assistance on development 
of social services. The Citizens Information Act 20072 changed the name of the body to the Citizens 
Information Board (CIB) and introduced the provision of a personal advocacy service for certain persons 
with disabilities. Over time, the network supported by the CIB consisted of 42 Citizens Information Services 
(CIS) nationwide, organised as companies limited by guarantee, providing face-to-face services to citizens 
by means of volunteers and paid staff. 

1.3 Separately, the Money Advice and Budgeting Service (MABS) was established as a local volunteer 
project in the late 1980s to help people struggling with financial difficulties. The success of the venture led 
to the then-Department of Social Welfare providing funding for an initial five MABS pilot projects around 
the country, officially launched in 1992. Since that pilot, the number of MABS has grown to 51 nationwide. 
The focus of the service is on assistance with personal debt, and among the supports provided are help in 
working out an individual or family budget, dealing with creditors and helping to set up special accounts 
with local credit unions. Each service is formed as a company limited by guarantee, with a board run by 
volunteers, and the staff members of the service are paid. 

1.4 Part 4 of the Social Welfare (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 20083 transferred statutory authority for 
MABS to the CIB. The Commencement Order for Part 4 was accompanied by a letter from the Department 
of Social and Family Affairs (subsequently the Department of Social Protection or “the Department”) saying 

The Minister for Social and Family Affairs has signed a Commencement Order to give effect from 13 July to 
Part 4 of the Social Welfare (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 2008 which extends the functions of Citizens 
Information Board to include the provision of the Money Advice and Budgeting Service…The MABS will be a 
separate distinct service within the Citizens Information Board. There will be no change of status on 
independent MABS companies with voluntary boards of management nor in the employment status of their 
employees that provide the local services. 

1.5 In its testimony, the CIB said that “the decision to restructure MABS and CIS was taken in 2014”.4 A 
feasibility study5 (“the Pathfinder report” or “Pathfinder”) was carried out which concluded that a 
consolidation model, organised on a regional or national basis, would provide the best outcome for good 

1
Comhairle Act, 2000 

2
 Citizens Information Act 2007 

3
 Social Welfare (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 2008 

4
 http://www.oireachtas.ie/parliament/media/committees/socialprotection/CIB-Opening-Statement-23-February-2017.pdf 

5
 Annex 1 

http://www.irishstatutebook.ie/eli/2000/act/1/enacted/en/html
http://www.irishstatutebook.ie/eli/2007/act/2/enacted/en/html
http://www.irishstatutebook.ie/eli/2008/act/22/enacted/en/html
http://www.oireachtas.ie/parliament/media/committees/socialprotection/CIB-Opening-Statement-23-February-2017.pdf
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governance of the services. The regional structure would see five boards each for MABS and CIS, while the 
national model would have a single board for each.  

1.6 At a board meeting on 12 October 2016, CIB agreed to establish a Restructuring Committee to 
design a regional structure for the CIS and MABS networks and to draw up implementation and 
communications plans.  

1.7  Members of various services countrywide became increasingly concerned at the proposals, in 
particular the proposed departure from the originating bottom-up, grassroots structure of both MABS and 
CIS. Ultimately, the matter came to the attention of the members of the Joint Committee on Social 
Protection (“the Committee”). On 15 February and 16 February 2017, invitations were extended to CIB and 
MABS respectively to address a meeting of the Committee on 23 February.  

1.8 On 15 February 2017, a CIB Board meeting was held at which the Chair proposed the adoption of 
the Restructuring Committee’s report, and the implementation of the proposed restructuring. An 
amendment was proposed that “we do not proceed before we see an implementation plan”6 and three 
members agreed. The minutes of the meeting record “As the decision to restructure had already been 
made by the Board in October, the Chair asked all Board members to vote for the initial proposal”.7 

1.9  The Committee held hearings to discuss the issue on 23 February and 9 March 2017, and many 
written representations were also received. A full list of witnesses in person and written submissions is at 
Annex 2. 

1.10 On 28 March a motion was passed in the Dáil calling on the Minister for Social Protection to: 
- immediately utilise the power he has under the Citizens Information Act 2007 to issue a directive to halt this 
proposed regionalisation; 
- conduct a cost-benefit analysis of the restructuring process and the proposed regional model; 
- heed the concerns of those who have voiced their strong reservations about the restructuring process and 
to ensure that all stakeholders involved are consulted and allowed to engage in meaningful constructive 
dialogue to secure an outcome that is agreeable to all; and 
- ensure that any restructuring process does not result in the downgrading of the quality, effectiveness and 
accessibility of services to citizens.

8
  

2. Testimony/Presentations

2.1 The Committee met four bodies in person, with the CIB and the MABS National Management 
Forum (MABS NMF) attending on 23 February9 and the National Development Managers Network (NDNM) 
and the National Association of Citizens Information Services (NACIS) attending on 9 March10, and received 
written submissions from many of the other stakeholders. The following is necessarily a summary, and - 
since many of the stakeholders made the same points – it may not attribute all points to all contributors. 
CIB Presentation 

2.2 Ms Ita Mangan, Chair of CIB, told the Joint Committee on 23 February that “…this decision is about 
governance, accountability, value for money and using the skills of the MABS and CIS companies to provide 
the best possible service to the people who need those services.” She said that the issue of reorganising the 
delivery of services via MABS and CIS had been on the agenda since 2009, when MABS came within the 
remit of the CIB. 

2.3 Outlining the background to the decision, Ms Mangan said  
Following a feasibility study by Pathfinder published in September 2014, the board decided in November 
2014 to restructure MABS and CIS to provide for better governance. While CIB is the statutory authority for 

6
 http://www.citizensinformationboard.ie/downloads/foi/20170215_Board_minutes.mf.docx 

7
 http://www.citizensinformationboard.ie/downloads/foi/20170215_Board_minutes.mf.docx 

8
 http://oireachtasdebates.oireachtas.ie/debates%20authoring/debateswebpack.nsf/takes/dail201703280004 

9
 Joint Committee on Social Protection -  23/Feb/2017 Money Advice and Budgeting Service Restructuring: Discussion 

10
 Joint Committee on Social Protection - 09/Mar/2017 Money Advice and Budgeting Service Restructuring: Discussion (Resu 

http://www.citizensinformationboard.ie/downloads/foi/20170215_Board_minutes.mf.docx
http://www.citizensinformationboard.ie/downloads/foi/20170215_Board_minutes.mf.docx
http://oireachtasdebates.oireachtas.ie/Debates%20Authoring/DebatesWebPack.nsf/committeetakes/SPJ2017022300002?opendocument
http://oireachtasdebates.oireachtas.ie/Debates%20Authoring/DebatesWebPack.nsf/committeetakes/SPJ2017030900002?opendocument
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the services it funds, it has become increasingly challenging in recent years due to staff reductions to meet 
the needs of 93 individual companies. 

2.4 Ms Mangan said that the Restructuring Committee set up in October 2016 consisted of three 
members of the CIB board, two members each of CIS and MABS and three members of the CIB senior 
management team. That Committee proposed to the board in February 2017 that regionalisation proceed 
on the basis of eight MABS companies and eight CIS companies. She said that there had been extensive and 
ongoing consultation and that there had been “no dissent from the decision of the restructuring 
committee”. Ms Mangan said 

We are faced with a situation where – as the group responsible for public money –we must make the 
decision and we must stand over that decision. I accept that MABS are not happy with the position. It is very 

obvious, but I do not believe there is anything we can do about that. 

2.5 Ms Mangan said that there would be ”no job losses, no closure of services and no change to the 
location of any services during the lifetime of the restructuring programme”, estimated to be eighteen 
months. She further emphasised “the service users will not see any change in the services they receive... 
[they] will go to the same place, be looked after by the same people and get the same level of service they 
currently receive.” 

2.6  Ms Mangan claimed a more streamlined governance structure would result in a more targeted use 
of valuable resources. She referred to a new code of practice for the governance of State bodies which 
came into effect in September 2016, and which included a robust performance agreement with which CIB 
needed to comply. In identifying specific difficulties caused by the existing MABS and CIS structures, Ms 
Mangan cited recent reports of the Comptroller and Auditor General (C&AG) which she said “requested the 
CIB to review its financial control arrangements for MABS companies and to request compliance 
statements for each MABS company supplemented by on-site visits in order to ensure adequate controls 
are in place across each funded company”. 

2.7 Ms Mangan also said that boards of management and service managers had expressed concerns in 
recent years about the considerable amount of managerial time being diverted into administration, with a 
consequent negative impact on the management of service delivery. She said the new structure would 
remove much of that administrative burden, freeing managers to promote skill development and service 
improvement. 

2.8 Ms Mangan contended that there would be no visible change from a service user’s point of view, 
and that employees of the services would continue to work from the same place and provide the same 
services. Noting that the approximately 800 members of the current local boards would cease to be the 
employers of the staff providing the services, she pointed out that they would have the opportunity to 
remain as local advisory boards so that they could continue to use their expertise to help their local 
communities. 

MABS NMF Presentation 
2.9 The meeting of 23 February was attended by representatives of the MABS NMF, the umbrella body 
representing all 51 MABS companies. Mr James Clarke stressed the volunteer origin of MABS, and said 

The local voluntary community involvement was and remains, the key success to the MABS service. 
Regardless of what anyone else says, its key success is in the local involvement because volunteers volunteer 
locally. People getting involved in their local communities and democracy at all levels is what we are talking 
about. It is a bottom up service. There is a major difference between a bottom up service, which comes from 
the ground up, informing Government policy and change and something that is being developed at the top 
level in Dublin and decision being made that such a model will fit throughout the country and that it will 
work. That is the real difference between MABS and the service that the chairperson of CIB spoke about. 

2.10  Mr Clarke noted the references to governance issues, and said that as the umbrella group he would 
have thought that MABS NMF would have been the first to be told of difficulties with particular companies. 
This, however, did not happen. He pointed out that, as Chair of Longford MABS, he reported four times a 
year to CIB regarding expenditure. He had audited accounts prepared by a professional auditor, and he 
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described the governance issue as a red herring, saying that "MABS absolutely rejects an inference by CIB 
of improper management or governance shortcomings in any MABS service". 

2.11 Mr Clarke referenced Parliamentary Questions (PQs) answered by the Minister11 on this matter, 
and noted the Minster’s reference to the difficulty in managing 93 companies. He said that a good analogy 
was the Community Employment Scheme operated by the Department, which was run by 660 limited 
companies. They provided an excellent service in local communities, cleaning up areas and doing work on a 
voluntary basis, without any difficulty with the C&AG. 

2.12  Mr Clarke pointed out that working with credit unions was critical to MABS, and that every credit 
union had a member on the board of the local MABS, but he said that “when the local Boards are wound up 
there is no going back and no more local involvement in service delivery. The breaking of the link between 
local communities and MABS will destroy the whole ethos upon which its success was established." He 
suggested that it would be difficult to find people with day jobs to volunteer to be directors of regional 
companies with responsibility for 80 or 90 staff and budgets of €2 million, and pointed out that CIB would 
actually select the directors of the eight new boards. 

2.13 Mr Clarke contended that the CIB’s proposed estimates of savings created by restructuring were 
incorrect. He himself conservatively estimated that the establishment costs would be €1.2 million, and 
annual costs would be €2.3 million. Mr Clarke said, further, that CIB had failed to quantify the real cost of 
the endeavour, by failing to cost the loss of the input of voluntary local boards of management. They had 
also failed to quantify the cost of this exercise to MABS’s vulnerable clients, at a time when MABS is 
supporting such clients through a period of great personal debt crisis and can ill afford such disruption. 
Further, they had failed to address the status of the national staff representative groups in MABS. 

NDMN Presentation 
2.14 The NDMN represents development managers who manage individual CISs across the country. The 
Chairperson, Mr Tomás Lally, told the Committee of some of the local trailblazers who set up rosters of 
community volunteers to provide information and advice. Mr Lally referred to a successful ground-up 
county-based restructuring of services that had occurred when the NSSB had been in place, and 
emphasised that citizens’ information services are distinctly local. 

2.15 Referring to the cited governance issues, Mr Lally said the NDMN was not aware of any sanction 
imposed on a service for breaches of service agreements or financial controls, as would be required under 
the exacting service agreements signed with CIB. He questioned how all services could have achieved Gold 
Standard Service Excellence if they were underperforming. 

2.16 Regarding the proposed cost savings, Mr Lally was sceptical of the figures suggested. As no cost 
benefit analysis had taken place, it was impossible to rely on these amounts. He suggested that governance 
costs could be saved if CIB tendered for an accountancy or audit firm to carry out the audits of the 93 
companies. 

2.17 Noting that CIB said intensive consultation had taken place, Mr Lally noted that representatives 
were sought from representative bodies to serve on the Restructuring Committee. As a condition of their 
participation, they were requested to accept a confidentiality agreement, which prevented them from 
discussions with the membership they were supposed to be representing. 

2.18 Mr Lally described the historic relationship between CIB and services as a respectful and dynamic 
narrative, with CIB providing significant support. He said they had not always agreed but there was always a 
sense they respected each other and that claims were based on solid evidence. 

We were dealing with people who clearly understood what it is to fund a service that occupies the privileged 
space between the State and the citizen. That is how it used to be. Sadly, that narrative has changed. 

In support of this, Mr Lally cited the 2014 Annual Report wherein the Chairperson said  
Our distinctive structure – a network of independent services, deeply embedded in local communities, 
funded and supported by a statutory agency – gives us a unique strength. Without the close relationship each 

11
 http://oireachtasdebates.oireachtas.ie/debates%20authoring/debateswebpack.nsf/takes/dail2017022100057 
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service has with its local community, we could not deliver on our remit – providing information, advice, 
advocacy and budgeting services, when and where they are needed.

12
 

By comparison, in the 2015 Annual Report, there is no mention of a "network of independent services" in 
either the Chairperson’s report or in the overview by the CEO which characterised the relationship as 
follows 

We are continuing to develop our services through the companies that deliver them.
13

 

Mr Lally described this as “a dramatic change in narrative and CISs are now seen as instruments of delivery 
and means to an end. There is no longer any sense of a unique strength from a network of independent 
services deeply embedded in local communities". 

2.19 Mr Lally quoted the Pathfinder report 
Our preferred option ... is to consolidate the boards as much as possible as close as to a single point of 
authority for each of MABS and CIS … The closer the structure can get to the 'single board' scenario, the 
closer the stakeholders get to service delivery and the closer the service gets to stakeholders.

14
 

 He said the stakeholder being spoken of here is clearly the funder, not the citizen or the taxpayer. 

2.20  Mr Lally suggested that meaningful restructuring could be achieved at county level, perhaps by 
amalgamating CIS and MABS. This would bring the number of boards down from 93 to approximately 30, 
and would maintain community-based services. Mr Lally supported the call for the Minister to instruct CIB, 
in accordance with his power under the 2007 Act, to halt the proposed regionalisation. 

NACIS Presentation 
2.21 Mr Michael McGuane, on behalf of NACIS, supported much of what Mr Lally had said. He described 
a citizen information service as one of the hallmarks of a modern democratic society, seeking to empower 
ordinary people to vindicate their rights and entitlements. He said a key strength of the local boards is the 
strong organic connection to the local community, including local civil society representatives such as the 
Society of St Vincent de Paul, Threshold and other relevant local agencies, fostered by the fact that services 
grew organically from the communities they serve. 

2.22 Mr McGuane described the membership which NACIS represents as falling into three strands: the 
board members of the CIS companies, providing their support and expertise on a voluntary basis; the 
employees of the services, including development managers, information officers and others; and the 1,100 
volunteers delivering front-line services to clients. The disquiet and uncertainty caused by the restructuring 
proposals had already led to some personnel losses, and Mr McGuane said there was nothing more 
damaging to a voluntary or community-led organisation than uncertainty about the future. 

2.23 Mr McGuane expressed concerns about board selection in the regional model. The proposal was to 
run a recruitment process, similar to the Public Appointments Service process, with criteria being set and 
selection being made by CIB. He said there was a need for continuity between existing boards and 
whatever new structures were put in place. 

2.24 Mr McGuane said that NACIS supported a county- or community-based model. He said that the 
proposed regional model will offer a more centralised approach, with its independence compromised from 
the outset. He said the degree of control implicit in the proposed model is akin to what is required for an 
agency that needs to be controlled by the State, and is not an appropriate model on which to base the type 
of service provided by their members. The CIS is Government-funded, but cannot be perceived to be 
Government-run. 

3. The Rationale for Restructuring

3.1 Following the acquisition of MABS, CIB was responsible for an organisation consisting of 93 
separate companies, with approximately 2,800 staff including employees, volunteers and CE Scheme 
workers. 

12
 http://www.citizensinformationboard.ie/downloads/cib/annual_report_2014_en.pdf 

13
 http://www.citizensinformationboard.ie/downloads/cib/annual_report_2015_en.pdf 

14
 Annex 1 
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3.2 In 2012, the CIB Annual Report recorded 

The relationship between the Citizens information Board and its delivery partners has been formalised 
through the introduction of Service Agreements between CIB and each of its delivery partners including the 
42 local Citizens Information Services and the 53 MABS companies.

15
  

The Service Agreements are annual contracts between CIB and 96 separate companies. These contracts are 
agreed by the Board of the Citizens Information Board and cover standard items such as service delivery, 
governance, financial controls, HR practices, reporting, evaluation and monitoring. The agreements set out 
the commitments the parties make to each other including the services that will be provided in return for 
funding received. 

This enables CIB to ensure that excellent service and value is achieved across the wide range of services it 
provides. The agreements also ensure that the Citizens Information Board fulfils its responsibility for ensuring 
that appropriate governance arrangements are in place in relation to the expenditure of public funds. It is 
essential that this significant amount of public monies is carefully monitored and properly accounted for, in 
terms of financial accountability, effective performance and delivery of quality services to the customer and 
taxpayer, who ultimately funds these services.

16
 

3.3 The Annual Report of 2014 noted with approval that all of the CIS and MABS services had 
successfully achieved validation in an EFQM Gold Star Service Excellence programme. The assessments had 
been conducted by the Centre for Competitiveness, the national partner for EFQM in Ireland, and were 
benchmarked against a framework of European Best Practice.  

3.4 The 2014 Report also referred to publication of the Pathfinder report, saying  
There are over 600 permanent staff, approximately 200 scheme workers and 1,104 volunteers working for 
the 93 independent companies in the network (51 Money Advice and Budgeting Services (MABS) and 42 
Citizens Information Services (CISs)). Each of these companies has a separate voluntary Board of 
Management, comprising an average of nine members per Board, resulting in a governance structure of over 
800 people. The maintenance of this company and Board structure is no longer sustainable from an 
organisational or governance perspective and the resource effort required could otherwise be directed 
towards improved service delivery to citizens. In terms of increased demands for funding and accountability it 
is also untenable.

17
  

3.5 Similar key points regarding resources, governance and accountability and improved service 
delivery constituted central arguments in CIB’s presentation to the Committee as the rationale for their 
planned restructure. The Committee has examined these rationales in terms of both testimony and 
supporting documentation.   

Resources and Staffing 
3.6 In her testimony to the Committee, Ms Mangan, Chair of CIB, identified staffing pressure as a 
concern, saying “While CIB is the statutory authority for the services it funds, it has become increasingly 
challenging in recent years due to staff reductions to meet the needs of 93 individual companies." 

3.7 Ms Mangan also noted that 
…the CIB must also operate to a strict employment control framework. There is nothing unusual in that
respect in that all Departments and bodies are subject to employment control regulations. In order to 
continue to meet the governance and compliance demands created by 93 companies, the CIB will be forced 
to redeploy staff into these roles. However, as I said, that would not be a good use of resources.  

3.8 Ms Mangan said that “when CIB took over MABS in 2009 it had 92 staff but it only has 74 today”.  
However, later examination of CIB Board minutes clarified that while 74 is the Employment Control 

15
 Note: Two companies (National Advocacy Service and Sign Language interpretation Service) were not part of the restructuring 

study, so the relevant number of MABS is 51. 
16

 http://www.citizensinformationboard.ie/downloads/cib/annual_report2012_EN.pdf 
17

 http://www.citizensinformationboard.ie/downloads/cib/annual_report_2014_en.pdf 
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Framework number, actual staffing levels as of October 2016 were below that, at 66.6. 

3.9     Staffing also represented a significant consideration in relation to CIBs costing analysis, with the 
provision of ten staff for a compliance unit included as a significant new financial costing, although based 
on the staffing figures previously outlined, ten staff would represent only a partial restoration of 2009 
staffing levels.    

3.10    When asked whether recruitment of additional staff might be an alternative to a major restructure, 
Ms Mangan rejected that proposal.  “I want to kill that one immediately; I do not think it would be a good 
idea to get more staff to do a compliance job.” She stated that “it would not be a good use of resources 
even if those resources were made available.”  

Governance 
3.11 In her submission to the Committee, Ms Mangan said 

At present, boards vary in their ability to fulfil their role in overseeing operations. The level of engagement 
with CIB as the funding body is also variable. The responses of some boards to audit reports is concerning. 
Oversight of the operations of companies and performance management of managers does not happen 
consistently. A reduced number of services will enable more regular auditing and a more effective follow up 
by the CIB on the implementation of these recommendations. Improved governance within a smaller number 
of companies will mean that time and resources can be better directed to the provision of high quality 
services.  

3.12    Responding, Mr Clarke of MABS NMF said “MABS absolutely rejects an inference by CIB of 
improper management or governance shortcomings". He further stated  

We have consistently demonstrated that we are open to listening and effecting change for the improvement 
of the service. That offer remains on the table as we speak. If the CIB has a problem with governance, it 
should tell us what it is. If the Minister has a problem with governance, he should tell us what it is. Let us sit 
down and try to work it out. We do not know what it is. As I sit here, I have no idea what it is, other than 
general broad statements about the Comptroller and Auditor General.  

3.13    Mr Lally of NDMN also questioned the suggestion of governance issues, saying the NDMN was not 
aware of any sanction imposed on a service for breaches of service level agreements or financial controls, 
as would be required under the exacting service agreements signed with CIB.  Mr Lally provided the 
Committee with copies of these service agreements and financial control documents and also asked “Why 
does the CIB not withhold funding and assert service level agreements if there are so many problems? I 
suggest there are no problems as indicated.” 

3.14  Mr Lally also noted that all CIS and MABS services had recently undergone European Quality Service 
testing and all were awarded EFQM Gold Stars for Service Excellence.  He questioned how they could have 
achieved this award if they were underperforming. 

3.15    Ms Mangan said that 
The board of the CIB has to be satisfied that everything has been done properly. At present, the Comptroller 
and Auditor General is not satisfied that all of the necessary steps are being taken to ensure the proper use of 
resources, and we have to operate within his recommendations. 

3.16   She further stated “Recent reports of the Comptroller and Auditor General have requested the CIB 
to review its financial control arrangements for MABS companies and to request compliance statements for 
each MABS company supplemented by on-site visits in order to ensure adequate controls are in place 
across each funded company.”   

3.17    The Committee requested that specific concerns that the C&AG might have in respect of MABS or 
CISs governance might be shared with the Committee. A document was subsequently forwarded containing 
references to certain communications from the C&AG from 2015 and 2016, subsequent to the 2014 
restructuring decision, and focusing on relatively minor and specific issues.   
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3.18   The Committee did not see any document from the C&AG suggesting or requesting any restructure 
of the MABS or CIS Networks, although he may have suggested the allocation of more resources within CIB 
itself to implement the relevant financial control mechanisms. The costing section of the Business Case 
document suggests that the C&AG had indicated a need for CIB staff allocated to the area of compliance.  

Improved Service Delivery 
3. 19   In her presentation to the Committee, Ms Mangan expressed the view that “improved governance
within a smaller number of companies will mean that time and resources can be better directed to the 
provision of high quality services.”  

3.20    Improved Service made up one out of the six considerations in the Pathfinder report. The report 
found “that the core processes of CIB, CIS and MABS have evolved and are well adapted to take care of the 
provision of the tangible aspects of service delivery. The structures that support these core processes e.g. 
local boards and CIB or MABS…are established and work well,” and concluded that there were “no 
significant structural impediments to delivering the service on an individual basis.”

3.21   Mr Lally of NDMN said that  
[The] rationale is that a regionalised CIB controlled structure will improve the delivery of consistent high 
quality service. No evidence has been provided to support that. The Pathfinder study merely states the 
funder’s hunch, which is that ‘CIB feels that a central authority is a logical development in the evolution of 
the services that helps assure consistent quality’. Where is the evidence? As I said already, it is important, in 
terms of consistent high quality service, to remember that all services have got their Gold Star Service 
Excellence Awards.  

3.22     Mr Lally further noted that “No evidence exists that citizens are dissatisfied with the service 
currently provided and, crucially, no evidence has been provided that a regionalised service with an extra 
tier of regional managers will better serve the citizen."   

3.23 Ms Mangan suggested that the current company structures might lead to delay in the roll out of 
new initiatives and services, but this was questioned by Mr Clarke who said "Local Boards have proved 
to be highly responsive and adaptable. New Government initiatives have been professionally embraced 
and implemented with minimum fuss. “ 

Funding/Control 
3.24  In addition to the rationales presented by CIB, other witnesses and submissions to the Committee 
suggested alternative perspectives on possible rationales behind the restructure. They discussed a push 
towards greater control for the main funder, the Department of Social Protection, and the possibility that 
this restructure might be a step towards further consolidation or even the introduction of a franchise 
model. 

3.25   Mr McGuane of NACIS said that “Much of the thinking behind all of this restructuring took place a 
number of years ago during the recession when the fashion in public administration seemed to be to 
centralise and rationalise everything towards the centre." He further noted that  

the degree of control implicit in the proposed model is more akin to what is required for an agency that 
needs to be controlled by the State. It is not an appropriate model on which to base the type of service 
provided by our members. The CIS is Government-funded, but it cannot be perceived to be Government-run. 

3.26  Mr Lally of NDMN drew attention to p 50 of Pathfinder which noted “Deciding on the most suitable 
option….depends on the values that are important to the decision makers” before going on to state 

Our preferred option...is to consolidate the boards as much as possible as close as to a single point of 
authority for each of MABS and CIS…The closer the structure can get to the 'single board' scenario, the 
closer the stakeholders get to service delivery and the closer the service gets to stakeholders.   



14 

Mr Lally asked "Who are the stakeholders being spoken about? It is very clearly the funder as the sentence 
makes absolutely no sense if it is the citizen." 

3.27  Pathfinder (p 22) also states that “for CIB the DSP [the Department] is a significant stakeholder. CIB 
realise that keeping the DSP satisfied is a central part of ensuring that funding for services is maintained at 
a time when funding for many worthy services is being drastically cut.”      

3.28    The Business Case document produced by the Restructuring Committee also contains a section 
under the heading ‘Key Stakeholder’ which includes only the Department.  

3.29   Concern was expressed that the restructuring proposal might perhaps facilitate future introduction 
of competitive tendering or franchise model. Mr Lally said 

The Pathfinder report examined franchising as one of the options...It was put forward as a possible model for 
restructuring. Our submission referenced that perhaps after regionalisation it could be the second play in a 
couple of years' time and that services will be franchised eventually. 

 The question of franchising and other models is discussed further in Section 4. 

Cost-Benefit  
3.30 Cost-benefit analysis of the proposed restructure was a key point of concern and debate in both 
the written and oral submissions received by the Committee.  A number of submissions expressed concern 
that they had either not seen and were not aware of any cost-benefit analysis. 

3.31 In a written PQ reply circulated to the Committee and dated February 14, Minister Varadker stated 
that a cost-benefit analysis had not yet been conducted.18    

3.32 When testifying to the Committee on 23 February, the CIB spokesperson was asked whether a cost-
benefit analysis had been conducted and provided to the CIB board in advance of their 15 February 
meeting. She affirmed that it had and this was queried by the MABS representative. It subsequently 
became clear that a cost-benefit analysis had not in fact been conducted in respect of the proposed new 
16-company structure (eight CIS Boards and eight MABS Boards).  

3.33 However a cost-benefit analysis had previously been conducted in relation to a 12-company model 
along with some other potential structural models.  These were set out in a Business Case document 
subsequently shared with the Committee and relevant other witnesses. The provided estimates of costs for 
a 12-company model were as follows: 
Establishment costs €829,470 (once off) 
Ongoing costs €721,600 
Cost savings €350,762 (may not occur in Year 1) 

3.34 This calculation led to an estimate of an initial outlay of €1,200,308, with ongoing yearly costs of an 
additional €370,838 over current spending. The business case concluded that if this was netted against the 
cost of establishing a Compliance Unit for C&AG compliance - which would now no longer be needed - the 
net saving would be €62,783. 

3.35 NDMN submitted a written analysis of the CIB business case and, extending CIB’s own estimated 
costings to cover the 16-company structure actually being proposed, they calculated that a 16-company 
structure would require an initial outlay of €1,343,208 with additional ongoing costs of €513,738. NDMN 
concluded that netted against the CIB compliance unit of €433,621 the 16-company model “will result in a 
net additional cost of €80,117 per annum.” 

3.36 NDMN also noted that the same 10-person compliance unit costs had been applied to a no change 
model of 93 companies as had been applied to a county-based integrated model of 30 companies. They put 

18
 http://oireachtasdebates.oireachtas.ie/debates%20authoring/debateswebpack.nsf/takes/dail2017021400071?opendocument 
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forward corrected figures reflecting a compliance unit of one third the cost, and point out that this would 
leave the county model with a net additional cost of €44,041. They noted that under their calculations “the 
County Model strongly emerges as the most cost effective compared with the Regional Model”. 

3.37 NDMN also queried costings in relation to Senior Managers. On page 12 of the Business Case CIB 
state “these 12 posts are not additional to the existing staffing complement so there will be only limited 
costs to the Exchequer.” NDMN note that this therefore implies loss of staff in other roles such as 
Development Manager, Money Advice Coordinator or Administrator.  NDMN also queried whether a layer 
of Senior Management would in fact be required in the County Model.  

3.38 Other areas contested included the costings in respect of new regional boards, with NDMN offering 
the view that the travel costs which CIB had allocated for members of new regional Boards demonstrated 
either a significant undercalculation or an expectation that the Board would not include representatives 
from diverse local areas. 

3.39 Mr Lally of NDMN noted and questioned CIB’s “suggestion of ‘using the savings to enhance the 
service to the vulnerable clients we serve’. Where are these savings?" 

3.40 A wider and separate point in relation to the Compliance Unit costs  was raised by members of the 
Committee who queried whether the provision of 10 staff in this area should in fact be identified as a new 
and additional cost when it in practice constituted only a partial restoration of 2009 staffing levels. (2009 
CIB staffing levels were 92, the current Employment Framework figure is 74 and actual staff levels have 
been estimated at 66.6).  

3.41 Committee members also observed that the CIB business case did not include costing or 
calculations in respect of any potential loss of volunteers.  With over 1,000 volunteer staff in CIC offices it 
was noted that even a 10 or 20% loss of volunteers could generate significant cost – the costs of replacing 
such volunteers with paid staff might outweigh the costs of the 10 compliance staff. 

3.42 In written and oral submissions MABS NMF, NDMN and NACIS and some individual CISs indicated 
an overall willingness to work towards cost savings with a number of specific proposals being put forward. 
One proposal was the use of collective network contracts for auditing and some other business services.   

4. Process and Consultation

Previous Network Restructuring 
4.1  In their submissions to the Committee, NDMN and NACIS spoke about a previous 1999 
restructuring of the CIS networks in which local voluntary committees came together at county level with 
representatives from statutory bodies and other community voluntary groups. They then submitted plans 
to reorganise services, these were approved by the board of the NSSB (the precursor of CIB) and county-
wide services were established. Each local committee had a representative on the new county-wide 
companies. This 1999 restructure seemed to be widely successful and well received by all, with a key aspect 
of that success being that the restructure was driven from the bottom up rather than the top down.   

4.2 It was notable that in both individual submissions and other supporting documentation, local CISs 
express a strong satisfaction and preference for this “county” model.  There seemed to be a sense that the 
CIS network had already been consolidated and restructured to the most appropriate and effective level.  

4.3 A major historical shift for MABS occurred when statutory authority for their oversight was given to 
CIB in 2008. MABS representatives highlighted statements of policy made by the Department in respect of 
that transfer at the time.   

The Minister for Social and Family Affairs has signed a Commencement Order to give effect from 13 July to 
Part 4 of the Social Welfare (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 2008 which extends the functions of Citizens 
Information Board to include the provision of the Money Advice and Budgeting Service…The MABS will be a 
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separate distinct service within the Citizens Information Board. There will be no change of status on 
independent MABS companies with voluntary boards of management nor in the employment status of their 
employees that provide the local services. 

Pathfinder 
4.4 The Pathfinder report was commissioned by CIB in 2014. It described its primary requirement as 
being to “Demonstrate the need or otherwise for greater integration of the management and 
organisational structures supporting services with the objective of achieving better outcomes for 
citizens.”19 The Report  notes that “Configuring the way forward for the CIB network is essentially a 
'political' act; it can only be decided by those who exercise control over the network." 

4.5 The stated objective was to demonstrate if service delivery would be improved through changing 
current structures, and - on the basis that it would - the study should also 

 identify the organisational/governance model which would best meet the requirements of
customers for an integrated, easily accessible service at local/regional level;

 identify the implications for current services;

 outline how the process of integration would take place, ie develop a blueprint for action in respect
of developing the identified structural model; and

 review the governance, function and potential for integration of the CIPS and MABS Helplines and
how they can support the walk-in and online channels.

4.6 Pathfinder considered four main options for the future of MABS and CIS. 

-Option 1 was No change – deciding not to pursue change would avoid upheaval in the short term, but 
would not ease tensions in the network. 

-Option 2 was the Funder Model – would provide a common strategy with clearer roles and responsibilities, 
but would do little to improve service outcomes and may actually damage service delivery. 

- Option 3 was the Shared Authority Model – this would rely on collaboration between CIB, MABS and CIS 
to create regional and national structures to determine strategy and would require all council members to 
take responsibility for delivering initiatives agreed at council in their regions. 

- Option 4 was the Consolidation Model (sub options being regional or national structures) – this offered 
streamlined management structures and clear lines of governance that would suit nationwide organisations 
such as CIS and MABS. Pathfinder pointed out that both variants of this model moved away from the local 
governance model which characterised both MABS and CIS, and it may be most difficult to implement as it 
required full agreement to transfer responsibilities and dissolve the current companies or for CIB to cease 
funding intransigent companies. 

4.7 Pathfinder evaluated the four options against operational and governance criteria, and assigned 
scores as follows: 

Options Operational Concerns Governance Concerns Total 

Consistent 
Service 
Delivery 

Administrative 
Efficiency 

Management Shared 
Strategy 
and Clarity 
of 
Direction 

Exercising 
Control 

Transparency 
and 
Accountability 

Effective 
and 
Efficient 
Working 

No change XX X X X XX X X 9 

Funder X XX X XX XX XX X 11 

Shared 
Authority 

XXX X XX XX XX XX XX 14 

19 Annex 1 
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Consolidation XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX 21 

4.8 Pathfinder concluded  
Given the findings of this study, the risks associated with no change, leading to decline in relevance and 
responsiveness and the limitations of transactional/contractual models, Pathfinder strongly recommends 
consolidation. This will streamline and strengthen the operation and relevance of the network. 
Our preferred option, notwithstanding the responsibilities that would be placed on what are essentially, new 
volunteer boards, is to consolidate the boards as much as possible, as close to a single point of authority for 
each of MABS and CIS. 

The closer the structure can get to the ‘single board’ scenario, the closer the stakeholders get to service 
delivery and the closer the services get to the stakeholders. This will reinforce the link between the concerns 
of each and will allow for a more unified cohesive service offering. The ‘single board’ scenario also offers the 
benefit of a unified chain of management from local to national. 

4.9 Mr Lally of NDMN highlighted the reference on p 50 to “deciding on the most suitable 
option…depends on the values that are important to the decision makers” and noted that the criteria used 
in the Pathfinder model were strongly focused on management and control. 

4.10 He expressed strong concern that the ‘stakeholders’ being considered in this conclusion and 
throughout the Pathfinder document are in fact the funders – ie the Department. On p 22, Pathfinder 
identifies the Department as a key stakeholder.  

For CIB the DSP is a significant stakeholder. CIB realise that keeping the DSP satisfied is a central part of 
ensuring that funding for services is maintained at a time when funding for many worthy services is being 

drastically cut. 
This is further reinforced on p 27 under ‘Stakeholder Management’ where the Pathfinder report specifies 

The service user and potential service user is a very important stakeholder but it is not the only one. The 
State funds the provision of the services and is a stakeholder whose circumstances and requirements have 
changed in recent years. 

Consultation  
4.11 A key point of debate over the course of the hearings was the nature or quality of the consultation 
conducted around the proposed restructure. Most of those who presented or wrote to the Committee 
expressed the view that there had not been adequate or appropriate consultation. 

4.12 Mr McGuane of NACIS stated that from the perspective of NACIS members “no 
meaningful engagement had taken place.”   

While the CIB may claim it has engaged in a consultative process, the view of our membership is that no 
meaningful engagement has taken place and that the views of those who best understand the realities and 
challenges of service delivery have not been taken on board. 

He further noted 
With regard to stakeholders, the lack of a reference in the document to volunteers and service users in any 
meaningful way is very disappointing, as is the absence of a reference to our organisation, NACIS.  

4.13  Mr Joe Rynn, another representative of NACIS, noted that 
…consultation is meaningful when it involves taking our points on board, engaging with us and possibly
reaching agreement. We are in a process here whereby things are more or less being imposed. We are not at 
an agreement stage. Engagement and consultation is about agreeing on a common plan and course of action 
with members. We do not have agreement on where we are going and we need that for us to engage with 
and implement a plan.  

4.14 Mr McGuane called for a very different approach from CIB. 
Much mention has been made of consultation but the CIB must begin to demonstrate engagement in 
meaningful consultation. This includes accepting and responding positively to recommendations from NACIS 
and the other representative organisations but equally, where our recommendations are not accepted, the 
CIB board must provide explanations and reasons for its decision. That is normal in any democracy. We are 
not saying everything we say should be accepted but we should at least be given reasons for decisions.  
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4.15 Mr Lally from NDMN also emphasised the lack of adequate engagement. 
From the outset, the push to regionalisation has been driven from the top by the CIB. There has been no 
dialogue, even though dialogue has been sought by services. At best, issues highlighted by the network have 
been noted, parked and subsequently ignored. 

4.16 Mr Clarke of MABS noted that all of the consultation groups and committees involved in the 
restructuring process had a majority membership of CIB representatives.  

4.17 Mr Lally of NDMN further noted that when 
…representatives were sought from representative bodies to serve on a restructuring sub-committee…as a
condition of their participation, they were requested to accept a confidentiality agreement which prevented 
them from discussions with the membership they were supposed to be representing. 

He underscored that “the CIS and the MABS representatives were gagged with confidentiality on joining the 
group. They could not report back to or represent anyone."  Mr Lally expressed the view that “where 
dialogue is thwarted, goodwill disappears. Goodwill is based on respect, trust, common understanding, 
relationships and how we treat each other."   

4.18 Some witnesses and committee members also expressed concern as to whether other key groups 
such as volunteers, key community allies such as credit unions and, crucially, service users themselves, had 
been adequately consulted in relation to the restructuring. 

Consideration of Other Models 
4.19 Questions were raised in written submissions as to whether it was appropriate that an identical 
eight-company structure would be proposed for both MABS and CIS networks. Aside from reference to the 
specific histories and roles of each network, questions were also raised as to comparative scale. The 2016 
National Activity Report for the CIS network shows that there were 607,913 callers to CISs and 1.01 million 
queries dealt with. The 2016 MABS Activity Report shows that there were 17,366 new MABS clients, with a 
total ‘active caseload’ of 17,968 at the end of 2016. 

4.20 In presentations from NDMN and NACIS it was noted that a county level consolidation of the CIS 
network had already taken place and was widely regarded as having been successful. It was suggested that 
if a restructure were to be undergone in MABS companies it might effectively be modeled on that bottom 
up process.  

4.21 In individual submissions and other supporting documentation, including an index attached to the 
business case document, most local CISs favoured a ‘no change’ or a ‘county’ model.    

4.22 The county level structure was also identified as the strongly preferred option by both NACIS and 
NDMN “with or without MABS”. However MABS have not indicated their perspectives on a county model 
with or without CIS.  Pathfinder also made some arguments against integration between the services. CIB 
responded that "The county based model was examined by the [design] group, but it was felt that 
integration at county level would not achieve a sufficient economy of scale to provide for a senior 
management structure or senior posts." 

4.23 Concern and opposition were expressed around any potential move towards a franchise model. Mr 
Lally of NDMN said  

The Pathfinder report examined franchising as one of the options...It was put forward as a possible model for 
restructuring. Our submission referenced that perhaps after regionalisation it could be the second play in a 
couple of years' time and that services will be franchised eventually. We have already seen job activation 
services from the Department franchised through Seetec and Turas Nua.  

4.24 A Funder model, similar to franchising, was considered by Pathfinder but was not selected as the 
preferred outcome. CIB did not discuss a franchising model in their presentation to the Committee. 
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4.25 It was suggested over the course of the hearings that, if CIB were to offer practical support for 
voluntary mergers between individual MABS or CIS companies, it might constructively facilitate reduction in 
the number of companies. 

Decision Making  
4.26 Initial testimony from CIB suggested “the decision to restructure MABS into eight regional 
companies was only taken at the most recent board meeting of the CIB last week on 15 February” and 
members of the Committee expressed some surprise that the CIB Board would push ahead with such 
decision-making on 15 February when they had been invited to address concerns regarding that restructure 
at the Committee just one week later. 

4.27 However, subsequent examination of the supporting documentation highlighted a greater 
concern.  The Committee noted some lack of clarity in relation to when the decision to restructure was 
actually made and what exact decisions were made. Moreover, subsequent written communication from 
stakeholders in relation to the board minutes has also highlighted an apparent lack of clarity in relation to 
when the decision to restructure was actually made and what exact decisions were made. 

4.28 In testimony to the Committee, Ms Mangan of CIB stated that “While the decision to restructure 
MABS and the CIS was taken in 2014 by the then-board of the CIB, the decision to restructure MABS into 
eight regional companies was only taken at the most recent board meeting of the CIB last week on 15 
February.”  

4.29 However, the minutes of the board meeting on 15 February 2017 state that “the decision to 
restructure had already been made by the Board in October”. 

4.30 The minutes of the board meeting in October note a decision “to set up a restructuring 
committee…The committee’s mandate is to design a regional structure for the CIS and MABS networks and 
to draw up an implementation plan and a communications plan.” 

4.31 The minutes of 15 February record that 
The Chair proposed that ‘this Board adopts this committee report and proceed with implementation’.  James 
Clarke proposed an amendment: ‘propose that we do not proceed until we see an implementation plan’ and 
three Board members agreed.  As the decision to restructure had already been made by the Board in 
October, the Chair asked all Board members to vote for the initial proposal. 

Three board members asked for their dissent to be recorded in the minutes. 

4.32 While the Committee Secretariat engaged in correspondence with CIB around these board minutes, 
the Committee has not seen any written record of a decision to “restructure MABS into eight regional 
companies” or adopt a 16-company model nor was such a model discussed in the report presented to the 
board. 

Implementation 
4.33 In a Dail debate on 28 March, Minister Varadkar stated 

The next step is the establishment of a restructuring implementation group to examine all aspects of 
implementing the new 16 board model. This work will include a cost benefit analysis involving examination of 
the establishment costs of any new structure and the potential for future savings. 

4.34 There seems to be some inconsistency between this ‘next step’ and CIB’s statement to the 
Committee that the board decision has already been informed by cost benefit analysis.  Moreover, the 
minutes of the October CIB board meeting suggest that the Restructuring Committee had already been 
“given a mandate…to draw up an implementation plan”. However, minutes of the February board meeting 
confirm that such a plan has not yet been produced with some board members suggesting that “we do not 
proceed until we see an implementation plan’. 
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4.35 A number of Committee members also raised questions around how implementation might or 
might not work in practice, particularly if MABs or CIS companies did not agree. Responding, CIB stated that 
the companies would have to dissolve themselves and if they didn’t they would not receive financing.  

The companies will have to dissolve themselves. That will be their job. The Citizens Information Board, CIB, 
cannot tell any particular company to dissolve. They can stay in place but the CIB will not be providing 
financing to it. That is the significant difference.  

When Committee members pointed out that many local companies are lease holders for premises. Ms 
Mangan said that she “was expecting that [they] will not make difficulties in respect of leases”.  

4.36 Ms Angela Black, CEO of CIB, also noted that there were service agreements in place. However, Mr 
Clarke of MABS stated that “At the moment the MABS have no service agreement with CIB”. 

4.37 It was noted by the Committee that these concerns were relevant in terms of Ms Mangan’s claim 
that “service users…will go to the same place, be looked after by the same people and get the same level of 
service they currently receive.” 

The Role of the Minister 
4.38 In their submissions to the Committee MABS, NDMN and NACIS all called on the Minister to 
exercise his powers under the Citizen Information Act to halt the proposed restructure. MABS also made 
reference to the precedent of a previous Minister, Seamus Brennan, halting a similar proposal. 

4.39 Section 9 of Citizens Information Act 2007provides 
The Minister may give to the Board such general policy directions (including directions to undertake 
campaigns to disseminate information relating to a particular social service or services) with regard to the 
performance of its functions as he or she considers appropriate, and the Board shall comply with any such 
directions. 

However, in a response to a PQ on the subject, the Minister said 
The CIB, as a statutory body, has the authority to make decisions on its day-to-day operational activities as it 
sees fit, and it would not be lawful or appropriate for me, as Minister, to intervene in such a decision already 
taken by the board. 

4.40 In an unsuccessful proposed amendment to the Dáil Motion, the Government stated that 
“the Attorney General has advised that the Minister for Social Protection does not have power to instruct 
CIB on its day to day operations and, specifically, does not have the power to order a reversal of a decision 
such as the restructuring of its governance arrangements.” 

4.41   The Committee considered two key questions following this response. Firstly, was the restructure 
an ‘instruction’ in ‘day to day operations’ or a matter of “general policy directions …with regard to the 
performance of its functions as he or she considers appropriate” as set out in the 2007 Act? Secondly, was 
the decision on which Ministerial intervention has been sought actually about CIB’s “restructuring of its 
governance arrangements” or about CIB’s preferences in respect of the governance arrangements of 93 
individual independent companies with whom CIB works? 

4.42  In a written submission to the Committee, Mr Lally of NDMN expressed the view that 
Section 7 of the Comhairle Act 2000 may not give the Board of CIB the power to prescribe governance 
arrangements for the delivery of independent information, advice and advocacy services. The functions of 
CIB as per the Comhairle Act 2000 is either ‘to support the provision of or, to provide directly independent 
information, advice and advocacy services’.  

Mr Lally queried whether “the decision to restructure CIS and MABS…might be considered ultra vires?”. 

4.43   CIB, in testimony to the Committee, suggested that local CIS and MABS companies “would have to 
dissolve themselves and if they didn’t they would not receive financing”.  
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4.44  A number of submissions to the Committee highlighted apparent shifts in policy represented by the 
proposed restructure:  a change in messaging around the independence within annual reports, a move 
from support role to managerial role for CIB and the contradiction of assurances offered by the Department 
when MABS was first brought to CIB.   

5. Further Concerns and Challenges

Independence /advocacy role 
5.1 A number of the oral and written submissions to the Committee emphasised independence as 
central to the mandate and success of CIS and MABS services. A number of individual CISs also emphasised 
the importance of advocacy in their work. Concern was expressed as to the potential effect which the 
proposed restructure could have on that independence and advocacy.   

5.2 This was discussed in some detail by Mr McGuane of NACIS. 
The proposed regional model, based not on local leadership but on a CIB-selected and CIB-led board of 
management, will offer a more centralised approach, with its independence compromised from the outset. 
We are very concerned that this structure and method of appointment constitutes a State-delivered service 
that would not be appropriate or in the best interest of the citizen. The degree of control implicit in the 
proposed model is more akin to what is required for an agency that needs to be controlled by the State. It is 
not an appropriate model on which to base the type of service provided by our members. The CIS is 
Government-funded, but it cannot be perceived to be Government-run.  

5.3 Mr McGuane elaborated on how this independence works in practice 
Citizens information services are currently provided using a model of service delivery appropriate for service 
users by advocating frequently on their behalf, against the State and its agencies. While supported by the 
State through CIB, independence is both guaranteed and evidenced by the local boards of management. 

5.4 Mr Lally of NDMN noted that as well as impacting the individual, a loss of independence could 
reduce valuable critical feedback in relation to public policy.  

Citizen information services, CISs, in working in the space between the citizen and the State, have a social 
policy remit and use that to highlight issues of concern regarding the operation of Government schemes and 
services. Restructuring will close that space and pull services closer to Government and away from the 
citizen.  

5.5 Mr McGuane of NACIS also noted the importance of independence and local accountability were 
important in terms of both the citizen and wider democracy. 

Local democracy is a very important ingredient in any democracy. Some people are of the view that there has 
been an erosion of local democracy:  ‘democratic deficit’ is the phrase that is used. Much of the thinking 
behind all of this restructuring took place a number of years ago during the recession when the fashion in 
public administration seemed to be to centralise and rationalise everything towards the centre. 

5.6 Mr Clarke from MABS also underscored the importance of this local connection.  
When the local Boards are wound up there is no going back and no more local involvement in service 
delivery. The breaking of the link between local communities and MABS will destroy the whole ethos upon 
which its success was established. 

Volunteers 
5.7 In its presentation to the Committee, MABs emphasised the role played by voluntary board 
members across the MABS services. It was subsequently noted in presentations from NDMN and 
NACIS that volunteers are even more fundamental to the operation of CIS companies, where they are 
often in frontline roles. 

5.8 Mr Lally of NDMN stated 
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A key strength and resource CIS has is the central role of its volunteers. Like MABS, the CIS boards are 
voluntary and board members give freely of their time to serve on our local boards. Uniquely, CISs also 
include volunteers who deliver front-line service, reception, information and, in a small number of cases, 
advocacy services to the public, with over 1,100 volunteers working in these areas. It is interesting to note 
that very few Citizens Information Services have paid reception staff as most of our reception is done by 
volunteers. Some Citizens Information Centres take on people on CE schemes. This model is unique and only 
available within the Citizens Information Services, where citizens work to support and assist their fellow 
citizens to access their rights and entitlements. This has been our ethos...since day one. It is estimated that 
66% of our service to the public is delivered by volunteers. 

5.9 Mr McGuane of NACIS echoed this emphasis on the importance of volunteers and expressed 
concern as to the potential impacts of the restructure.   

The proposed regional model has potential negative impacts for all the key stakeholders. There is a real 
concern, to which Mr Lally has already referred because it has started already, that volunteers will become 
disengaged from the Citizens Information Service. They will be denied the right to board representation, and 
local leadership of their service will disappear. Without such strong local leadership and direct connection to 
the community, it is likely to be more difficult to encourage and engage volunteers into the future. This will 
present a significant cost for the CIB to manage. Services will either be curtailed or staff will be required to 
replace the loss of the voluntary input at front-line service delivery. As well as direct financial impacts, the 
intangible asset of active citizenship and the communitarian approach, which has been our thing, could be 
lost forever. 

5.10 A number of Committee members noted the contribution of volunteers to MABS and CIS 
companies in their own areas and also noted the experience, commitment and high quality of those 
volunteers. Concern was also expressed as to whether volunteers had been adequately or appropriately 
consulted in the development of the restructuring proposals. 

5.11 In its Business Case document, CIB notes loss of volunteers as a potential risk and propose to 
address that through the development of a Volunteer Strategy.  In her presentation to the Committee Ms 
Mangan also noted the intention of CIB to develop such a strategy. No estimates were provided as to the 
potential costings or financial impact of any reduction in the current levels of about 1,100 CIS volunteers.  

Possible future changes in terms and conditions for staff or closure of centres 
5.12 Over the course of the hearings questions were asked around the potential impact of the proposed 
restructuring on terms and conditions for staff in CIS and MABS companies. 

5.13 In her presentation to the Committee, Ms Mangan said that there would be “no job losses, no 
closure of services and no change to the location of any services during the lifetime of the restructuring 
programme”. When asked what the estimated ‘lifetime of the restructuring programme’ might be, CIB 
estimated it to be about eighteen months. Committee members noted with concern the very short term 
nature of this reassurance.  

6.Conclusions and Recommendations 

Conclusions 
6.1 The Committee recognises and values the vital work done by MABS and CIS. During the recession 
many individuals and families relied on the help and support offered by these services and they provided a 
vital lifeline for many of those who found themselves unemployed, in mortgage arrears and overwhelmed 
by debt.  

6.2 While CIB considers that it has conducted a lengthy and comprehensive consultation process, the 
respective networks of CISs and MABS clearly disagree. All of the submissions received by the Committee 
(listed at Appendix 2) voiced objections to both the proposed restructuring and to the purported 
consultation process. The Committee notes the presence of members of each network on the Restructuring 
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Committee, but is aware that these members – selected by CIB – were bound by a confidentiality clause, 
and so could not have conferred with their colleagues even if their roles had been representative.  

6.3 The Committee is aware that improvements may always be sought within any organisation, but 
feels that concentrating exclusively on corporate governance requirements and enforced centralisation 
may mortally damage what was the essence of both CIS and MABS: their community-based structure. The 
origin of both networks lies in grassroots organic volunteerism, and this inherent characteristic cannot be 
artificially recreated if lost to unproven governance concerns.  

6.4 The Pathfinder feasibility study and its consequent report clearly originated with the core principle 
that the networks must be streamlined, mainly to satisfy the identified core stakeholder (the Department) 
and the governing body (CIB). The interests of other stakeholders such as service users, boards, volunteer 
and paid staff members and partner community bodies such credit unions were not of particular concern in 
the exercise that was carried out. 

6.5  Although concerns about governance were identified as a key rationale for restructure, the 
Committee did not find these concerns to be supported by the evidence presented. 

6.6 Noting the significant reduction in CIB staff since it first took responsibility for MABSs in 2009, the 
Committee believes that improved resourcing and staffing would be a more appropriate way to respond to 
capacity concerns and to satisfy the monitoring requirements of the C&AG.  

6.7  The Committee believes the Business Case document provided by CIB does not convincingly make 
the cost-benefit case, and notes the absence of costings for potential losses around volunteers and leasing 
arrangements.  The Committee also notes that, while a 12-board structure is considered, no cost-benefit 
has been provided for the 16-board structure actually proposed by CIB.  

6.8 The Committee believes that CIS and MABS companies are delivering an exceptionally high quality 
of service within their current structure, as noted in Pathfinder and EFQM. 

6.9 The Committee notes the key role played by volunteers in local MABS and CIS companies and has 
serious concerns about negative impacts on such volunteering. It is essential that any restructuring does 
not alienate those who have helped to sustain these services and who have been vital to their success. 

6.10 While CIB has said that there will be no change in terms and conditions of staff and no closure of 
offices ‘during the period of restructuring’, the Committee does not believe this offers adequate assurance. 
It specifically notes that there have been no guarantees or assurances offered beyond that restructuring 
period, estimated to last 18 months. 

6.11 The Committee is concerned that there is still total lack of clarity around the decisions made by the 
CIB in respect of restructuring, and notes that it has still not seen any written record of a specific decision 
to move to the 16-company model outlined by CIB in its presentation.  

6.12  The Committee believes it is not credible for the Department, identified by CIB as key stakeholder 
and primary funder, to distance itself from concerns raised around restructuring. 

6.13  The Committee believes that the restructure is not a matter of internal governance for CIB, as it 
concerns the independent boards of CIS and MABS companies and proposes that CIB would apply financial 
pressure on such boards to “dissolve themselves”.  

Recommendations  
6.14 The Committee strongly urges that the CIB cease its pursuit of its flawed and ill-considered 
restructuring plan.  
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6.15  The Committee requests the Minister to issue a policy directive to CIB under Section 9 of the 
Citizens Information Act 2007 to abandon the restructuring proposal pending the examination of a 
workable alternative which can only be brought about with proper consultation with all stakeholders. 

6.16   Recognising that all stakeholders contributing to this investigation expressed a willingness to engage 
in a meaningful process on restructure and reform, the Committee recommends that a new inclusive and 
transparent consultation process be embarked upon with all relevant bodies to allow the identification of 
new pathways to improvement while maintaining the essential local and community links of the CIS and 
MABS networks,  protecting their independence and advocacy role and the quality, effectiveness and 
accessibility of services to citizens. 

6.17   Stakeholders must be allowed to engage in meaningful, constructive dialogue towards agreed 
solutions.  The Committee strongly feels that this cannot be achieved through a limited consultation 
around implementation alone. 

6.18  Any future restructuring proposals must be by agreement, evidence based and supported by a 
thorough and transparent cost-benefit assessment. 

6.19  The Department should support restoration of staffing levels within CIB to strengthen capacity in 
governance and other key areas. The employment control framework should be reviewed and increased, 
particularly in light of needs identified by the C&AG.  

6.20  CIB and the Department should restore public confidence by reaffirming long term commitment to 
local CIS and MABS. The Minister should also reaffirm his Department’s policy commitment to the 
importance of community context, advocacy and independence within MABS and CIS services.   
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Appendix 1: Terms of Reference of the Joint Committee 

Dáil Éireann  
Thursday 16 June 2016 

Establishment of Select Committees: Motion 

Minister of State at the Department of the Taoiseach (Deputy Regina Doherty):  I move: 

(1) That Select Committees as set out in column (1) of the Schedule hereto are hereby appointed 
pursuant to Standing Order 84A. 

(2) Each Select Committee shall perform the functions set out in Standing Order 84A in respect of 
the Government Department or Departments listed in column (2) opposite each Committee (in 
anticipation of the coming into effect of the necessary Government Orders in relation to names of 
Departments and titles of Ministers and transfer of Departmental Administration and Ministerial 
Functions).  

(3) The number of members appointed to each Select Committee shall be seven. 

(4) Each Select Committee shall have the powers defined in Standing Order 85 (1), (2) and (3). 

(5) Each Select Committee shall be joined with a Select Committee appointed by Seanad Éireann to 
form a Joint Committee to carry out the functions set out in Standing Order 84A, other than at 
paragraph (3) thereof. 

(6) Each Joint Committee shall have the powers defined in Standing Orders 85 (other than 
paragraph (2A) thereof), 114 and 116. 

(7) The Select Committee on Justice and Equality shall have the powers defined in Standing Order 
115(1)(b).  

(8) The Order of the Dáil of 10th March, 2016 in relation to the Standing Order 112 Select 
Committee is hereby rescinded and the Committee is accordingly dissolved. 

SCHEDULE 

(1) 

Committee 

(2) 

Department(s) 

1 Select Committee on Agriculture, Food 
and the Marine 

Agriculture, Food and the Marine 

2 Select Committee on Children and Youth 
Affairs 

Children and Youth Affairs 

3 Select Committee on Communications, 
Climate Change and Natural Resources 

Communications, Climate 
Change and Natural Resources 

4 Select Committee on Education and Skills Education and Skills 
Finance  
Public Expenditure and Reform 

http://www.oireachtas.ie/members-hist/default.asp?housetype=0&HouseNum=32&MemberID=2295
http://oireachtasdebates.oireachtas.ie/debates authoring/debateswebpack.nsf/zoomin?readform&chamber=dail&memberid=2295&pid=ReginaDoherty&year=2016&month=06&day=16
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5 Select Committee on Finance, Public 
Expenditure and Reform, and Taoiseach 

Taoiseach 

Foreign Affairs and Trade 
6 Select Committee on Foreign Affairs and 

Trade, and Defence 
Defence 

7 Select Committee on Health Health 
8 Select Committee on Housing, Planning 

and Local Government 
Housing, Planning and Local 
Government 

9 Select Committee on Jobs, Enterprise and 
Innovation 

Jobs, Enterprise and Innovation 

10 Select Committee on Justice and Equality Justice and Equality 
11 Select Committee on Regional 

Development, Rural Affairs, Arts and the 
Gaeltacht 

Regional Development, Rural 
Affairs, Arts and the Gaeltacht 

12 Select Committee on Social Protection Social Protection 
13 Select Committee on Transport, Tourism 

and Sport 
Transport, Tourism and Sport 

  Question put and agreed to. 

Standing Orders: Motion 

Minister of State at the Department of the Taoiseach (Deputy Regina Doherty):  I move: 

1. Standing Order 81 is hereby amended by the insertion of the following paragraph after paragraph
(2): 
‘(2A) The rules as to procedure in Select Committees shall apply, as appropriate, to procedure in 
sub-Committees of such Committees.’. 
2. Standing Order 84 is hereby amended by the insertion of the following subparagraphs after
paragraph (2)(b):  
‘(c) it shall not consider any matter which is being considered, or of which notice has been given of 
a proposal to consider, by the Committee of Public Accounts pursuant to Standing Order 186 and/or 
the Comptroller and Auditor General (Amendment) Act 1993; and 

(d) it shall refrain from inquiring into in public session or publishing confidential information 
regarding any matter if so requested, for stated reasons given in writing, by--  
(i) a member of the Government or a Minister of State, or 

(ii) the principal office-holder of a body under the aegis of a Department or which is partly or 
wholly funded by the State or established or appointed by a member of the Government or by the 
Oireachtas: 
Provided that the Chairman may appeal any such request made to the Ceann Comhairle, whose 
decision shall be final.’. 
3. The following additional Standing Order is hereby adopted:
‘84A. (1) The Dáil may appoint a Select Committee to consider and report to the Dáil on—  
(a) such aspects of the expenditure, administration and policy of a Government Department or 
Departments and associated public bodies as the Committee may select, and  

(b) European Union matters within the remit of the relevant Department or Departments. 

http://www.oireachtas.ie/members-hist/default.asp?housetype=0&HouseNum=32&MemberID=2295
http://oireachtasdebates.oireachtas.ie/debates authoring/debateswebpack.nsf/zoomin?readform&chamber=dail&memberid=2295&pid=ReginaDoherty&year=2016&month=06&day=16
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(2) A Select Committee appointed pursuant to this Standing Order may be joined with a Select 
Committee appointed by Seanad Éireann for the purposes of the functions set out in this Standing 
Order, other than at paragraph (3), and to report thereon to both Houses of the Oireachtas. 

(3) Without prejudice to the generality of paragraph (1), a Select Committee appointed pursuant to 
this Standing Order shall consider, in respect of the relevant Department or Departments, such--  
(a) Bills,  

(b) proposals contained in any motion, including any motion within the meaning of Standing Order 
187, 

(c) Estimates for Public Services, and 

(d) other matters as shall be referred to the Select Committee by the Dáil, and 

(e) Annual Output Statements including performance, efficiency and effectiveness in the use of 
public monies, and 

(f) such Value for Money and Policy Reviews as the Select Committee may select.  
(4) Without prejudice to the generality of paragraph (1), a Select Committee appointed pursuant to 
this Standing Order may consider the following matters in respect of the relevant Department or 
Departments and associated public bodies:  
(a) matters of policy and governance for which the Minister is officially responsible,  

(b) public affairs administered by the Department, 

(c) policy issues arising from Value for Money and Policy Reviews conducted or commissioned by 
the Department,  

(d) Government policy and governance in respect of bodies under the aegis of the Department, 

(e) policy and governance issues concerning bodies which are partly or wholly funded by the State 
or which are established or appointed by a member of the Government or the Oireachtas, 

(f) the general scheme or draft heads of any Bill, 

(g) any post-enactment report laid before either House or both Houses by a member of the 
Government or Minister of State on any Bill enacted by the Houses of the Oireachtas, 

(h) statutory instruments, including those laid or laid in draft before either House or both Houses 
and those made under the European Communities Acts 1972 to 2009, 

(i) strategy statements laid before either or both Houses of the Oireachtas pursuant to the Public 
Service Management Act 1997, 

(j) annual reports or annual reports and accounts, required by law, and laid before either or both 
Houses of the Oireachtas, of the Department or bodies referred to in subparagraphs (d) and (e) and 
the overall performance and operational results, statements of strategy and corporate plans of such 
bodies, and  

(k) such other matters as may be referred to it by the Dáil from time to time. 
(5) Without prejudice to the generality of paragraph (1), a Select Committee appointed pursuant to 
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this Standing Order shall consider, in respect of the relevant Department or Departments-- 
(a) EU draft legislative acts standing referred to the Select Committee under Standing Order 114, 
including the compliance of such acts with the principle of subsidiarity,  

(b) other proposals for EU legislation and related policy issues, including programmes and 
guidelines prepared by the European Commission as a basis of possible legislative action, 

(c) non-legislative documents published by any EU institution in relation to EU policy matters, and 

(d) matters listed for consideration on the agenda for meetings of the relevant EU Council of 
Ministers and the outcome of such meetings.  
(6) The Chairman of a Joint Committee appointed pursuant to this Standing Order, who shall be a 
member of Dáil Éireann, shall also be the Chairman of the Select Committee.  

(7) The following may attend meetings of a Select or Joint Committee appointed pursuant to this 
Standing Order, for the purposes of the functions set out in paragraph (5) and may take part in 
proceedings without having a right to vote or to move motions and amendments: 
(a) Members of the European Parliament elected from constituencies in Ireland, including Northern 
Ireland, 

(b) Members of the Irish delegation to the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe, and 

(c) at the invitation of the Committee, other Members of the European Parliament.’. 
4. Standing Order 85 is hereby amended by--
(a) the insertion of ‘oral presentations and’ before ‘written submissions’ in paragraph (2); 

(b) the insertion of the following paragraph after paragraph (2): 
‘(2A) power to send for persons, papers and records;’; 
(c) the deletion of all words after ‘new legislation;’ in paragraph (4); 

(d) the insertion of the following paragraphs after paragraph (4): 
‘(4A) power to examine any statutory instrument, including those laid or laid in draft before either 
House or both Houses and those made under the European Communities Acts 1972 to 2009, and to 
recommend, where it considers that such action is warranted, whether the instrument should be 
annulled or amended;  

(4B) for the purposes of paragraph (4A), power to require any Government Department or 
instrument-making authority concerned to submit a Memorandum to the Select Committee 
explaining any statutory instrument under consideration or to attend a meeting of the Select 
Committee for the purpose of explaining any such statutory instrument: Provided that such 
Department or authority may decline to attend for stated reasons given in writing to the Select 
Committee, which may report thereon to the Dáil;’; and 
(e) the insertion of the following paragraphs after paragraph (6):  
‘(6A) power to require that a member of the Government or Minister of State shall attend before the 
Select Committee and provide, in private session if so requested by the member of the Government 
or Minister of State, oral briefings in advance of meetings of the relevant EU Council of Ministers 
to enable the Select Committee to make known its views: Provided that the Committee may also 
require such attendance following such meetings.  

(6B) power to require that the Chairperson designate of a body or agency under the aegis of a 
Department shall, prior to his or her appointment, attend before the Select Committee to discuss his 
or her strategic priorities for the role.’. 
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5. Standing Order 95 is hereby amended by the substitution of the following paragraph for
paragraph (1): 
‘(1) The member of the Government in charge of the relevant Department shall be an ex officio 

member of a Select Committee appointed pursuant to Standing Order 84A for the purpose of 
consideration of the matters referred to in paragraphs (3)(a), (b) and (c) of that Standing Order, and 
shall be entitled to vote in Select Committee proceedings: Provided that such member of the 
Government may nominate another member of the Government or a Minister of State to act in his 
or her stead for that purpose.’.  
6. The following additional Standing Order is hereby adopted:
‘97A. (1) Unless otherwise provided by these Standing Orders or by Order of the Dáil, the quorum 
of a Select Committee or of a sub-Committee thereof, shall be three. 

(2) A member of Dáil Éireann attending pursuant to Standing Order 95(3) shall not be counted for 
the purposes of determining a quorum.  

(3) A member of the Government or Minister of State attending pursuant to Standing Order 95(1) 
shall be counted for the purposes of determining a quorum.  

(4) The quorum of a Joint Committee shall be the combined quorum of the two Select Committees 
of which it is comprised, minus one: Provided that for the purposes of determining a quorum, at 
least one of the members present shall be a member of Dáil Éireann and one a member of Seanad 
Éireann.’.  
7. Standing Order 114 is hereby amended by--
(a) the insertion of the following proviso to paragraph (3)(c):  
‘Provided that the Dáil may substitute, add to or otherwise vary, the reasoned opinion set out in the 
Committee’s report by way of amendment to the motion tabled by the Chairman under this 
paragraph;’; and 
(b) the substitution of the following for paragraph (3)(d):  

‘(4) Where the Dáil agrees a motion tabled pursuant to paragraph (3)(c) of this Standing Order, 
either with or without amendment, the Ceann Comhairle shall cause a copy of-- 
(a) the Resolution agreed by the Dáil, 

(b) the reasoned opinion agreed by the Dáil, and 

(c) the report of the Committee referred to in paragraph (3)(c), 
to be sent to the Presidents of the European Parliament, the Council and the Commission.’. 
8. Standing Order 186 is hereby amended by the insertion of ‘Standing Order 85 2A) and’ before
‘Standing Order 88’ in paragraph (4)(a), and the deletion of ‘twelve’ and the substitution therefor of 
‘thirteen’ in paragraph (9).”  

  Question put and agreed to. 

Final Report of Committee of Selection: Motion 

Minister of State at the Department of the Taoiseach (Deputy Regina Doherty):  I move: 

That Dáil Éireann: 
(a) approves the First Report of the Standing Committee of Selection in accordance with Standing 
Order 27F, copies of which were laid before Dáil Éireann on 15th June 2016, and appoints members 
to Select Committees accordingly; and 

http://www.oireachtas.ie/members-hist/default.asp?housetype=0&HouseNum=32&MemberID=2295
http://oireachtasdebates.oireachtas.ie/debates authoring/debateswebpack.nsf/zoomin?readform&chamber=dail&memberid=2295&pid=ReginaDoherty&year=2016&month=06&day=16
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(b) pursuant to Standing Order 93(2), appoints the following members as Chairs of Committees: 
Deputy Caoimhghín Ó Caoláin - Chair of the Committee on Justice and Equality 

Deputy John McGuinness - Chair of the Committee on Finance, Public Expenditure and Reform, 
and Taoiseach 

Deputy Fiona O'Loughlin - Chair of the Committee on Education and Skills 

Deputy Maria Bailey - Chair of the Committee on Housing, Planning and Local Government 

Deputy John Curran - Chair of the Committee on Social Protection 

Deputy Brendan Smith - Chair of the Committee on Foreign Affairs and Trade, and Defence 

Deputy Peadar Tóibín - Chair of the Committee on Regional Development, Rural Affairs, Arts and 
the Gaeltacht 

Deputy Michael Harty - Chair of the Committee on Health 

Deputy Pat Deering - Chair of the Committee on Agriculture, Food and the Marine 

Deputy Hildegarde Naughton - Chair of the Committee on Communications, Climate Change and 
Natural Resources 

Deputy Brendan Griffin - Chair of the Committee on Transport, Tourism and Sport 

Deputy Mary Butler - Chair of the Committee on Jobs, Enterprise and Innovation 

Deputy Jim Daly - Chair of the Committee on Children and Youth Affairs. 

  Question put and agreed to. 
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Appendix 2: Members of the Joint Committee 

 Member  Party / Group 

Deputies: 

 Maria Bailey  Fine Gael 

 John Brady  Sinn Féin 

 Joe Carey  Fine Gael 

 Joan Collins  Independents 4 Change 

 John Curran  Fianna Fáil 

 Gino Kenny  Anti-Austerity Alliance 
- People Before  Profit 

 Willie O’Dea  Fianna Fáil 

 Senators: 

 Catherine Ardagh Fianna Fáil 

 Ray Butler Fine Gael 

 Alice Mary Higgins Independent 

 Kevin Humphreys Labour 
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1 BACKGROUND AND SCOPE OF THE STUDY 

1.1 Introduction 

This feasibility study was tasked with discovering if citizens using the services funded and supported 

by the Citizen Information Board (CIB) would achieve better outcomes if the services were provided 

through a more integrated management and organisational structure than currently exists.   

Following extensive consultation with stakeholders, staff, volunteers and service users, this report 

presents an outline of the current management and organisational structures, their connection with 

achieving better outcomes for citizens and how these structures might evolve.   

The study looks at how the current structures impact both current service delivery and the ongoing 

development of the services and isolates the key issues for consideration. 

It also looks at the feasibility of integrating the Money, Advice and Budgeting Service (MABS) and 

Citizen Information Services (CIS) more closely. 

The report identifies the characteristics that would be needed in any structural change to improve 

outcomes for citizens and sets out a range of options that demonstrate how these might work outlining 

the advantages, disadvantages and cost implications of each.   

The study provides a recommended high-level roadmap on how to proceed. 

1.2 Specific objectives of the feasibility study 

The feasibility study is primarily required to; 

“Demonstrate the need or otherwise for greater integration of the management and 

organisational structures supporting services with the objective of achieving better 

outcomes for citizens.” 

To achieve this, the study is required to establish the precise linkages between structure and service 

delivery and show whether service delivery would be improved through changing current structures.  

On the basis that it would, the study should also; 

 “Identify the organisational / governance model which would best meet the requirements of

customers for an integrated, easily accessible service at local /regional level.”

 “Identify the implications for current services.”

 “Outline how the process of integration would take place i.e. develop a blueprint for action in

respect of developing the identified structural model.”

 “Review the governance, function and potential for integration of the CIPS and MABS

Helplines and how they can support the walk-in and online channels.”
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1.3 Approach used to assess feasibility 

The feasibility study focused on the MABS and CIS as well the Citizens information Phone Service (CIPS) 

and the MABS national helpline.  Other services such, as National Advocacy Service (NAS) and Sign 

Language Interpretation Service (SLIS) were not covered, the rationale being that the bulk of the 

service is provided through MABS and CIS. 

The work of the feasibility study was supported and guided throughout by a project steering group 

made up of representatives from throughout the CIB network.  Pathfinder is very grateful for the 

commitment shown to this study by the members of this group. 

The core of the initial part of the review was to understand the key factors that impact service delivery 

(see Figure 1) and to do this we spoke to service users, staff, Service Managers and local boards.  In 

total, as part of the feasibility study Pathfinder visited 12 services (6 MABS & 6 CIS) (See appendix 1).  

Figure 1:  Overview of approach to initial diagnosis 

To understand the wider context, the feasibility study involved CIB staff, stakeholders, representative 

groups and reviewed context material such as financial returns, reports and minutes in addition to 

structured interviews and series of discussions on the topics to be covered. 

The output of our interviews and discussions has been reviewed, analysed and assessed. We present 

our assessment of what we listened to and what we consider as relevant in assessing the feasibility of 

improving outcomes for citizens through greater integration of the management and organisational 

structures. 
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2 CURRENT STRUCTURES AND ORGANISATIONAL MAKEUP 

The starting point for many of our conversations with those involved in the delivery of services and 

with those who are key stakeholders was to understand what each considered to be the purpose of 

the overall service network. This discussion provides context for the responses in our discussions and 

interviews. We offer an assessment of the purpose and the landscape that currently exists. 

2.1 The purpose of the CIB network 

CIB’s remit from legislation is defined by the Comhairle Act (2000), the Citizens Information Act (2007) 

and the Social Welfare (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act (2008) as: 

 To ensure that individuals, have access to accurate, comprehensive and clear information

relating to social services.

 To assist and support individuals, in particular those with disabilities, in identifying and

understanding their needs and options.

 To promote greater accessibility, co-ordination and public awareness of social services.

 To support, promote and develop the provision of information on the effectiveness of current

social policy and services and to highlight concerns of users of those services.

 To support the provision of, or directly provide, advocacy services for people with a disability.

 To support the provision of the Money Advice and Budgeting Service to provide advice to

individuals for the purpose of the management, avoidance, reduction and discharge of

personal debt and in relation to money management.

The Citizens Information Board (CIB) is charged with fulfilling this statutory responsibility. CIB has three 

primary stakeholders (Figure 2).   These are:  

1. The Oireachtas – who expect CIB to deliver on their statutory requirements.

2. The Department of Social Protection – who require CIB to ensure the delivery of relevant

services for citizens, ongoing demonstration of value for money, taking account of the

changing needs of society while contributing to the overall drive towards public sector reform.

3. Service Users – who need readily accessible quality information advice and advocacy services.

Figure 2  CIB network 

stakeholders map 
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2.2 The components of the CIB Network 

To understand the current makeup of the CIB network it is important to look at the evolution of two 

particular components: the Citizen Information Service (CIS) and the Money, Advice and Budgeting 

Service (MABS), as their evolution is important in the context of current structural challenges and any 

future changes.  

2.2.1 The CIB network 

CIB provides information services directly to Citizens via websites such as www.citizensinformation.ie, 

www.assistireland.ie and www.keepingyourhome.ie.   

Over the years CIB has successfully established a network of delivery partners to provide a wide range 

of information advice and advocacy services. See Figure 3. 

CIB provides leadership and funding for these delivery partners as well as setting out an overarching 

strategy for the network as a whole in order that CIB may meet its stakeholder’s expectations. 

The delivery partners in the network are: 

 Citizen Information Service (CIS)

 Money, Advice and Budgeting Service (MABS)

 Citizens Information Phone Service (CIPS)

 National Advocacy Service for people with disabilities (NAS)

 Sign Language Interpreting Service (SLIS)

Figure 3:  Schematic of the CIB network, (large grey dots represent boards, small coloured dots 
represent Service Managers) 

http://www.citizensinformation.ie/
http://www.assistireland.ie/
http://www.keepingyourhome.ie/
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2.2.2 Evolution of the Citizen Information Service 

Citizens information as a service arose in various forms from the late 1960s in Ireland with 

organisations such as Muintir na Tíre setting up early community information centres.  In 1974 the 

National Social Service Council (the forerunner of CIB) was given responsibility by Government and 

began to develop a network of voluntary community information centres countrywide.  The individual 

Citizen Information Centres (CIC) began to be grouped by NSSB into county-based Citizen Information 

Services.  In 1995 responsibility for the National Social Service Board was transferred from the 

Department of Health to the Department of Social Welfare (DSW). The DSW agreed to fund proposals 

from NSSB to computerise the CIC network and for the employment of core staff (initially Development 

Managers followed by a small number of Information Staff) for a number of services identified by NSSB 

as key services. A number of these were new developments and a number were developed from 

existing services. NSSB introduced the company limited by guarantee model as a mechanism to protect 

boards now involved in employing staff and leasing premises.  In the 1990s the CIS’s began to employ 

full time Development Managers and later Information Officers to support the local volunteer effort.  

The take on of paid-staff required that local CIS boards formed as companies limited by guarantee as 

a safer vehicle for handling the financial and employment considerations.  The drive to extend the 

service nationwide and its purpose are summarised by the minister at the time:  

“My own conviction that local access to independent, impartial and accurate information 

on social services is a basic right of every citizen.”   

Minister Proinsias De Rossa (Dáil debates 471, 20th November 1996) 

The network of Citizen Information Services (CIS’s) funded and supported by the CIB provides 

integrated information across the full range of state services and entitlements as well as local services 

and supports directly to the public. There are 42 Citizen Information Services offering information from 

262 locations throughout the country, comprising 111 Citizen Information Centres (57 full-time and 54 

part-time) and 151 outreach services. The services offer Information, Advice and increasingly are 

providing Advocacy services. Each CIS is constituted as an independent company limited by guarantee 

with a voluntary board of management.  

2.2.3 Evolution of the Money Advice and Budgeting Service (MABS) 

MABS was initiated and developed by the Department of Social Protection in the early 1990s largely in 

response to an increase in the instance of illegal moneylending.  The service was modelled on a scheme 

run by the Lough Credit Union in Cork City.  Initially there were five pilot services and the success of 

these prompted the national rollout of the services through the 1990s.  The model does not use 

volunteers but similar to the CIS’s, each service is formed as a company limited by guarantee. Between 

1996 and 2006 NSSB/Comhairle was contracted by DSW to provide training and community education 

supports to the MABS network. MABS National Development Limited was set up in 2004 to provide a 

range of supports to the MABS network.  In 2009, the government assigned statutory responsibility for 
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the provision of the MABS services to CIB.  The expectation of government in assigning MABS to the 

CIB was that the CIB could provide a statutory basis for the work of MABS and also use its experience 

of supporting the CIS to provide leadership and a development path for MABS in conjunction with its 

existing services. 

There are 51 Money Advice and Budgeting Services (MABS) that provide advice and support to clients 

in the area of personal finance and budgeting.  Through MABSndl, a MABS national helpline is provided 

and the National Traveller MABS works with members of the travelling community. Each MABS service 

is constituted as an independent company limited by guarantee with a voluntary board of 

management.   

What this means? 

Both services were established by the State on foot of Government decisions in cooperation with local 

community and voluntary groups and local statutory bodies. 

The community origins remain strong through the local voluntary management boards and the number 

of volunteers working in the CIS.  Services promote the local community and voluntary nature as a 

strength of the services, keeping them rooted where they are needed while ensuring that the evolution 

of the service is appropriate for the needs of the local community. 

Both CIS and MABS have had both a community and state element since their beginning.  Many 

services see that in recent years the state element, represented by CIB, has been seeking to play a 

stronger role in the running of services.  CIB feel that a central authority is a logical development in the 

evolution of the services that helps assure consistent quality. 
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2.3 Recurring structure in MABS and the CIS 

In this section we examine the structure of a typical MABS and CIS company and how each relates to 

the overall network. 

Looking particularly at the MABS and CIS, each company (93 in total) has a repeating structure (Figure 

4).  This consists of a board (Chairperson and between 5-18 board members), a Service Manager (In 

CIS, a Development Manager and in MABS, a Money Advice Coordinator), an Administrator and front 

line staff, (in MABS, Money Advisors and in CI, Information Officers who may be full time, part time, 

volunteers or scheme workers). 

Figure 4: Typical structure of CIS and MABS services 

2.4 Summary 

The CIB network has grown since its first steps in the mid 1970’s to nearly 2800 people.  It is now a 

nationwide organisation that employs in total, over 600 permanent staff, approximately 200 scheme 

workers and an estimated 2,000 volunteers with an annual budget of €47m. Developing, managing 

and operating an enterprise of this size is a challenge, and continues to require significant effort and 

commitment by all those involved. 

The evolution of the CIS, MABS and CIB has resulted in 93 local entities, each with a legal responsibility 

to provide services in their defined catchment area and one national entity with a statutory 

responsibility to support the provision of services nationally.   
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3 HOW STRUCTURES AFFECT OUTCOMES FOR CITIZENS 

This chapter considers the key questions regarding current structures and their impact on outcomes 

for service users. 

Principally, management and organisational structures impact service delivery only to the extent that 

they enable, assist or hinder the governance and operational work of those who deliver services.  For 

this reason we examined: 

 The different aspects and concerns of governance and operations that apply to both the

running of individual MABS, CIS services and to the network as a whole.

 How each concern of governance and operations is important to the outcomes for citizens and

how this may be impacted by current structures?

 The need or otherwise for structural change to improve these outcomes.

3.1 Governance and Operations 

Governance and operations are different concerns; governance is effectively focused on declaring and 

managing boundaries and standards for an organisation, while operations is focused on managing 

capacity and capability, to meet demand and deliver value to service users. The linkage between 

governance and operations, and a commitment to both, is critically important in the delivery of 

stakeholder expectations and requirements.  

Operational concerns in a CIS and MABS context can be grouped into three primary areas: 

1. Service delivery; processes, standards, service levels and quality.

2. Administration; support services, reporting.

3. Management; performance, people, development, empowerment, capability.

Governance concerns may also be grouped.  According to the Governance Code, which is code of 

governance for community and voluntary organisations in Ireland developed by the sector for the 

sector (see Appendix 2), includes the following principles of good governance.   

1. Leading the organisation; providing a vision, a plan and overseeing the delivery of the outcomes.

2. Exercising control over the organisation; to ensure appropriate legal and financial control is in

place and being observed.

3. Being transparent and accountable; to ensure that all those who are stakeholders are informed

and involved in what is happening.

4. Working effectively; to the highest standards of governance.

Together these concerns of operations and governance form a yardstick by which we can assess the 

impact of current structures within the CIB network on service delivery.  

As part of this study we visited 12 Services to determine how these areas of concern are being managed 

in the network. In figure 5 we overlay the governance and operational concerns on the structure of 

the network presented earlier to show who we have determined are the principle owners of each of 

these areas of concern.  This shows that many of the components of the current organisational 
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structure (CI board, CIB Executive, Local board and Service Managers) are involved in managing the 

governance concern.  Management of operational concerns fall primarily to the Service Managers.    

3.2 Operational Concerns 

3.2.1 Service Delivery 

Factors that affect service delivery 

In the context of this feasibility study the concern of service delivery is central because this is where 

the work of the entire service culminates, in the encounter with the service user.  

Firstly we wanted to understand the important factors in service delivery.  We sought the service user’s 

point of view and spoke with 37 service users at CIS services and asked them what was important to 

them as users of the service, (Ref. Appendix 3 - Service User Questionnaire).   

What we found 

The responses have been distilled into five key factors that service users say are important to them: 

1. Access to the service (Location, Opening Hours).

2. Empathy, ability and time to listen to clients/customers.

3. Accuracy and appropriateness of information.

4. An assurance of confidentiality and independence.

5. Professional premises (meeting rooms, facilities, waiting room toilets).

These factors refer primarily to the tangible aspects of service delivery.  Service users did not have 

well-formed or consistent views on the importance of structures such as a local board for the service 

or a national oversight structure to delivering the services that they use. 

Figure 5:  Governance and Operational Concerns for service companies. 
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During visits to 12 services, Pathfinder spoke with Service Managers, staff and volunteers of both MABS 

and CIS.  We asked them about what was important for consistent service delivery.  The responses 

were distilled down into several factors: 

 Access to the service (Location, opening hours, disabled access to premises).

 Empathy, ability and time to listen to clients/customers.

 Accuracy and appropriateness of information.

 An assurance of confidentiality and independence.

 Professional premises (meeting rooms, waiting room).

 Sufficiently trained staff.

 Happy and committed staff (and volunteers).

 Good linkages to other services for referral and direct support.

 Ability of the service to self-reflect and respond to needs.

 Ability of the service to use its experience to influence social policy.

What this means 

There is a substantial correlation in what both staff and service users see as important.  Staff did have 

more to say on the topic and pointed to factors, which are in the realm of operational management 

and governance as being important for them to be able to deliver the best service possible even though 

citizens were not as explicit.  

Effective operational management and governance of the services is required to ensure linkages are 

in place and that all the parts come together to deliver an effective and relevant service.  

The study found that the core processes of CIB, CIS and MABS have evolved and are well adapted to 

take care of the provision of the tangible aspects of service delivery.  The structures that support these 

core processes e.g. local boards and CIB or MABSndl as support are established and work well. 

Conclusion 

We could find no significant structural impediments to delivering the service on an individual basis. 

Consistency of service delivery nationally 

Consistency of service delivery across the state is something that CIB has been working towards over 

many years. CIB wants to ensure that a service user in any part of the country can expect to receive 

the same service, at the same standard, as any other service user.    

What we found 

Services and the representative organisations (NACIS, NMF and NEC) also support the principle of 

consistency, however they also put great weight on the need to be able to adapt services to local 

needs.  Services and representative organisations see this as a core strength of the community based 

service. Most of the local board members who participated in this study saw one of their main 

contributions as helping the local service to reflect community concerns and needs. 
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When there is a variance between the national standard and the local needs on the ground there is 

the possibility of inconsistency.  The study found many examples of this, some of which we list; 

 A CIS can decide to offer more or less advocacy (working on behalf of a service user).

 CIS services use volunteers and community scheme workers to varying degrees.

 In MABS companies there are differences in how clients are allocated to Money Advisors (by

geographical area or on a first available advisor basis) and if special accounts are still offered.

The study found instances where there has been disagreement between a service and CIB on how the 

service should operate, there is no easy resolution to such disputes. 

Most services strongly believe that inconsistencies from the national standard are not of any great 

significance, they see them as a local variation, and wholly better for their service users than a ‘one 

size fits all’ offering.  

CIB staff and the CI board feel responsible for the maintenance and improvement of the national 

standard.  While some local variation is appropriate CIB is frustrated because it doesn’t have a full 

picture of the extent or significance of local variations. Service delivery meetings, review meetings and 

work plans can only give a partial view of what is actually happening on the ground with services.  To 

address this, initiatives such as the Service Agreements and the Goldstar EFQM Standard have been 

introduced to define the national standards and to begin to measure adherence, thereby creating a 

national picture of the consistency of service provision.  

For CIB, the considerable effort required to agree national standards and persuade 93 services to 

accept and adhere to them is becoming much more difficult.  Services and representative organisations 

told us that they are increasingly pushing back against some CIB initiatives.  As well as this, staffing 

levels within CIB are set to fall from a peak of 92 staff to 72 staff in the near future and its regional 

structures in particular have been reduced through a decline in staff numbers. 

Many services see these efforts by CIB as an exercise in control and cannot see why CIB do not trust 

them to deliver the services to the best of their abilities. CIB are frustrated at the pace of change and 

consistency across the network. 

What this means 

The current network and its structure are made up of many independent entities each involved in 

some way in governance, management and service delivery. Each entity is given or assumes varying 

levels of responsibility to ensure service provision is the best it can be.  Where there is agreement this 

works well but when there is a dispute, structures do not provide an effective mechanism for 

resolution.  

Conclusion 

The current structures contribute to the maintenance of a variable service model.  If consistency is 

considered important the current structures can have a detrimental effect on outcomes for service 

users. 
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3.2.2 Administration 

Administration in the context of CIS and MABS relates to ensuring that staff are available, trained, 

rostered and that they have all the materials they need to do their job.  It covers the financial 

administration and record keeping, paying bills, running payroll and producing activity and outcome 

reporting for the board and the CIB.  

What we found 

Administration controls the efficiency of the front line of service delivery and so is important in forming 

the service user’s experience of the service.   

 Typically the work of administration falls to the Administrator but many of the Service

Managers spoke of spending increasing proportions of their time on administration and in

particular on filing reports to CIB.

 Each service performs its own company administration, financial administration and reporting,

although some have outsourced their payroll locally.

 CIB has also introduced a series of initiatives to reduce the administrative overhead and save

money through collective pricing.  These include centralised phone system and centralised

utility payments.  Some services see the benefits and savings inherent in this model while

others felt it was more reliable when they had control over the provision themselves.

 CIB has introduced a standardised financial reporting framework and while services felt it has

meant more work for them, they see it as a useful and beneficial control and are glad to have

it in place.

 Many in the services believe that what they see as an increasing requirement for data and

activity reporting is placing an undue burden on their administration.

What this means 

CIB has a requirement to know what is going on in services and to produce output reporting as a 

condition of funding from the state.  As with virtually all state agencies in receipt of public money the 

requirement to account for and demonstrate value for money has increased markedly in recent years.  

CIB does not have the resources to be close to the day to day administration of services and so 

increasingly has had to ask services to provide information in report format.  Services do not see value, 

in service delivery terms, in providing many of these reports.  This is an example of the needs of 

different stakeholders competing for the time of the same administrative resources. 

Administration activity related to maintaining a company is repeated in each of the services.  Thus 

even very small services have similar structures when compared with much larger services.  There is 

scope for a rebalancing of administration activities but this is not possible within current structures. 

Conclusion 

The way services are structured with multiple independent entities has an indirect impact on service 

delivery; opportunities for freeing up administration and directing more resources toward service 

delivery through reducing the administrative load remain few.   
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3.2.3 Management 

Essentially, management in the context of CIS and MABS is about ensuring that: 

 ‘The lights are on’ and the doors of the service are open.

 Staff are trained and motivated.

 Rosters are working.

 Best practice is being delivered.

 There are linkages between relevant bodies locally and nationally.

 The board has the information it needs to provide governance.

 CIB are kept informed of the work and achievements of the service.

 There is a plan in place for how the service should develop locally.

What we found 

Development Managers (DM) and Money Advice Coordinators (MAC) are the link between the board, 

CIB, the Staff and other support agencies for referral.   

 Their role differs considerably from service to service depending on size, budget, number of

volunteers, number of outreaches, urban – rural catchment, and activity of the board.

 In our discussions with Service Managers, the percentage of estimated Service Manager time

spent with service users ranged from 0% (an exception) to 65% with the median being about

40%. This depends on a wide range of factors such as the size of the service, presence of

volunteers, number of outreaches, and time of year.  Most Service Managers felt that it was

important for them to work with users.

 Between MABS and CIS there are 91 Service Managers employed (The nature of National

Traveller MABS and MABSndl are distinct and so we are not counting their Managers as Service

Managers for this analysis).  This accounts for an annual salary cost of almost €5m.

 There is only one grade for each of DMs and MACs so there is no concept of seniority and yet

the work that they do and the responsibility they carry are very different.  Looking at the total

headcount by service (Figure 6) and bearing in mind that each service only has one Service

Manager it is clear that some Service Managers carry a great deal of staff management

responsibility while others do not.

 There is large variance in the headcount, which individual managers in CIS’s manage.  From 1

staff in one service to 12 staff in another and 9 staff and 96 volunteers in another.  In MABS

the variance is less pronounced but a variance exists; from 1 staff in one service to 8 staff in

another.
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Figure 6: Headcount by Service MABS and CIS (2013) 

Another way to look at the extent of management responsibility is to represent both the headcount 

and the budget allocation for each service on one chart.  This analysis is shown in Figure 7.  This shows 

a considerable imbalance in the workload and responsibilities of different Service Managers. One 

Service Manager has a headcount of 105 and a budget of almost €500,000 whereas others manage 

one or two staff and a budget of just over €100,000. 

Figure 7:  Total headcount & budget allocation for each individual MABS and CIS service. (2013) 
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What this means 

The imbalance in the workload of Service Managers is significant and some levelling of the 

management load across services should be possible.  Since Service Managers are key to coordinating 

service delivery locally, the imbalance implies that some are over stretched or some should have 

capacity to contribute to the wider development of the services nationally.  The current structures 

effectively prohibit a rebalancing of this workload. 

Conclusion 

The current structure of one manager per service prohibits a more even division of the management 

workload and the development of specialist roles within the wider network based on actual demand 

levels across the network. 

3.3 Governance Concerns 

3.3.1 Leading (direction and strategy) 

Declaring a strategic direction and setting out the vision for the organisation is the primary leadership 

task of governance.   How do the current structures impact on direction and strategy of services?  How 

does the direction and strategy of services impact service delivery? 

What we found 

There is a gap between the strategic leadership at a local and at a national level. 

 Because of the evolution path taken to date, the services have been set up as individual

companies.  This has resulted in the board of each company taking the lead role in defining the

service and the vision, purpose and values as well as how to run the services, which services

to offer and how to offer them.

 Services argue that local boards are the most appropriate structure for setting out the

direction for their service because, being of the local community, they are closest to the service

end-user.  Local board members tend to live locally and as such they are part of the local

community. The extent to which they ‘represent’ the community as opposed to state services

or other stakeholders such as volunteers varies.

 We examined the make-up of the boards of both MABs and CIS companies who provided

details of board membership. We can see that community representation (charities,

community groups etc.) makes up a significant proportion of the boards, particularly in the

case of MABS companies (MABS 50%, CIS 36%) (Figure 8).  Representatives of state services

(DSP, Garda, HSE) also makes up a large portion. (MABS 36%, CIS 23%).  Internal representation

(volunteers, worker directors, CIB staff) makes up 35% of the membership of CIS boards in the

sample and 7% of MABS boards.
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Figure 8: Board Representation (MABS) (n=191)   Figure 9: Board Representation (CIS) (n=208) 

 Nationally, an overall strategy is produced every three years by CIB. This strategy document

sets out the overall strategic intent for both CIB and the delivery partners.  In drawing up the

strategy CIB seek to include services and representative organisations as much as possible.

However many services felt that their voice is not heard and that the result is a strategy that

services do not see themselves in.

 To help ensure that everyone contributes to the delivery of the overall strategy, service

planning is tightly linked to the national strategy.  In recent years CIS boards have been

discouraged by CIB from producing separate strategies.  Each service now produces an annual

work plan, which is based on the strands of the CIB national strategy. Services list the

development work that they plan under each of the strands.   Fitting service priorities into a

work plan that they do not feel ownership of is seen as losing control and a dumbing down of

their ability to plan for their service.

 In practical terms, service planning is typically driven by the Service Manager, in some cases in

conjunction with staff and in other cases with members of the board.  The Service Manager

fits their activities into the strands of the work plan.  The annual work plan is then discussed

and approved by the board. The process of local planning is covered by the EFQM process and

so is likely to be part of what all services do for the foreseeable future.

 In recent years there has been increasing tension between CIB and the representative bodies

about the direction of the services.  The representative bodies see CIB as attempting to take

more control whereas CIB see initiatives such as service agreements as necessary for good

governance.  The disputes seem to have intensified and we found that individuals are

beginning to fall into ‘camps’, which find it hard to have anything good to say about ‘the other

side’.

 Services are very aware that this tension exists and generally see it as a distraction.  Many of

those who spoke to us as part of this study expressed the view that disputes between CIB,

NACIS, NMF or NEC amount to a leadership struggle.

What this means 

In our view a national strategy that is deployed through local work plans is a very effective mechanism 

for delivering a strategy.  The work plan simply requires services to be mindful of national goals and 
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objectives when planning.   It does not prevent services from developing a direction locally, and many 

have combined sophisticated local planning with their work plan.  However if those providing the 

services do not see an ability to influence the national strategy there is a danger that this could be seen 

as a top-down exercise in control.  CIB feel that they consult extensively to get input but services feel 

that this consultation is ineffective.   In this context, completing the work plan may become to be seen 

as merely a condition of funding or meeting EFQM requirements rather than rigorous planning for the 

service. 

Local service planning was evident in the services visited as part of this study.  However, from what we 

see about how planning is conducted in services, it is not clear to us that all boards play a significant 

role in formulating the direction and strategy for their services. The Service Manager and the CIB work 

plan are more important factors in local planning. 

The main issue that we see is that the overall strategy is not owned by the services and some are not 

clear about the future vision of the services nationally.  Others see MABS and CIS moving toward a 

more centralised model and do not agree with this vision of the future. 

For CIB, trying to provide direction and strategy for the network in the context of disputed authority is 

very difficult.  Knowing that each new initiative is likely to be challenged or seen as a ‘diktat’ tends to 

dampen the enthusiasm for new initiatives. Over time the distraction of disputes over national 

direction and associated initiatives will sap the morale across the network and make it less likely that 

CIB, boards and Service Managers will be innovative. That would be to the detriment of future service 

outcomes. 

While local planning is working, we conclude that the translation between national and local direction 

and strategic planning would work better if the services developed the service elements of an overall 

network strategy.   

Conclusion 

When there isn’t agreement over the vision and strategic direction of the services implementing 

change is contentious and difficult.  In the CIB network, because of the local company structure, 

implementing change that hasn’t been agreed is especially difficult and there is currently no effective 

forum for formulating agreement. 

3.3.2 Exercising Control 

The concern of exercising control involves monitoring all aspects of regulatory compliance, oversight 

of performance and management of risk.  Some aspects of this concern such as oversight of service 

delivery have a direct bearing on service outcomes whereas other aspects relate to protecting the 

network from legal and reputational risk and only indirectly link to service outcomes for users.  

What we found 

 Local boards are responsible for compliance in the areas of Tax, CRO, Employment Law, Health

and Safety, Data Protection, Equality with in their company.  CIB has put a range of supports,



Final Report 20 

guidelines, systems and training in place to help ensure companies remain compliant.  Because 

they are companies limited by guarantee, boards tend to take their responsibilities under 

company law very seriously.   

 The local board plays a role in managing financial compliance in that the Treasurer in many

cases reviews payments and book-keeping practices on a regular basis.

 Although the local board is responsible for compliance in these areas, the board has no funds

of its own.  Thus if there is any cost incurred as a result of a breach of compliance CIB have to

cover the cost of redress.  For this reason and to prevent reputational damage, CIB place

particular emphasis on compliance.

 Board members and Service Managers that participated in this feasibility are glad of the

protection that the CIB focus on compliance brings for them.  However, for CIB, the increased

focus on compliance for so many service companies is proving to be an unsustainable burden

on reducing CIB resources given the number of boards.

 CIB places a heavy emphasis on ensuring employment law is adhered to.  CIB have put in place

a system of standard contracts, terms and conditions and sit on interview panels.  Pay scales

are set for roles and boards have very little freedom to appoint at a level other than the starting

point on the scale. Recent directives from CIB are seen as impacting terms and conditions of

staff and this is seen as unwelcome interference in the role of the board as employer and

putting them in an impossible position. The strong direction from CIB in the area of

employment law creates tension with boards that are the actual contractual employers.

 Many board members bring legal, human resource and financial experience and qualifications,

and are well placed to deal with these matters internally.  Not every board is as strong and a

difficult HR issue can be a real problem for local boards that do not have this experience.

 Boards in most cases (In CIS’s volunteer Information officers typically serve on the board) are

not in a position to oversee operations and service delivery. Boards told us that they met

between 4 and 10 times a year with 6 being the most common frequency.  This is not sufficient

for direct oversight of service performance.  Boards trust their Service Managers to produce

information that shows whether the service is performing to expectation.

 CIB regional staff attempt to meet services at regular intervals but these meetings do not give

CIB detailed visibility of what is actually delivered in terms of service delivery. Beyond trusting

that services are all doing their best there are no effective oversight mechanisms to give

assurance of consistent quality of service delivery across services as there is neither an

effective senior management layer nor a team from CIB that is resourced appropriately.

 Attempts to gain the understanding via service delivery meetings, work plans, statistical

reporting etc. are a reasonable response by CIB given the span of its responsibilities, however

none of these get CIB involved to any great degree with what is happening on the ground.

Some services described these efforts as arm’s length or bureaucratic exercises and only

highlight a growing disconnect between themselves and CIB. Others work very well with CIB

and find the interactions with CIB staff as very useful.  CIB staff themselves feel that their input

is productive and that many services are working with them.
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What this means 

Managing compliance is seen as a ‘necessary evil’ of being a company and there has in recent years 

been a general increase in the importance of rigorous compliance in Ireland.  CIB (and MABSndl) are 

seen as having done a good job of training and enforcing adherence to compliance. Because 

compliance is at company level and because there are 93 companies between MABS and CIS, 

maintaining this level of oversight is proving difficult. 

The current structures are working well in relation to exercising control of legal and financial 

compliance.  This is because CIB is a clear competent authority in this area.  A competent authority is 

an individual, function or body that is recognised and agreed as having the expertise, the capacity and 

the authority to set standards, assess performance against those standards and make binding 

recommendations for improvement. 

The role of competent authority in the area of compliance with employment law is far less clear and 

consequently it is an area of ongoing tension between services and CIB. 

In the area of oversight of service delivery, boards are not overseeing service delivery and CIB cannot 

oversee without the cooperation of services.  There is a gap in oversight in this area.  This gap 

potentially means that if services in a particular area which do not have a strong relationship with CIB 

are not meeting the national standard it may not be apparent to either the board or to CIB.   

The EFQM is a first step in setting and measuring against a national standard but it is not yet capable 

of addressing this gap because it is focused more on systems.  There is currently no function with the 

capacity or authority to inspect the actual performance of an individual service against a national 

standard. 

Conclusion 

Consistency of outcomes for users would be enhanced if there were a means of evaluating actual 

performance against a national standard.  However, as we have discussed earlier, the current 

structures mean that finding agreement on what is the national standard for service delivery and how 

it should be interpreted locally will be difficult if not impossible. 

3.3.3 Transparency and Accountability 

This concern focuses on the need for services to ensure that the needs of their stakeholders are being 

met and through engagement and regular communication with them ensuring that stakeholders have 

an opportunity to influence how services operate and develop.  If this does not happen stakeholders 

will become dissatisfied, with possible consequences for national influence and for funding. 

What we found 

 Local Services see service users and the local community as their main stakeholders. Their work

on the frontline over many years has earned both CIS and MABS significant political capital

locally and nationally.

 Services also see CIB as a stakeholder in what they do.  This is evidenced by the reporting and
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engagement with CIB on a weekly if not daily basis.  Services do not directly see the 

Department of Social Protection (DSP) as a stakeholder.  However, for CIB the DSP is a 

significant stakeholder.  CIB realise that keeping the DSP satisfied is an central part of ensuring 

that funding for services is maintained at a time when funding for many worthy services is 

being drastically cut. 

 In recent years the government concern for value for money has developed into a concern for

public sector reform.  The government through the Department of Public Expenditure and

Reform (DPER) has been driving significant change programmes through the public sector.  DSP

itself has implemented a series of significant reforms in its own department and expects that

the CIB network too should be looking to reform itself.   The DSP see the network of 93

companies as unwieldy and that opportunity to work more efficiently, such as for example the

imbalance in the workload of Service Managers, are not being addressed.

 The DSP needs to remain assured that service provision is consistent nationwide and

represents value for the state’s investment.

 To a large extent CIB has shielded Services from the concerns of the DSP.  We found that

services are not fully aware of the expectations of the DSP in relation to reform or efficiency.

Many services expressed the view that it is CIB’s role to manage the department’s

requirements.

What this means 

There is no doubt that the state is also a stakeholder and one that needs to be taken care of and 

managed. There is little recognition in the network that the DSP may be dissatisfied and that 

dissatisfied stakeholders impact the future ability of the network to secure funding and also can limit 

its ability to effectively drive social policy.  We found that stakeholder management in the network is 

disconnected, with services focusing locally and CIB managing the relationship with the DSP. In this 

way, CIB staff absorbs the pressure from the department but are limited, by current structures, in how 

they can share the concerns with the network.  In the long term, national stakeholders cannot be 

satisfied without local participation and local stakeholders will lose out if national stakeholders lose 

faith in the network.  

Conclusion 

A mechanism to bring together the needs of all the main stakeholders, citizens, service users, staff and 

volunteers and the state into decision making is currently lacking. For the services to effectively satisfy 

the state as a main stakeholder, the concerns of the state must become a network-wide concern. 

3.3.4 Working Effectively 

Working effectively is about ensuring that each service has what it needs to develop. In a local service 

context it is ensuring that there is an effective board where roles and responsibilities are set out and 

that service management is functioning.  Working effectively must also have a regional and national 

element to ensure that service have access to the best practices, initiatives, tools and systems that are 

available for local use. 
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What we found 

 Locally, one aspect of working effectively is making sure that there are suitable board

recruitment, development and retirement processes in place.  Healthy governance requires a

throughput of directors so that the boards do not become stale and run the risk of the sudden

retirement of a large cohort at the one time.  A number of boards reported that they have lost

good members in recent years and found difficulty in getting people to serve.  We asked boards

to list the years of service of their directors.  The results (Figure 10, Figure 11) show that the

proportion of board members who have served over 7 years (in one or more capacity) remains

high particularly in MABS (MABS 48%, CIS 26%).  This indicates that board renewal is possibly

an issue especially so in a MABS context.

Figure 10: Years of board service (MABS) (n=221)      Figure 11: Years of board service (CIS) (n=239) 

 There are regional initiatives in place to improve effective working.  Service delivery meetings

and exchange meetings were instituted to bring services together to share experiences and

learning.  Reports of the effectiveness of these meetings for this purpose is mixed.

 Formal and informal meetings of Service Managers regionally are felt to be a very valuable

means of sharing learning and peer support for Service Managers but CIB staff do not attend

these.

 Regional development of services is problematic.  This may be illustrated by describing the

pattern of service delivery in Dublin.   The provision of CIS services in Dublin is shown in Figure

12. This shows that there is a clustering of services in some areas and other areas with little

physical presence.  It should be possible to resolve this type of clustering but the current 

structure of individual companies does not facilitate this. 
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Figure 12: Locations of Citizen Information Services, Centres and staff in Dublin 

 Figure 13 shows the position for MABS in the Dublin region.  The position is very similar to that

of CIS with areas of the Southside lacking coverage.

Figure 13: Location of MABS Services and Staff in Dublin 

 Because of how they are set up, each service company’s primary focus is on the provision of

services on their own patch.  As resources tighten the instinct of each service is to hold on to

whatever resources it has although there are some examples of generous sharing of resources.

CIB are losing resources from its regional team.  This means they will not be able to maintain

the current regional support levels to services.  In a functioning organisation or network it

would be appropriate to fill gaps in one area with resources from another.  However there is

little prospect of reorganising management resources with current structures and trust levels.

 Nationally, service development is the responsibility of CIB (CIB task MABSndl with various

aspects of support of MABS).  Over recent years a series of national service developments
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initiatives has been designed and implemented.  Some recent such initiatives include: 

o The development of the National Advocacy Service for people with disabilities

o Financial Reporting Framework

o Volunteer Strategy

o Single Point of Telephone Contact

o EFQM

o Integrated VOIP telephone network

o New websites

 In many cases the driver behind many of these initiatives is the CIB strategy.  The mechanism

for designing and developing the initiatives tends to be to form working group of

representatives from services and from CIB to examine the issues and formulate a way

forward.   CIB contend that they take great care to make the working groups representative

and that their only agenda is to develop initiatives that improve outcomes.   However, many

Service Managers feel that working groups are not representative and that CIB controls the

agenda and the outcome.

 Implementing initiatives takes a long time and much effort.  The structure of both MABS and

CIS is such that most new initiatives have to be considered by the local board before adoption.

There is considerable frustration within CIB in getting services to take responsibility for

implementing service development initiatives. To make changes in a dispersed organisation

with volunteer boards that meet perhaps 6-8 times a year takes a long time; for example the

adoption of advocacy services took almost 8 years to work through to full acceptance by CIS.

 CIB has in recent years taken a stronger line on the adoption of what they see as critical

development initiatives such as for example the Service Agreements in 2013.  This stronger

line worries services and many spoke of “CIB dictates” and “the abandonment of partnership”.

 Services see that these worries are translating into more support for independent

representative bodies (NACIS, NMF and NEC). Services look to the representative bodies to

protect their services from initiatives that they believe will not work for them.  This increasing

strength seems to have made relations with CIB even more adversarial, driving, as many see

it, a cycle of distrust.

What this means 

There is little shared agreement on a competent authority for service development. There is poor 

transmission of ideas upward and poor transmission of decisions downward.  There will continue to 

be tension in this area until structures are addressed.  In the interim the national development of 

services will be slow and painful. If the network is restricted in its development it can only degrade and 

lose relevance over time. 
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4 THE NEED OR OTHERWISE FOR STRUCTURAL CHANGE 

The previous chapter outlines the ways in which we see the current structures affect the ability of the 

network to deliver services.  In this chapter we will show why these issues, if ignored, will actually 

damage the network and why structural changes are now required. 

4.1 Strategic Direction 

Organisations, but more particularly people, require clear direction and forward planning that takes 

care of their concerns, points to an improving future for the organisation and sets out how the 

improving future can be achieved. 

 Currently, in the CIB network there is not shared agreement on what the thrust of the national

strategy for MABS and CIS should be.

 This weakens the effectiveness of any strategy and consequently its ability to provide a

signpost to the future direction for the whole network.

 Implementing any strategic change in the current structures is set to cause tension and

mistrust within the network.

 This weakness in strategy implementation will continue until structural change creates an

effective mechanism for agreeing the strategic direction and its implementation.

4.2 Consistency of Service 

To function effectively there must be agreement on the standards, processes and practices that are to 

be used in the delivery of the service. Most particularly, there must be full agreement on who holds 

the role of competent authority for service delivery.  

 The current structures do not allow for such a competent authority.  CIB, through service

agreements and the Goldstar EFQM initiatives are moving to play this role nationally but their

authority to do so is often questioned and unsupported locally.

 Services argue that they are the most competent to know what is best for their users and their

communities, this is how the services are constituted and something which is very important

to them.

 If an individual service disagrees with the way CIB wants services to be delivered there is no

clear protocol for determining which direction is best and consequently no shared agreement

on the role of competent authority for service delivery.  These are not conditions that will allow

the development of strong consistent standards nationwide but rather will lead to weaker

standards, which are inconsistently applied.

 Change is needed to establish how the setting and implementation of standards nationally for

CIS and MABS can translate into consistent local implementation.
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4.3 Management 

Management in the network is the mechanism for ensuring that things are carried out and carried out 

properly both locally and nationally. 

 There are no formal management structures between the local management of services and

national management of CIS and MABS.

 There is consultation, there are working groups, and there are meetings. Through these, when

there is agreement, progress is possible.  But this is primarily influencing and not management,

because ultimately, structurally and legally the local management is responsible to its own

board rather than to CIB.

 Effectively with the current structures there is no Senior Management layer with the authority

to manage services at regional or national level.  In these circumstances, it will always be

difficult to implement any large-scale or time-critical change initiatives.

4.4 Compliance and Oversight 

All organisations require confidence in their people, processes and their practices to ensure they are 

meeting their obligations. Good governance requires commitment and ongoing development. It must 

also be efficient, while effective.  

 Current structures make it difficult to keep pace. 93 boards, with an average of 9.2 people on

each board, with a low of 5 and high of 18 members, results in a governance structure of >800

people, for an organisation of c. 2800 people.  This is excessive by comparison with most other

sectors. Particularly when the governance requirements of the CIS and MABS services are

relatively straightforward, unchanged, the current structures will continue to demand

attention and divert capacity away from service delivery and better service outcomes for

citizens.

 Despite all the governance there is still a gap in actual operational management of service

delivery, which means that no-one above the Service Manager in each service oversees service

delivery. Change is needed to find a more efficient form of oversight for the network.

4.5 Stakeholder Management 

The CIB network has a number of stakeholders.  The service user and potential service user is a very 

important stakeholder but not the only one.  The State funds the provision of the services and is a 

stakeholder whose circumstances and requirements have changed in recent years.    

 Current structures do not support a network-wide response to what the state as a stakeholder

needs from the network.   As stakeholder requirements and demands change, the network

should be capable of being responsive, anticipating what is required and then acting cohesively

to address these concerns. The current structures make it extremely difficult to find consensus.

Quite often responses require substantial time and effort.

 The DSP is aware of the ‘unwieldy’ nature of a network of 93 companies and has suggested
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that it hasn’t seen any meaningful attempts to address this.  To avoid the situation where the 

main stakeholder becomes frustrated, the network needs to show a willingness to consider 

more streamlined structures.     

It is, of course, possible that the services provided by CIS and MABS could continue to operate without 

structural changes and continue to be delivered by 93 separate entities as it has up to now. Front-line 

service delivery is in a well-established pattern and that would continue. It is also possible that 

representatives of MABS, CIS and CIB could set out the basis of improved co-operation and seek to 

minimise disputes and work together, however, this is a recipe for a network that will continue to have 

struggles in dealing properly with difficult or contentious issues.  It is likely that to remain relevant, 

adapt and to grow the network will have to face and resolve challenges more and more over the 

coming period and that the current structures will make that all the more difficult. 

In effect, the future direction of the network, efficient network development, implementation of 

standards and maintaining relevance as national organisations will be severely hampered by 

maintaining the current structures as any related change requires the continuous process of seeking 

agreement rather than the efficiency that comes from an agreed senior management structure within 

a simplified governance model. 

4.6 The importance of values 

The structural solution that will best meet the network’s needs will depend on the answers to a 

number of key questions: 

 Who owns MABS and who owns CIS?  The extent to which CIS and MABS are national

movements or locally run services with centrally provided support and funding?

 What level of involvement should local services have in the operational management and

governance of the services at national level?

 The extent to which CIS and MABS operate independently of the state or are a component of

the state?

 The appropriate level of integration between CIS and MABS?

 The importance of operational management and efficiency in delivering service outcomes?

 The appetite and energy within the network for change?

The most appropriate structures for MABS and CIS must reflect the responses to these questions. 

This review finds that there is little agreement within the network on the answers to these questions.  

Such lack of agreement should not be surprising because in many respects these questions touch on 

the core ‘values’ of the network and of the people who make it up.  The evolution of the network has 

brought together people who have very different experiences and values. (e.g. Community and 

Voluntary, Industry, National Administration among others).  It is difficult to coherently operate an 

organisation network without shared values. In most organisations there is an agreed authority whose 

role it is to set out and build its values. The CIB network does not have this agreed authority. The shared 

value of ‘delivering what is best for the Citizen’ is not strong enough as a unifying value because there 
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is not always agreement on what is best for the Citizen. 

Whose values win out when there are contradictory values that cannot easily be reconciled? Who 

decides on the structural template for the network of the future? Configuring the way forward for the 

CIB network is essentially a ‘political’ act; it can only be decided by those who exercise control over the 

network. Once a direction is set, the structures to support that direction can be agreed. Without such 

a direction it will be difficult to find a structural configuration that will stand the test of time. 
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5 CONSOLIDATION AND INTEGRATION 

5.1 Purpose 

It is important that we outline the difference between the question of integration and that of 

consolidation.  To avoid confusion, it is useful to offer a working definition; 

 Consolidation is merging companies or operations within services e.g. merging two CIS’s.

 Integration is merging companies or operations between services e.g. merging a MABS and a

CIS

Both consolidation and integration in the network may be considered in different forms and it is useful 

to explore these possible forms briefly before considering configurations or options that would work 

best.  Consolidation and Integration may be considered in the areas of service delivery, administration 

and management, as well in governance.  Some examples of both are contained in Table 1. 

Area Concern Example of Consolidation Example of Integration 

Governance A number of CIS’s merge in a 

region. 

One board takes responsibility 

for both CIS and MABS 

services in an area. 

Operations Management A number of CIS’s merge and 

now employ a number of 

Development Managers.  

A Service Manager could 

manage a CIS and a MABS 

service in the same location/ 

locality 

Administration A number of MABS share 

administrative support such 

as payroll. 

Administrative support could 

be a shared service between a 

MABS and a CIS service(s).  

Service 

Delivery 

Selected services being 

delivered at specific centres 

only, base service in all 

centres. 

Shared building with a MABS 

area and a CIS area, or 

Multi-skilled officers handling 

aspects of both. 

Table 1: Examples of what is meant by consolidation and integration. 

Rationale 

Since the founding of MABS there has always been a connection between MABS and CIS.  In some 

areas it is closer than in other areas.  Since CIB took on the statutory responsibility for MABS in 2009 

there has been a move to bring the services together culminating in the 2012 CIB strategy, which 
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describes a very high level of integration between the services. 

This study was asked to examine: 

“The organisational / governance model which would best meet the requirements of 

customers for an integrated, easily accessible service at local /regional level.”   

The rationale behind this question is that when service users have occasion to use the services of both 

MABS and CIS, services that share the statutory oversight of CIB, it is logical to examine if there is an 

efficient way to provide a seamless service to the user, while also making the most efficient use of the 

resources available.   

Although the service user may experience the service at the desk in a centre there is a large delivery 

support infrastructure behind each interaction that ensures that the individual Information Officer or 

Money Advisor is trained, has the material, the information and systems needed to do their job.  The 

delivery support infrastructure also looks after providing suitable premises, remunerates staff, creates 

referral networks and develops social policy among other activities to enable services to work 

smoothly and develop plans for how to develop the service for users in the future.     

Much work has been done since 2009 to merge the delivery infrastructures of MABS and CIS.  For 

example, CIB has created common administrative templates in the area of finance, IT and telephony 

systems are shared, there are shared training opportunities, all interactions with CIB are virtually 

identical for both services and there is a common HR support arrangement.  The only area where there 

has not been integration as yet is in the areas related to local governance, subject matter and service 

delivery.  The question therefore is whether integration should continue into these core areas. 

5.2 Integration Possibilities 

5.2.1 Potential benefits of integration of MABS and CIS 

The benefits of integration may include: 

 Offering citizens a single approach in one location, ‘a one-stop-shop’ whereby there is one

initial assessment and then a customised routing between the services.

 Potential to cut down rental costs where two services can share premises.

 Avoids the possibility of duplication of services.

 Operationally it would allow more flexibility in how staff are deployed, e.g. shared

Administrators, free up some Service Managers to become specialists or fill gaps in areas of

need.

 A reduction in the costs associated with maintaining a lesser number of companies in the

network.

5.2.2 Concerns regarding Integration 

There are a number of concerns associated with integration:  
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 The data that exists in the network in relation to the commonality of the users between the

two services is incomplete and therefore unreliable.  During our interviews with staff and

citizens we asked staff in both services about their experience of users requiring an aspect of

the other service.  Staff suggested that the incidence of a citizen requiring both services, in

their experience was low, although it is improving as a result of the cross referral programme.

 We asked CIS service users as part of this study about their use of other services in conjunction

with their current need and none mentioned MABS.

 The experience of existing co-located MABS and CIS services has been reported as variable.

 The requirements for the layout of the premises is said to differ between services.  Although

from our experience of the service visits, both varieties work in a wide range of premises types.

 One opportunity to co-locate was abandoned after many negotiations when the services

involved could not agree on requirements.

 MABS services are cautious about confidentiality for their clients. Many feel that it is

inappropriate for local volunteer members of CIS that may well recognise their clients to be in

the vicinity of a MABS office.  This view shows a poor understanding of the importance and

practice of discretion within CIS but was expressed on a number of occasions when discussing

the possibility of co-location.

 We asked staff, Service Managers, board members and representative bodies about how

integration could or would work.  While some from CIS could see efficiency benefits in having

shared local boards, no one that we met favoured a shared service delivery model.   MABS, at

all levels, tended to be against integration with CIS in any form.

 Many of the opportunities for savings and synergies in the infrastructure that might be realised

through integration have already been realised through CIB centralisation initiatives.

 From interviews conducted, the key determinant of a valuable service for a service user is the

relationship that exists between the staff of the local MABS and CIS and particularly the Service

Managers.  When that is working, referrals both formal and informal work well for the service

users and for the services.  Structural integration is not required to build good relationships.

 The benefit of rent reduction can be achieved by continuing the policy of seeking one premises

for local MABS and CIS where possible.  Structural integration is not required for services to

share a premises.

5.2.3 Conclusion 

While there would be some benefits of integration, most could be and are being achieved through the 

merging of the delivery support infrastructures of the services and enhanced co-operation at local and 

national level.  In the context of disputed authority for the direction and strategy, any move towards 

integration of MABS and CIS would be mistimed.  Attempting to integrate CIS and MABS at this time 

would most likely cause both services to accentuate the differences between them rather than focus 

on the many similarities.  A more fruitful approach would be to design incentives for services to 

develop local models of collaboration. 
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5.3 Consolidation Possibilities 

5.3.1 Potential benefits of consolidation 

Consolidation of MABS or CIS companies to create larger entities has been spoken about for many 

years.  The creation of many of the CIS’s occurred with the consolidation of Citizen Information Centres 

(CICs) in the 1990’s and consolidation of CIC’s took place up to as recently as 2007.   

The benefits of consolidation are seen as: 

 A means of correcting anomalies in the location of services that arose from how services

evolved.

 Breaking the link with local catchments could balance the load more evenly and free up Service

Manager and Administrative capacity to be deployed in specialisms or in areas of greater

demand.

 Fewer services would help to support consistency of service delivery nationwide and the

deployment of strategy.

 Less duplication and activity due to a more streamlined management and governance

structure.

 Fewer companies would incur less cost.  The average cost per service of professional fees in

2013 was €4,236 and the average cost per service of board expenses was €1,915.  The overall

spend across all MABS and CIS companies on these cost items in 2013 was 2% of the total;

€565,980 from an overall budget for MABS and CIS of €29,808,854.

 Some services report that they are having difficulty in recruiting and maintaining board

members. The rationale is that if there were less boards the pool of those willing to serve could

be spread more easily.

 Moves to consolidate services would meet the requirement from DSP to streamline the

current network.

5.3.2 Concerns regarding Consolidation 

Some concerns about consolidation include: 

 If services do not want to merge together to form a consolidated unit it would be hard to force

them to do so. The process of discussion and consultation to achieve consolidation may take

many years.

 There would be once-off legal costs to vest the assets of companies into merged entities and

to close down the old companies.

 Only in a small number of cases is it likely that services will, of themselves, come together.

There is no guarantee that these are the services where consolidation is most beneficial. A

planned framework that outlines the ideal size and breadth of a service is required.

 Services are nervous about the change and the possible reduction in the local influence of the

services. They would need to see the benefits in action before they would support
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consolidation. 

 Over the years, services have developed different approaches and ways of carrying on their

work. Merging of services would require careful management and support to help services

work through to new common approaches.

5.3.3 Conclusion 

Consolidation offers important benefits. A responsive network requires an effective governance and 

management capability. The number of independent boards and the resulting process of consultation 

makes this difficult and is leading to tension in the network. Consolidations is required for; 

 The implementation of an effective management structure for both MABS and CIS.

 An effective decision-making process for both MABS and CIS nationally.

 Resolving obvious anomalies such as levelling the imbalance in the workload of Service

Managers.

 Rearranging the pattern of service provision in Dublin and other areas of the country.

 Reduction in support resources in CIB.
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6 OPTIONS 

6.1 Strategic Context 

The evolution and development of the network of services within current structures has served 

citizens, staff, volunteers and the state well. However, the environment has changed substantially, 

funds are limited, demands and demographics are changing and the services are being asked to 

respond. The purpose of this feasibility study is to determine whether another configuration of the 

management and organisational structures will improve outcomes for citizens.  

Outcomes for citizens can only be improved and sustained once there is a cohesive effort to deliver a 

service that meets their needs and addresses their concerns into the future. This can only be achieved 

through the application of robust organisational and management structures. A more effective and 

efficient structure is required to ensure the network is responsive into the future. 

6.2 Future Operating Principles 

We recommend a number of principles be used to underpin the network into the future regardless of 

option chosen; 

1. Competent Authority; there must be shared agreement and commitment between all staff,

volunteers and stakeholders on the role of each, the lines of responsibility and accountability and

on who the ‘competent authority’ is, for governance and operations, for setting standards and for

managing performance in any given domain of expertise.

2. Shared strategic ambition; the strategic goals and ambition must be driven from the citizen in the

first instance, however in addition, all other stakeholders concerns, needs and requirements must

be considered and addressed by the strategy. Those delivering front line services and those that

support them must jointly develop the strategy if it is to be relevant for all.

3. Commitment to national and local service; these are not mutually exclusive both are required.

Commitment to a national standard, developed by those who deliver the service in the front line,

taking account of stakeholder restrictions and concerns is required. This national standard must

then be localised, underpinned by a continuous feedback mechanism, to ensure the services

maintain relevance into the future. The service must develop both locally and nationally.

Volunteers, Service Managers, local communities, CIB and stakeholders have crucial roles to play.

4. Effective and efficient management; management of both governance and service delivery

performance. It must address duplication, ensure effective assessment of performance, collective

capacity and capability management to meet national, regional and local demand needs.  It must

ensure the efficient use of resources, both financial and human, the empowerment and

development of people across the network, and engender a commitment to service

improvement.

5. Good Governance; efficient and effective governance consummate with the risk, where

confidence is assured, direction clear, value for money proven, responsiveness increased and

statutory requirements delivered.
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These principles that were distilled and developed from the feedback that we listened to, among those 

we met, are now used as an input into the development of a series of options. The options seek to 

address the challenges and to take account of what exists today, considering how today’s structures 

can be modified to bring about better outcomes for all. Some of the benefits of the options may be 

offset by the difficulties in implementing the change and this needs to be taken account of before 

choosing a course of action. It does not however change the validity of any of the options and therefore 

the difficulty of the implementation should be considered separately from the benefits that the option 

may bring.  

6.3 Options 

We present four options; 

1. No Change; leave the structures, organisational and management as is.

2. Funder Contract Model; CIB step back, specify requirements, fund, monitor and enforce.

3. Shared Authority Model; CIB and Services enter into charter of shared responsibilities.

4. Consolidation Model; streamline governance model, enhance management structure.

6.3.1 Option 1 - No Change 

Overview: 

Description: 

No structural changes and the services continue to work as is.  There is scope for CIB, services and 
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representative organisations to find better ways of working together to improve services. 

What Option 1 looks like? 

Figure 14:  Schematic of option 1 

Addressing Operational and Governance Concerns 

Operational Concerns 

Leaving the model as is will result in a continuation of significant effort in persuading and seeking 

agreement across 93 entities in order to ensure a consistent service. Administration will remain 

distributed among the entities and performance will be managed through data requests and reports.  

Governance Concerns 

The lack of shared agreement on who sets strategy, who delivers it and whether the concerns of the 

services are being listened to will continue to dominate the mood. Control will be exercised through 

mutual agreement in most areas, however transparency and accountability will be only strong in the 

area of governance; in service delivery it will remain tenuous. Efficiency and effectiveness will be 

difficult to measure and not optimally managed across the services. 

High level assessment against criteria 
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Pros and Cons 

Conclusion 

Leaving the model in its current form will only continue to increase pressure on already stretched 

resources. Managing 93 individual boards is unsustainable in the medium to long term and has already 

led to a shift in emphasis of the declining resource base in CIB towards governance and away from an 

involved role with service delivery on the ground. Managing the delivery of service, improving services 

and responding to the changing needs to service users is the core of what the network is about and 

requires a substantial focus from all in the network to ensure obligations are met and the service 

continues to be relevant into the future.  

Impact 

There are many 

positives for service 

users and stakeholders 

alike, however the 

impact of ‘no change’ 

at this point may only 

be seen in the future, 

with the possibility of 

a fragmented service 

and variable service 

user outcomes. 
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6.3.2 Option 2 – Funder Contract Model 

Option 2a – Contracts to existing and new service providers 

Overview 

Description 

Faced with the reality that the current support levels are unsustainable with staffing losses, CIB would 

withdraw from the delivery partner model. It would focus on the areas where it is the ‘agreed 

competent authority’. It would continue to provide Information, tools and infrastructure to services.  

CIB may also keep oversight on legal compliance matters.  It would no longer maintain a regional 

presence and development initiatives would be limited. To play this reduced role would require less 

staff and CIB would reduce in size and budget accordingly. 

CIB would define the strategy for CIS and MABS and set out detailed service agreements for each 

service that would specify exactly what is expected. CIB would build a quality inspection team to 

perform detailed reviews of individual services. For this approach to have any credibility CIB must be 

prepared to withdraw or reduce funding to services that breach service agreements. 
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Figure 15: Schematic of Option 2a 

There is another variant of this model where CIB would operate a franchise system. 

Option 2b – Contracts to existing and new service providers 

Overview 
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Description 

Similar to Option 2a, this option assumes a move away from the delivery partner model.  It also 

assumes that CIB is prepared to remove funding from existing services and reallocate this to a group 

of services or a new service under a franchise agreement. This approach allows change in current 

service arrangements to be shaped over time to a plan created by CIB.  

CIB would become the clear authority in defining what it sees as areas that need to improve, CIB would 

define geographical areas and organise tenders for the provision of services in those areas. CIB would 

set out detailed operating instructions and standards to be achieved by tender winners. This model 

would require the development of a detailed and prescriptive approach on how all aspects of service 

delivery should be operated in order to allow for new entrants to be taken into the network. 

Existing CIS or MABS services may bid to continue to provide services in the area, groups of services 

may come together to jointly bid and other organisations apart from CIS and MABS companies may 

also bid. 

The winner of the tender would need to take on existing staff under TUPE arrangements and would 

need to sign a detailed service agreement with CIB. 

CIB would create a quality inspection team to perform detailed review of individual services and 

services that do not meet standards risk not having their contract renewed. 

Figure 16: Schematic of option 2b 
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Addressing Operational and Governance Concerns 

Operational Concerns 

Moving to a contract-based model will not improve operational performance and is typically done to 

reduce the cost of operation for non-core services. In this instance, service provision is core and 

therefore moving it to a funder contract model run the risk of reducing the level of control over 

consistency, management, future development of the network. A contract and an inspectorate is not 

an effective replacement for involvement and real time response in a service organisation. It can 

provide efficiency through funding reallocations, however more often than not any savings are offset 

by deficiencies in service and quality. 

Governance Concerns 

Governance can be improved in a number of areas using a funder contract model, as clear direction in 

the form of requirements and standards can be declared and monitored with the consequence of 

‘removed funding’ for non-compliance. In this model, we believe there would be improvements in 

certain areas, particularly, in ‘Shared Strategy and Clarity of Direction’ and ‘Transparency and 

Accountability’ as services will become much clearer based on what has been contracted to them. 

High level assessment against criteria 

 

 

Pros and Cons 

 

Impact 

This would signify a 

change in relationship 

between CIB and services 

on the basis that funding 

is contingent on contract 

obligations being met. 

This could impact 

selected service delivery 

in the medium term but 

yield benefits in longer 

term 
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Conclusion 

This model would provide opportunities for better governance and clarity of service delivery 

requirements however it is sub-optimal when it comes to the service delivery concern as it often treats 

service delivery as a ‘one size fits all’ and would allow little room for changes in operating assumptions 

throughout the life of a contract. Franchising presents even more difficulties unless the services and 

processes are highly standardised and can be relied upon to produce ‘highly consistent outcomes’ 

when followed and applied. In an operation where people play a large part in the provision of services, 

this more often than not does not deliver satisfactory results and leads to a reduction in performance 

in most areas. 

6.3.3 Option 3 – Shared Authority Model 

Overview 

Description 

In this model, the network of services agrees to form services into five regional clusters for each of 

MABS and CIS. Five regions allow clusters of 8-10 services, which is the maximum useful span that 

could be represented by one individual. 

From these clusters, two national ‘operational councils’ are formed; one for MABS and one for CIS. 

Each region elects one Service Manager to the relevant operational council for a term of two years.  

The elected managers would be provided with extra backfill (part time) to support them while they 

fulfil the duties of their new role. Each Operations Council consists of CIB senior management, quality 

and support managers. 
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Each council meets at least twice monthly to review operational information and issues from services 

and to decide what action is required in response. The councils also review the service development 

initiatives that are being proposed and agree to approve, modify or reject them for the services.  Bigger 

changes go to the CI board for final approval and will be carried to individual boards with 

recommendations. This does not preclude board input and feedback. 

The council is also responsible for drafting the strategy for their services, which will be put before the 

CI board for approval. This will ensure an inclusive and implementable strategy (subject to ongoing 

support for the structure by all involved, particularly the services and CIB.) 

Elected Service Managers meet Service Managers in regional clusters regularly. Elected Service 

Managers must mobilise their peers to work with initiatives agreed at council. 

 

Addressing Operational and Governance Concerns 

Operational Concerns 

A shared authority model relies on one core element, agreement on authority.  There must be a 

commitment to grant authority to the agreed owner even when people disagree. In essence, it requires 

agreement on who ‘makes the call’ in a given domain. It involves concession but can also deliver 

significant results when frustration turns into ambition and momentum. This model would offer 

improvements in a number of service delivery areas given the nature of having to work out strategy, 

measure and respond to service delivery challenges together. The difficulties will be in the area of 

mobilising any changes or enhancements in the early phase as it relies on Service Managers to convince 

their peers and boards within the agreed regional cluster to act on the basis of what they have agreed 

on their behalf.  
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Governance Concerns 

Governance will be improved as ‘granted authority’ clarifies roles, direction is developed by all of those 

involved in the new structure, operational concerns are tied in with governance and not separate as in 

previous models.  Individual boards remain, management concerns and practices are centred 

nationally and regionally while the individual boards retain a role in the areas of governance. 

High level assessment against criteria 

Pros and Cons 

Conclusion 

This model offers the possibility of much-improved outcomes as it provides a level of integration of 

structures both in governance and operations that more closely ties services, stakeholders and citizens 

together. It would address many of the concerns of services to have an active and inclusive role in the 

operation and direction of the network while addressing CIB and stakeholders concerns of managing 

and delivering obligations more effectively and efficiently.  

The councils and Service Managers from the regions serve as the transmission network of the network, 

defining and delivering the ongoing requirements of the network through their peers and boards.  

To work, ongoing commitment to this model of working is required by all. This model can only be 

successful if the representative bodies and CIB can agree to make it a success through their full public 

support.  It does not have well defined structures for managing disagreement and dispute and this 

would require significant focus. 

Impact 

This model relies on 

shared agreement on all 

aspects of governance & 

service provision. It relies 

on a granting of authority 

and a commitment to a 

new way of working. This 

model if realised would 

make a significant positive 

impact on outcomes on 

service, staff and users. 
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6.3.4 Option 4 – Consolidation Model 

Option 4a – Consolidation at Regional Level 

Overview 

Description 

In this model, a number of regional boards are created, five for MABS and five for CIS.  Regional boards 

would be formed from those in the region with an interest in developing the services in the region. 

The existing companies would be asked to transfer their responsibilities and their staff to the new 

regional boards and existing boards could be asked to form an advisory board to work with and support 

the Service Manager locally if required. 

The option is moving away from the concept of requiring governance to be managed by a local board 

however it preserves the principle that service delivery needs to be managed locally and be localised 

as required.  The advisory and Service Manager plays an active role in this while the regional structures 

consider national service development, governance and operational service delivery change. 

Once formed, the new regional boards appoint one Service Manager in the region as a senior manager.  

This would involve the creation of a new grade and would be open to suitably qualified persons. The 

remaining managers should be redeployed to cover the vacancy left by the appointment. 

The senior managers would work out of the existing CIB regional offices to manage the work of the 

Service Managers in their region and create a regional strategy and action plan with their teams and 

with CIB. 

CIB engage with regional boards to agree service delivery targets and meet monthly to review progress 
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and work on service development issues. 

CIB regional staff refocuses to support the new regional structures. 

Representatives of the regional boards would meet together with CIB to agree strategy and direction 

for the services nationally and to review operational performance nationally. 

 

 

Option 4b – Consolidation at National Level 

Description 

In this model, the boards are combined into single boards, one for MABS and one for CIS. The 

respective boards would take responsibility for the governance and service delivery of their services 

and would report through the CIB Executive into the CI board as the 93 boards do today. The significant 

difference in this model is the consolidation of governance concerns into single boards and not at 

regional level.  

A senior management team would be created by these boards for their services and they would be 

accountable to the new MABS and CIS boards. CIB would sit on these boards and represent the CIB 

and stakeholder concerns, funding requirements and statutory obligations. CIB would also provide 

services as part of the senior management structures of both the MABS and CIS services. 

In order to achieve this, existing companies would be required to transfer their responsibilities and 

their staff to two new companies, one for MABS and one for CIS. This requires their cooperation. 

Senior managers would be appointed from the existing Service Managers and/or from a pool of 

suitable qualified candidates.  This would involve the creation of a new grade.  The remaining managers 

are redeployed to cover the vacancy left by the appointment. 
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Addressing Operational and Governance Concerns 

Operational Concerns 

A consolidated model does not rely on continued agreement on sharing authority nor does it rely on 

contract or franchise agreements to deliver a service that meets the ongoing needs to citizens locally 

and nationally. Rather, it sets out a clear hierarchical structure where roles are clear, governance is 

clear and where responsibilities for taking care of all related concerns are centred in single competent 

authorities, the two single boards or regional boards and their respective management teams. 

Consistency of service delivery, administration efficiency, management of performance becomes the 

concerns of the board(s) and the management teams. CIB’s role becomes one of ensuring through the 

board structure that stakeholder and funding concerns are addressed. CIB would be in a position to 

carry out this function effectively due to the consolidation of boards while the services also benefit, 

due to the increased relevance and strength of the combined services, whether at regional or national 

level. 

Governance Concerns 

Governance is also improved as the setting of strategic direction falls to the new board(s) with input 

from CIB as board members and as partners in the senior management team, however it is the 

responsibility of the consolidated boards through their management teams to develop strategic plans 

that satisfies the consolidated MABS and CIS board(s) (at regional or national level) and ultimately 

satisfying the CI board. The reduction in the number of boards and the establishment of an effective 

management structure ultimately allows governance concerns to be mobilised effectively throughput 

the network due to the clear authority and responsibility granted to the new boards and senior 

management. 
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High level assessment against criteria 

 

 

Pros and Cons 

 

Conclusion 

The consolidation model offers improved outcomes across all criteria of assessment due to the simple 

principle of centring the decision-making, the response, the mobilisation, the interventions, the 

accountability and authority. 

Sharing these concerns across 93 boards is leading to excessive effort and risk and does not allow for 

the effective and efficient development of the network and its services over time.  

Consolidation offers many benefits albeit it may be extremely challenging to implement and achieve. 

 

6.4 Summary of Options 

Option 1 – No Change; deciding not to pursue any structural changes will avoid upheaval in the shorter 

term.  Over the longer term it will do nothing to ease the tensions in the network.  The realisation of 

any operational and governance objectives that are ambitious will continue to present significant 

challenges.   

Impact 

This model requires 

substantial change in the 

current board structures 

and full agreement from 

boards otherwise 

relations could break 

down irrevocably. While it 

is the most difficult to 

convince and achieve, 

consolidation offers the 

improvement in all criteria 
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Option 2 – Funder Model; Its implementation is relatively straightforward however it relies heavily on 

the political will to allocate and remove funding based on adherence to a strict set of contractual 

arrangements.  It would resolve some issues; there would be a common strategy with clearer roles and 

responsibilities than at present.  However, the model does little to improve service outcomes and may 

in fact damage service delivery due to its transactional and contract-based construct.  This model does 

not easily support feedback from service delivery to national decision-making and does not create an 

environment to inspire cooperation.  For these reasons this model will do little to develop MABS and 

CIS as national organisations or substantially improve outcomes for citizens. 

Option 3 – Shared Authority Model; relies on collaboration between CIB, MABS and CIS to create 

regional and national structures that would determine strategy, and manage operational and 

governance concerns.  It requires significant commitment from all involved to strike agreement on 

roles and authority, it requires all council members to take responsibility for delivering initiatives 

agreed at council in their regions.  For this model to be an effective way of running MABS and CIS  

requires all individual companies/services to support  this model of working and to abide by decisions 

of the council even when the decisions are contentious. 

Option 4, the consolidation model offers streamlined management structures and clear lines of 

governance that suit nationwide organisations such as CIS and MABS.  The trade-off is that both 

variants of option 4 move away from the local governance model, which is very important to many 

members of the network.  It may be the most difficult model to implement as it requires full agreement 

to transfer responsibilities and dissolve the current companies or for CIB to cease funding companies 

that cannot agree. Service provision would be centered in the Service Managers area of responsibility, 

issues and concerns would be dealt with through an effective senior management structure. National 

strategy would be delivered locally allowing for some refinement based on local need.  

6.5 Pathfinder’s recommendation 

Deciding on the most suitable option for the long term strength of the CIB network and the services it 

provides to millions of citizens depends on the values that are important to the decision makers, 

whether they perceive that the current arrangements are sustainable, what they see as the future 

potential of the network and their assessment of the risk of distraction and disruption of structural 

change. 

Figure 17: Summary of options assessed by criteria. 
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Given the findings of this study, the risks associated with no change, leading to decline in relevance 

and responsiveness and the limitations of transactional/contractual models, Pathfinder strongly 

recommends consolidation. This will streamline and strengthen the operation and relevance of the 

network. 

Our preferred option, notwithstanding the responsibilities that would be placed on what are 

essentially, new volunteer boards, is to consolidate the boards as much as possible, as close as to a 

single point of authority for each of MABS and CIS.   

The closer the structure can get to the ‘single board’ scenario, the closer the stakeholders get to service 

delivery and the closer the services get to stakeholders. This will reinforce the link between the 

concerns of each and will allow for a more unified cohesive service offering.   The ‘single board’ 

scenario also offers the benefit of a unified chain of management from local to national.  
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7 TELEPHONE HELPLINES REVIEW 

The study reviewed the governance, function and potential for integration of the CIPS and MABS 

Helplines and how they can support the walk-in and online channels.  We reviewed; 

 Current governance arrangements for both services.

 The extent to which the current services complements each other?

 The extent to which the services offered is common across both and the extent to which they

are specialised and service-specific?

 The time taken to train agents in each service to a basic level of competence?

 The potential cost or other advantages of integration?

7.1 Citizen’s information Phone Service 

The Citizen’s information Phone Service CIPS was founded in 2001 as a national Citizens Information 

telephone-based service.  CIPS provides a comprehensive and confidential information service to 

people throughout the country, mainly over the phone but also through other channels such as email 

It is based in Cork and is a separate company with its own board.  The board is appointed by CIB and 

has representatives from the DSP, HSE, CIB, Disability federation and NACIS as well as members with 

specialist expertise from the private sector in the area of Accountancy and HR.  There are currently 

board vacancies for people with expertise in marketing and call centres. 

CIPs received 223,282 calls during 2013.  This is up from 2012 call volumes but down on the years since 

2009.  Call abandon rates were as high as 38% in 2010 but were at 27% in 2013. 

Figure 18: Call Volumes and Abandon rates for CIPS 2008 -2013 

The service has a quota of 22 staff including a Manager and two supervisors. 

Key issues for the CIPS service at present include: 

 Setting out an overall future direction and the shape of the service offering for the future.  The

team is confident in its ability and achievements and is ambitious. Staff feel that they could

offer more but are not sure what the offer could be.
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 Call volumes are relatively flat and yet abandon rates are still stubbornly high.  The team feels 

that they need more staff to create capacity to run improvement programmes required but to 

date call volumes growth have not justified an increase in the staff mandate.   

 A pressing concern is how to free up management capacity to spend more time planning and 

less time in fire fighting.   

 CIPS is very dependent on CIB central services for providing their core information services via 

the website and are concerned if staff reductions at CIB will impact their ability to offer the 

service. 

 The call management system which was configured by CIPS with Wren Data has since last year 

been shared with the MABS national helpline.  The relationship with Wren Data and the ability 

to request modifications has become confused. 

7.2 MABS telephone helpline 

The National helpline was set up in 2007 to offer an extra channel to MABS Clients and also provide 

support and assistance to local MABS clients.  The lines are open between 9am and 8pm Monday to 

Friday.  The service is particularly well placed for dealing with Client emergencies such as threatened 

utility disconnections. 

The service is integrated into MABS ndl which is a company that provides support to MABS services on 

behalf of CIB.  The MABS national helpline is therefore under the watch of the board of MABS ndl. 

There are currently five Helpline Advisors and a Helpline Supervisor providing this service.   

Significantly, usage of the National helpline has been dropping.  Callers in 2011 totalled 29,636 and 

this dropped by 26% to 23,396 in 2013.  In response to these trends and other issues within the helpline 

MABSndl have invested significant effort in integrating the helpline team more fully into the company.  

The service has been re-equipped with the same call centre technology as is used by the Citizen’s 

Information Phone Service.   

In the last year the team have been engaged in supporting a number of special projects such as the 

take on of the mortgage information helpline and single point of telephone contact. 

Key issues for the MABS helpline at present include: 

 Completing the ongoing project work.  

 Continuing to reintegrate the team in to the company. 

 Progressing the vision for the service to address the drop off in call volumes. 

 The redevelopment of the MABSIS case recording system.  

7.3 Potential benefits of a closer integration of both services: 

 Shared learning, for example call handling techniques. 
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 Use the same telephony system so virtual integration is technically possible as well as the

benefits of shared customisations to the system.

 A cross-trained staff could potentially help address the abandonment rate by providing extra

resources from one service to another when busy.

 Both services should be performing the same types of demand analysis and reporting.  These

could be jointly developed.

7.4 Disadvantages of closer integration: 

 The critical resources shortage for both services is management and supervisory time.  Neither

service has spare capacity to offer in this area.

 Although offered through the same channel, the nature of the services offered by both services

is different.

o CIPS answer calls on all aspects of information and advice.  The majority of staff are

qualified to IAAP standard or are in the process of becoming qualified.  All staff except

those in training must be capable of dealing with all issues that present on the phones,

rather than routing calls to specialists in an area.

o The MABS helpline staff are all fully trained Money Advisors who perform 1st and 2nd

assessment with an offer of a call-back or referral to a local MABS as required.

 Because demand is not segmented by type and because the scope of what both CIPS and MABS

Helpline offer is so broad, the training required to be effective is not trivial.  Training for new

CIPS staff takes 6 weeks for minimum proficiency and 15 weeks including two weeks buddying

with a supervisor to achieve full proficiency. Training for new MABS Helpline staff takes

approximately 8 weeks including 2 weeks observation. Moreover, to stay current and maintain

the knowledge required to perform to the standard requires constant work and specialised

coaching.  This means that cross training of staff between the services would require a

significant investment in people and a disruption to current services.   The level of effort would

not be justified if the services were to simply offer each other incidental overflow support.

 As it stands both services rely on high levels of face-to-face coaching by supervisors to maintain

and build standards.

 Any integration of staff between services across two locations would require extra

coordination and administration work for management, however, management capacity is

precisely the capacity that is most needed and needs to be freed up.

7.5 Conclusion: 

Current demand levels do not require a full merger of services.  There are no predictors of impending 

growth that would change the situation.   

As with all telephone based services, there may be a need occasionally for overflow cover but the 

delivery models of both services do not lend themselves to people without high levels of very specific 

training being able to help out on an incidental basis. 
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Many of the advantages of closer integration could be achieved through regular interaction and 

sharing of learning. 

A working relationship with the supplier of the shared telephony system is important to both services. 

As it stands, the management of change requests is unclear.  We recommend that the managers of 

CIPS and of MABS ndl meet with CIB IT to agree ownership and prioritise a programme of 

developments for the system. 
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8 OUTLINE ROADMAP 

The options presented outline possible ways of addressing the structural changes that are needed to 

allow CIB, MABS and the CIS to work together towards providing better services. 

Each of the options present challenges, some more than others, but we find that the way forward must 

be a variant of one of these options.    

In Figure 15 we propose a roadmap on the recommended decision-making process. 

Figure 19: Outline Roadmap 

8.1.1 Feasibility study 

We present the findings of the feasibility study. We conclude that change is required and that 

consolidation is necessary for the future development of the service and to prevent any possibility of 

a reduction in services relevance to citizens into the future. 

8.1.2 Board declaration 

The question of values is central when selecting between the possible options. There is not a common 

set of values across the network and so general agreement on any given option is unlikely.  In these 

circumstances it is important that CIB and particularly the CI board declare the overarching direction 

that it would like to bring CIS and MABS based on its statutory role.  While this does not require a final 

decision at this point, the need to narrow the debate is required and requires options to be declared 

in or out, or favoured by CIB following which all stakeholders will need to engage in a more detailed 

design and trial process where the specifics are determined. Figure 16 presents an interpretation of 

the interplay between the key values and the options for structural change.   
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Figure 20:  Decision tree 

Ideally the CI board having considered the recommendations arrive at one preferred option (one of, 

or a variant of, the options presented in this feasibility study) that can then be explored further through 

stakeholder engagement and more detailed design. 

8.1.3 Stakeholder Consultations 

Stakeholder consultations involves discussions with representative bodies, unions, and government 

and user groups.  Stakeholder consultations would benefit from the focus that a declared board 
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direction could give.  Without this, the consultations will be too broad to be useful.  A declared 

preference will allow stakeholders focus on how to shape the direction in a more concrete way.   

The stakeholder consultations might be facilitated through the board, a subcommittee of the board or 

by an independent 3rd party.    

The objective of the consultations is to determine if there is any possibility of a developing a majority 

view from the network on how to proceed, to ask for suggestions of how to make the preferred 

direction work and to highlight practical implementation issues that would have to be overcome.   On 

an ongoing basis, this detail will feed into the detailed design process which is proceeding in parallel. 

8.1.4 Detailed design 

The detailed design phase is required in order to put more shape on the preferred direction. The 

detailed design phase needs a direction from the CI board.  Further design work without a preferred 

board direction risks wasting effort and adding delay. 

A CIB Manager should be appointed to work through the feasibility study and feedback.  Their aim is 

to describe in more detail how the preferred direction would work in practice and the steps required 

to achieve this.  As the detailed design progresses its output is fed into the consultation discussions. 

Once the design and consultation is complete the board should again review its preferred option to 

allow a project manager to be appointed to plan the mobilisation of what has been designed. 

8.1.5 Review and Confirm 

Following a period of detailed design and stakeholder consultation the CI board should meet again to 

review their position and at that point take a firmer decision on the future structures of the network.  

In the event that the board decides to proceed towards some form of structural change, it should also 

give a preferred timeline.   

Structural change needs a champion with the authority and enthusiasm to make the change happen.  

The board should request that an individual be given responsibility for bring the change project 

through the planning and early stage in preparation for implementing the change. 

8.1.6 Planning 

The champion will draw up detailed plans based on the design work and the direction from the board 

on timelines.  The plan will cover a initial mobilisation phase and an implementation phase. 

8.1.7 Piloting 

The possibility of piloting change will vary considerably depending on the option chosen. 

Option 2 - Funder model 

If some variant of option two is chosen.  It should be possible to select one or two services to prepare 

to operate on a contractual basis or as an area based franchise.  These exercise would allow 
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preparation of the contractual material and tender documents that would be needed to operate in 

this way.  The pilot may decide to either simulate the process of drawing up a contract or to actually 

really move a service to this way of working.  The real value in this pilot would be in the initial setup 

rather than a long term analysis of performance under a funder model. 

Option 3 - Shared Authority 

It would be useful to pilot elements of this option on a regional or sub-regional basis.  A cluster could 

be formed from which a Service Manager could be selected to represent the cluster.  The Service 

Manager could participate in CIB management meetings relating to their service over a period.  The 

objective of the pilot would be to determine the time-commitment required to manage a cluster and 

the ability of clusters to follow through on joint decisions.  Such a pilot would also unearth difficulties 

between the clusters and the local board in terms of governance. 

Separately, it may be possible to form a temporary national council for CIB and MABS to demonstrate 

whether it would be possible to work with CIB to operationally manage the services in the manner set 

out in the design. 

Option 4 - Consolidation 

In many respects, option 4 is difficult to pilot.  The key pilot objectives would be to assess the effort 

required and disruption involved in merging one or several companies. To pilot this would require a 

number of services to volunteer to merge together.   

Option 4b (consolidation at a national level) does not have a pilotable element. 

8.1.8 Review and Confirm 

The CI board should have a final review of the plans and assess the benefits of the change against the 

implementation costs and the likely disruption to the organisation.  Based on what it sees and its sense 

of the mood in the network the board will decide to Go/No go with the proposed change.   

8.1.9 Summary 

Overall, the CI board is asked to consider the relative benefits of each option alongside the challenges 

and investment required to implement each one. It is critical that the board sends a clear message into 

the network of CIB and Services on the operating model if prefers. The board is asked to make clear its 

intention in relation to change and its support or otherwise for the level of change required. It is asked 

to be clear on whether the reallocation of funds is a lever it is willing to use.  
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APPENDIX 1   LIST OF CONSULTATIONS 

Consultations 

CIB board 
Sylda Langford 
Eugene McErlaine 
Noeleen Blackwell 
Josephine Henry 

Service Visits 
Dublin 8 and Bluebell CIS 
Kildare MABS 
Dublin Northside CIS 
Donegal CIS 
Kerry CIS 
Dun Laoghaire CIS (chairperson) 
Dublin N. E. MABS 
Mayo South MABS 
Dun Laoghaire MABS 
Donegal South MABS 
Cork South CIS 
Waterford MABS 
Kilkenny CIS 

CIB Executive Staff 
Tony Mc Quinn, CIB CEO 
Eileen Fitzgerald, CIB Senior Manager 
Ann Marie O‘Connor, CIB Senior Manager 
Conference call with Regional Managers 
David Scott, CIB Finance 
Josette Cuthbert, CIB Quality Manager 

Representative Organisations and groups 
NMF 
NACIS 
NEC 

MABS Coordinator Network 
Development managers Network - Longford 
Development managers Network - Dublin 

Phone interview with individual DM 

Telephone helplines 
Board of MABS ndl 
CIPS 
MABS ndl 

Stakeholder Representatives 
Fiona Ward 
Orlaigh Quinn 
Ann Marie Cassidy 
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APPENDIX 2   THE GOVERNANCE CODE: PRINCIPLES OF GOOD GOVERNANCE 

Principle 1.Leading our organisation. We do this by: 

1. Agreeing our vision, purpose and values and making sure that they remain relevant;

2. Developing, resourcing, monitoring and evaluating a plan to make sure that our organisation

achieves its stated purpose.

3. Managing, supporting and holding to account staff, volunteers and all who act on behalf of the

organisation.

Principle 2. Exercising control over our organisation. We do this by: 

1. Identifying and complying with all relevant legal and regulatory requirements;

2. Making sure that there are appropriate internal financial and management controls;

3. Identifying major risks for our organisation and deciding ways of managing the risks.

Principle 3.Being transparent and accountable. We do this by: 

1. Identifying those who have a legitimate interest in the work of our organisation (stakeholders)

and making sure that there is regular and effective communication with them about our

organisation;

2. Responding to stakeholders' questions or views about the work of our organisation and how

we run it;

3. Encouraging and enabling the engagement of those who benefit from our organisation in the

planning and decision-making of the organisation.

Principle 4.Working effectively. We do this by: 

1. Making sure that our governing body, individual board members, committees, staff and

volunteers understand their: role, legal duties, and delegated responsibility for decision-

making.

2. Making sure that as a board we exercise our collective responsibility through board meetings

that are efficient and effective.

3. Making sure that there is suitable board recruitment, development and retirement processes

in place.

Principle 5.Behaving with integrity. We do this by: 

1. Being honest, fair and independent;

2. Understanding, declaring and managing conflicts of interest and conflicts of loyalties;

3. Protecting and promoting our organisation's reputation.
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APPENDIX 3   SERVICE USERS QUESTIONNAIRE 

Organising to deliver:  Feasibility Study. 

Draft questions for service users   DRAFT 1 

The intention is that this short interview would be conducted with service users at the 12 centres that we will visit.  We will 

seek the permission of the Manager/ Coordinator. 

The primary use will be to help understand commonality between services and routes to accessing the service.  We also 

wish to ask if users recognise the service as national or local and if they see that as adding anything to the way the service 

Introduction 

Would you mind answering a few questions about your use of <service*>?    The survey will take no more than 5 minutes 

I am from an independent company employed by the service to look at how the service is organised.  I don’t need your

name and your answers are completely confidential. 

Questions 

Was this your first contact with this service? 

How did you hear about this centre? 

Is this the first place you chose to contact in relation to this matter? 

If you were referred by another agency, please tell us which agency. Do you think the referral was useful for you?  

What did you expect from this visit?  

Do you see this service more as a service for <local area> or part of a national organisation? 

Do you think that makes any difference to the service provided? 

Are you aware of the Internet site or the national phone service?  <site address> < national phone number> 

 If Yes 

<The service> doesn’t mind how you prefer you access but could you tell us why you  chose to visit instead of using

the phone or Internet? 

Will you visit any other agencies/ services in order to progress your query? 

If yes, please tell us which agency / service  

Thank you very much  

* (Citizen’s information  or MABS)



ANNEX  2: SUBMISSIONS AND WITNESSES 

Name Witness/submission 

1. Citizens Information Board (CIB) Attended JC SP meeting 

2. Money Advice and Budgeting Service National
Management Forum (MABS NMF)

Attended JC SP meeting 

3. National Development Managers Network (NDMN) Attended JC SP meeting 

4. National Association of Citizens Information Services
(NACIS)

Attended JC SP meeting 

5. Dublin City Centre Citizens Information Service (CIS) Written submission 

6. Tallaght CIS Written submission 

7. South Kildare CIS Written submission 

8. Mayo CIS Written submission 

9. Fingal CIS Written submission 



Annex 3
Citizens Information Board Response to Draft Report of the Joint Committee on Social 

Protection in Relation to the Proposed Restructuring of the Money Advice and Budgeting 

Service and the Citizens Information Service – 17 May 2017 

This response provides clarifications to points made in the Joint Committee’s draft report. CIB’s 

responses follow the paragraph numbering in the report. 

1.1 The National Social Service Council (NSSC) was responsible for the Community Information 

Centres from 1974. The NSSC became the National Social Service Board (NSSB) in 1984. 

1.2 Comhairle replaced both the National Social Service Board (NSSB) and the National 

Rehabilitation Board (NRB). 

2.4 The Restructuring Committee consisted of two representatives from the National 

Association for Citizens Information Services (NACIS), one representative from the MABS 

National Management Forum (NMF), one representative from the MABS National Executive 

Committee (NEC), three members of the Board of CIB and three members of CIB senior 

management. 

2.10 MABS NMF has consistently refused to get involved with local governance issues, with one 

exception in 2015 when it intervened to assist CIB in a failure in financial controls issue with 

a MABS Board. It should be noted that CIB has multiple examples of the governance 

shortcomings referred to in this paragraph. 

2.12 As referenced in paragraph 2.8 of the report, CIB intends to create local advisory committees 

to ensure the vital local link remains. CIB will use the Public Appointments Service (PAS) 

template selection method in recruiting Board members – this will ensure independence and 

fairness in the process. 

2.13 As referenced in paragraph 3.33 of the report, CIB has provided cost estimates for a number 

of different regional models including a model based on 6 regions. CIB will shortly 

commission a full cost-benefit analysis in relation to the 8 region model. CIB hopes to retain 

the valuable expertise and input of the local Boards, both on the new regional Boards and 

through the new local advisory committees. Citizens who use MABS and CIS services should 

not notice any disruption as a result of the reorganisation of MABS and CIS companies at 

Board level. 

2.15 CIB does not currently have Service Level Agreements with the companies it funds, instead 

there are Service Agreements in place. There have been breaches of the Service Agreements 



 

 

and financial controls in the past. The EFQM Gold Star Service Excellence Quality Mark 

relates only to the basic standard of customer service provided. 

 

2.16 As mentioned above, CIB has provided cost estimates for a number of different regional 

models including a model based on 6 regions. CIB will shortly commission a full cost-benefit 

analysis in relation to the 8 region model. 

 

2.17 During the three months in which this group was working, confidentiality was agreed by the 

members with the aim of preventing interim drafts from being published in advance of the 

decision on the number of regions being made. The final draft was circulated to all CIS and 

MABS services. 

 

2.23  As noted above, CIB will use the Public Appointments Service (PAS) template selection 

method in recruiting Board members – this will ensure independence and fairness in the 

process. Continuity between existing Boards and the new structures can be maintained 

through the local advisory committees. 

 

2.24 It is unclear to CIB why a regional Board would have its independence compromised from 

the outset. 

 

3.1 CIB is currently responsible for 98 separate companies including the Sign Language 

Interpreting Service and the National Advocacy Service for people with disabilities. CIB’s 

main role is its responsibility for direct service delivery through the citizensinformation.ie 

website and microsites. 

 

3.12 MABS NMF has had a policy of not getting involved in individual local governance issues, 

with one exception in 2015 when it intervened to assist CIB in a failure in financial controls 

issue with a MABS Board. It should be noted that CIB has multiple examples of the 

governance shortcomings referred to in this paragraph. 

 

3.24 As noted in paragraph 4.24 of the report, option 2 in the Pathfinder report is the ‘Funder 

model’, where services operate on a contract or franchise basis. However, CIB does not wish 

to move to a franchise model and has instead opted to progress the ‘Consolidation’ model 

on a regional basis. 

 

3.29 As noted above, CIB did not opt for the ‘Funder model’ in the Pathfinder report and has no 

wish to move to this model. 

 



 

 

3.36 As noted by Ms Ita Mangan in her testimony to the Joint Committee, “We recognise that the 

initial change will cost some money. Ultimately, they will save some money but that is not 

the object of the exercise. The object of the exercise is to do with improved governance, and 

saving money is not a particular objective of it.”. 

 

3.39 For a 6 region model, CIB identified ongoing savings in a number of areas including Board 

expenses, audit fees and other legal and professional fees. Savings in these areas would also 

apply to an 8 region model. 

 

3.41 Losing volunteers is a continuing risk for CIS service delivery and would remain a risk in any 

scenario, including ‘no change’. 

 

3.42 A collective approach could also be taken to these contracts in a regional model, yielding 

greater savings than those produced by reducing the requirement only. 

 

4.2 Most CIS are already organised on a county basis and so this is similar to a ‘no change’ 
scenario. There are some exceptions - Kildare, for example, has 2 CIS, Cork has 4 CIS, Dublin 

has 12 CIS. 

 

4.6 Important parts of the description of the 4 options presented by Pathfinder are not included 

in this summary. The full text is provided at Appendix 1. 

 

4.9 ‘Management’ and ‘exercising control’ are just 2 of the 7 criteria used in Pathfinder’s 

assessment. 

 

4.10 ‘Stakeholder’ appears in different contexts in the Pathfinder report. For example, CIB’s 

primary stakeholders are described as the Oireachtas (who expect CIB to deliver on their 

statutory requirements), the Department of Social Protection and service users (who need 

readily accessible quality information advice and advocacy services). 

 

4.11 Appendix 1 of the Pathfinder report lists the organisations and some of the individuals 

consulted for the report, including the Board of CIB, CIB staff, CIS, MABS, NMF, NACIS, NEC, 

MABS Coordinator Network, Development Managers Network, MABS NDL, Board of MABS 

NDL, CIPS, staff from the DSP. Questions asked of a number of service users are included at 

Appendix 3 of the report. Feedback on the report was sought from the delivery services and 

channelled through NACIS (the representative body for Citizens Information Services) or 

NEC/NMF (the representative bodies for staff working in MABS and for MABS companies, 

respectively). Thirty-two responses were received. In October 2014 the Board of CIB heard 

submissions on restructuring from NMF, NEC and NACIS, representing the Boards and staff 



 

 

of the respective stakeholders. The Design Group that was subsequently formed included 

two Board Members and two Money Advice Coordinators from MABS and two Board 

Members and two Development Managers from CIS. In October 2016 the Board of CIB once 

again heard submissions from NACIS, NEC and NMF in relation to restructuring proposals. 

The National Development Managers Network (who presented to the Joint Committee on 

Social Protection) is not the representative body for CIS (this is NACIS) and so did not present 

to the Board. The Restructuring Group formed in late 2016 included representatives from 

NACIS, NEC and NMF. At present, the CIB executive is engaging in a round of consultations 

on implementing the reorganisation with staff, volunteers and Board members of CIS and 

MABS at 7 different locations around the country.  

 

4.20 As noted above, while some CIS are organised on a county basis, others are not. Kildare, for 

example, has 2 CIS, Cork has 4 CIS, Dublin has 12 CIS. Relatively few MABS are currently 

organised on a county basis. 

 

4.27 See Appendix 2 for extracts from the Board’s register of decisions which trace the history of 

the decision to reorganise based on a regional model. 

 

4.29 The decision on the number of regions to be progressed was made in February 2017.  

 

4.32 See Appendix 2 for extracts from the Board’s register of decisions. 

 

4.34 CIB now intends to commission a cost-benefit analysis for the 8 region model. In relation to 

the implementation plan, this was included in the report of the restructuring committee to 

the Board on 15 February 2017. 

 

4.36 CIB has service agreements in place with CIS and MABS. 

 

4.38 CIB is unclear as to what proposal was halted by the then Minister, Seamus Brennan. 

 

5.2 As noted above, CIB will use the Public Appointments Service (PAS) template selection 

method in recruiting Board members – this will ensure independence and fairness in the 

process. 

 

5.4 CIB is of the view that a regional model will increase the social policy influence of the 

services by expanding the reach of their research and making it easier to identify trends and 

developments across a region and at a national level. 



 

 

 

5.6 As noted above, CIB intends to create local advisory committees to ensure the vital local link 

remains. 

 

5.9 CIB believes that local services will continue to be able to retain and recruit volunteers in a 

regional model. This has been supported in consultation events to date. 

 

5.11 CIB places a high value on volunteers and has put forward no proposal to reduce volunteer 

levels. Instead, CIB intends to further develop the role of volunteers in the network and, as 

noted in the report, is developing a Volunteer Strategy at the moment. 

 

5.13 CIB is not the employer of CIS or MABS staff, and will not be the employer following the 

reorganisation. As such, CIB simply cannot give a guarantee that no terms and conditions will 

change at any time in the future.  

 

6.3 CIB is proposing to regionalise the services rather than centralise them. CIB has evidence of 

the governance concerns mentioned. 

 

6.5 The reputation of CIS and MABS services must be maintained and so CIB supports weaker 

Boards to resolve their difficulties. This has an impact on CIB staff time and diverts attention 

from service development and strategy issues. 

 

6.7 As noted above, losing volunteers is a continuing risk for CIS service delivery and would 

remain a risk in any scenario, including ‘no change’. 

 

6.8 The EFQM Gold Star Service Excellence Quality Mark only assures customer service at a basic 

level. 

 

6.10 As noted above, CIB is not the employer of CIS or MABS staff, and will not be the employer 

following the reorganisation. As such, CIB is not in a position to give a guarantee that no 

terms and conditions will change at any time in the future. 

 

6.11 Extracts from the Board of CIB’s register of decisions are included at Appendix 2. 

 



 

 

6.18 Part of the rationale for the reorganisation is the difficulty of implementing change across 93 

independent companies. It is unlikely that agreement to any proposed change would be 

forthcoming from all companies. 

 

6.20 CIB remains completely committed to the MABS and CIS services and is determined to see 

these services thrive and grow. Reorganising on a regional model is a crucial part of 

modernising the service provided and ensuring that the changing needs and expectations of 

citizens can be met now and in the future. 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 

Appendix 1: Extract from Pathfinder Report, 2014 

 

Option 1 – No Change; deciding not to pursue any structural changes will avoid upheaval in the 

shorter term.  Over the longer term it will do nothing to ease the tensions in the network.  The 

realisation of any operational and governance objectives that are ambitious will continue to 

present significant challenges.    

Option 2 – Funder Model; Its implementation is relatively straightforward however it relies heavily 

on the political will to allocate and remove funding based on adherence to a strict set of contractual 

arrangements.  It would resolve some issues; there would be a common strategy with clearer roles 

and responsibilities than at present.  However, the model does little to improve service outcomes 

and may in fact damage service delivery due to its transactional and contract-based construct.  This 

model does not easily support feedback from service delivery to national decision-making and 

does not create an environment to inspire cooperation.  For these reasons this model will do little 

to develop MABS and CIS as national organisations or substantially improve outcomes for citizens.  

Option 3 – Shared Authority Model; relies on collaboration between CIB, MABS and CIS to create 

regional and national structures that would determine strategy, and manage operational and 

governance concerns.  It requires significant commitment from all involved to strike agreement on 

roles and authority, it requires all council members to take responsibility for delivering initiatives 

agreed at council in their regions.  For this model to be an effective way of running MABS and CIS  

requires all individual companies/services to support  this model of working and to abide by 

decisions of the council even when the decisions are contentious.  

Option 4, the consolidation model offers streamlined management structures and clear lines of 

governance that suit nationwide organisations such as CIS and MABS.  The trade-off is that both 

variants of option 4 move away from the local governance model, which is very important to many 

members of the network.  It may be the most difficult model to implement as it requires full 

agreement to transfer responsibilities and dissolve the current companies or for CIB to cease funding 

companies that cannot agree. Service provision would be centered in the Service Managers area of 

responsibility, issues and concerns would be dealt with through an effective senior management 

structure. National strategy would be delivered locally allowing for some refinement based on 

local need.  

 

  



 

 

Appendix 2: Extracts from the Board of CIB’s register of decisions 

 

19/11/2014 

Board 

Meeting 

Decision that change is needed in structure of delivery partner 

companies was confirmed. 

12/10/2016 

Board 

Meeting 

The Board made the decision to proceed with the restructuring of the 

service delivery companies on a Regional model and have tasked a 

restructuring group to recommend which was the best restructuring 

model to progress 

15/02/2017 

Board 

Meeting 

The restructuring groups recommendation to the board of an 8 MABS 

Region and 8 CIS region model was accepted and the Board decided to 

move forward with this model  
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