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Key Findings

Background

1.

The Pathfinder Programme, launched in July
2001 by the NRU, involved the funding of twenty
deprived neighbourhoods in England to support
the development of a partnership, the recruitment
of a Neighbourhood Manager and team, and the
design and delivery of a seven year programme
of activities to bring about improvements in
local services and quality of life. After an initial
‘foundation phase’ the first full year of the
Programme ran from April 2002 — March 2003.
The aim of the Programme is to test the value

of neighbourhood management in practice as
recommended by the Social Exclusion Unit in a
report in 2000.

The funding of each Pathfinder is to support

the recruitment of a full time Neighbourhood
Manager with a small team (to date an average
of £200,000 pa) and to assist with other running
costs, research and projects (£1.5m over the first
3 years). These modest levels of funding clearly
signal the intention of the NRU that the primary
role of the Pathfinders should be to influence
local service providers, at all levels (local council
departments, schools, Primary Care Trusts,

etc) to improve mainstream services in deprived
neighbourhoods rather than to rely on projects
that ‘plug gaps’ and deliver time-limited services.

NRU commissioned a team led by SQW to
establish a baseline for the Programme and
evaluate the first years of delivery. After an
initial scoping study in mid-2002', a review of
all Pathfinders was undertaken in spring 2003,
culminating in a Programme-wide report from
which the following key findings are drawn.

'heep://www.sqw.co.uk/nme/downloads/ScopingSummary.doc

Partnership Building

4.

By April 2003, nearly all Pathfinders had reached,
or were about to reach, a point where they could
be considered ‘fully open for business’ — that

is, they had developed an organisation with the
necessary structures and people that enabled
them to shift their main focus from partnership
building to delivering change. All Pathfinders have
sought to involve local residents, to engage with

a wide range of local service providers, and to
develop their programmes of activities.

Pathfinders are led by their Boards, which have

some common features:

* Most Partnership Boards have 20 — 25 members
with a mix of local residents, community and
voluntary groups, councillors, local businesses
and local service providers.

* Only four Boards have a clear resident majority
but local residents, together with community
and voluntary group representatives, account
for nearly half of all Board places across the
whole Programme.

* Three quarters of Pathfinder Boards also
include a councillor who is a Leader, Deputy
Leader or a Cabinet Member of the Council,
showing the seriousness with which Councils
are taking the initiative.

The experience of the Pathfinders shows that it is
not necessary for a new partnership to establish itself
as a separate legal entity if there is an established
Accountable Body willing to provide support. The
benefits of operating under the wing of established
organisations (such as a local authority) usually
outweigh the costs. They can provide financial, legal
and personnel systems, removing the need for the
partnership to reinvent their own systems at a time
when they can usually ill afford the distraction.



Capacity and Skills

7.

Most Pathfinders required 21-24 months to
establish themselves as ready for business. This
was partly because of the appointment of most
Neighbourhood Managers only part-way through
2002-2003, and subsequent to delivery plan
preparation. This led to a ‘pause’ as the transition
from interim to permanent staff absorbed time
and led to some review of plans. The early
appointment of Neighbourhood Managers, to
drive and ‘own’ the process, would make it faster
and more effective.

The early experiences of Pathfinders also

highlighted other important issues:

* The nature of neighbourhood management
is different from conventional area based
initiatives. It relies less on programme
management and more on building long-term
relationships and influencing service providers.
It therefore requires a different mix of skills
— analysing, using and managing information

about services, engaging residents and
influencing service providers.

* Given the key role that Neighbourhood
Managers play within their partnerships, it is
crucial that they work as an integral part of the
partnership team, not only to ensure that they
can be properly supported but also to minimise
disruption if they move to another job. Whilst
they need to be entrepreneurial, Managers
shouldn’t be left to operate as ‘lone rangers’.

* The quality of the chair of the Board and the
effectiveness with which meetings are chaired
are factors that can be particularly influential
in determining a partnership’s progress. Clear
leadership, inclusiveness and well chaired
meetings make for good decision-making,.

Delivering Change

9.

10.

11.

For most Pathfinders, the initial development
phase in 2001 and the first full year of the
Programme (2002-2003) were largely focused on
partnership building, establishing relationships
with service providers and consulting the

local community. Progress was also made in
developing and delivering projects and activities
but, at the time of the evaluation research, levels
of expenditure and programme activities by
Pathfinders were still in their early stages.

Pathfinders made progress in reaching out to,
and involving, local residents and community
groups. Activities have included publishing
neighbourhood newsletters, holding community
fun days, establishing ‘open forums” and
identifying ‘street reps’ to report on local issues.
Those involved have often been given support
and training to build confidence and capacity.
The challenge, as with many neighbourhood
renewal initiatives, is to deepen and broaden such
involvement and Pathfinders continue to work
towards this.

A detailed household survey was undertaken in
each Pathfinder neighbourhood by the National
Evaluation Team in early 2003. This has provided
more information about the neighbourhoods

and some of the challenges they face. Local
residents identified their priorities as tackling
crime, improving the appearance of their
neighbourhoods and better facilities for young
people. These are all needs that Pathfinders

have identified and are seeking to address.



12.  Pathfinders also made progress in engaging 13.  The evaluation has highlighted the complexities
with service providers: and challenges of implementing neighbourhood
* A wide range of providers are involved in management. Some of these include:

Pathfinder Boards and thematic working
groups. Those that are best represented
overall are the Police, Primary Care Trusts,
local schools and colleges and local housing
managers (either Council or RSL).

Engagement has started to lead to some change
in the way that services are delivered. The fastest
progress has generally been made with the Police,
Council Environmental Services and, to some
extent, Primary Care Trusts. The most common
type of changes that are beginning to emerge are:
- Reshaping services, often by joining up
different services. For example, several
Pathfinders have worked to promote the
joining up of environmental services such as
street cleaning, refuse collection and graffiti
removal, to improve their efficiency and
impact. Another Pathfinder has brought a
multi-agency team together to work from the
neighbourhood to promote community safety.
- Improving access to, and hence take-up
of, services. Several Pathfinders are working
with service providers to bring the delivery
of services closer to local people. One is
establishing a Community Access Centre
in a shop unit, where health workers, local
police and JobCentre Plus advisors will be
more easily available to local people. Another
is supporting a ‘full service school’ pilot to
improve the accessibility of adult education
and other services to parents.

* More generally, the main ‘added value’ that
Neighbourhood Managers have delivered

so far has been in bringing together service
providers, improving local networking and
information sharing, raising the profile of the
neighbourhood and identifying pilot projects
that can be trialled in their neighbourhood.

* The appropriate balance needs to be less on
delivering projects that primarily give short-
term benefits (to build confidence and meet
immediate needs) and more on projects and
other longer-term activities to pilot and
influence new ways of mainstream working for
service providers. At the time of the research,
some Pathfinders were proving more adept than
others in shifting the emphasis to projects and
processes with longer-term objectives.

* Partnerships cannot make equal progress on
all outcomes simultaneously. Clear prioritisation
is required each year, together with the ability to
work strategically. Partnerships are unlikely to
make a significant impact through large numbers
of small projects operating across a wide range
of themes; intervention must be focused.

* The re-shaping of mainstream services is often
likely to require local evidence-based analysis
to support the case for change. There were
examples of Pathfinders who used this approach
to good effect but, generally, the importance
of analysing and using information as a tool
for persuasion and negotiation with service
providers was under-played.

* Having a senior-level ‘champion’ to promote
neighbourhood management can transform
a service provider’s approach. However, it is
important that commitment to neighbourhood
management involves all levels in an organisation
- middle managers and front-line staff too -
actually to secure changes on the ground.

* Service Level Agreements with service providers
are being used with the intention of
publicly holding them to account for service
performance. Some SLAs appear simply to
codify existing service levels. But this could be
an important start because it brings residents
and service providers together in a formal way,
defines current entitlements (which may not
always be widely understood), and provides the
basis for negotiating service improvements.



Lessons learned

14.

15.

16.

17.

Partnership building is essential for neighbourhood
management. It is likely to take some time to lay
the solid foundations required. Allowance should be
made for this at the outset of any neighbourhood
management initiative. Partnership structures and
systems should be kept simple. The support of an
established Accountable Body should be drawn on.

Skills for effective neighbourhood management
are not just about managing projects well.

They are also to do with policy and service
development, understanding resident needs
through analysis and direct engagement, enabling
residents to articulate their needs, and negotiating
with, and influencing, service providers to
respond to them more effectively.

It is critical to appoint Neighbourhood Managers
early enough in an initiative so that they can drive
the approach rather than inherit the work of
others. It is also important that Managers are not
left to operate alone, as ‘lone rangers’ — they need
to be able to share key tasks with a supporting
team and partners.

Change will be achieved when Neighbourhood
Managers persuade service providers to change
their behaviour and performance in sustained
ways that benefit local residents. This will require
Managers to show that the improvements make
sense in terms of providers” own objectives (i.e.
through careful analysis and research); it will
need commitment at all levels within the service
provider organisation; and it will require a
mechanism of accountability to local people to
ensure that the improvements are sustained.



1 Introduction

In February 2002, SQW and its partners were appointed by the Neighbourhood Renewal
Unit (NRU) to undertake the first stage of the national evaluation of the Neighbourhood
Management Pathfinder Programme. An initial scoping stage was undertaken in mid-2002.
This report presents the evaluation team’s review of the Programme’s first full year of
operation (2002/2003), for the 20 Round 1 Pathfinders.

1.1 Aims of the First Annual Review
The overall objectives of the first annual
review are to:
 Assess the progress made in developing
the Pathfinders as robust partnerships and

in engaging the local community and service

providers;
* Describe and characterise the activities and

projects that the Pathfinders and their partners

have undertaken in the last year; and
* Understand the progress that has been made

in delivering change on the ground especially

through changes in mainstream services (i.e.
sustainable changes to the way that local
services are delivered).

The Pathfinder Programme was established to

experiment, take risks and try new approaches

in order to learn lessons about how to design
and deliver neighbourhood management. The

evaluation seeks to help the learning process and
this report presents a review of the experiences
and lessons from the Programme’s first year of

operation from April 2002 to March 2003.

1.2

Introducing the Pathfinder Programme
The Pathfinder Programme was launched in

2001 by the Neighbourhood Renewal Unit

(NRU) with the main aim of testing the model

of neighbourhood management proposed in

the Social Exclusion Unit’s fourth Policy Action
Team report®. In January 2001 83 local authorities
were invited to submit expressions of interest

to participate in the Programme; the invitation
was focused on local authority areas with more
than one ward in the 10% most deprived in
England, but excluded any that already hosted a
New Deal for Communities Partnership. A total
of 72 bids were received, each nominating one
neighbourhood, and from these the NRU selected
20 neighbourhoods (see below) in July 2001 to go
forward to Stage 2 to prepare a Delivery Plan.

2Report of Policy Action Team 4: Neighbourhood Management, Social Exclusion Unit, 2000



Region | Local Name of Round 1
Authority Pathfinder

London

London

SE

SW

SW

WM

WM

E Mids

E Mids

East
Y&H

Y&H

Y&H

NW

NW

NW
NW

NE

NE

NE

Greenwich
Camden
Hastings
Gloucester

City

Bournemouth

Newcastle
under Lyme

East
Staffordshire

Ashfield

Chesterfield

Basildon

Kirklees

Barnsley

Rotherham

Bolton

Tameside

Chester

Lancaster
City

Stockton
on Tees

Derwentside

Easington

Changes In Common:
Woolwich Pathfinder

Gospel Oak Neighbourhood
Management Initiative

Greater Hollington
Partnership

Community Counts

Neighbourhood Management
In Springbourne &
Boscombe West

Knutton Cross Heath
Neighbourhood Management
Initiative

Heart of Burton Partnership

Kirkby Neighbourhood
Management

Staveley Neighbourhood
Management

Interlock- Northlands Park

Dewsbury West
Neighbourhood Management

Kendray Initiative Board

Eastwood and Springwell
Gardens Neighbourhood
Management

Great Lever Neighbourhood
Renewal

Hattersley Neighbourhood
Management

Blacon Together

Poulton Neighbourhood
Management

Parkfield/Mill Lane
Neighbourhood Management

Stanley Green Corridor
Neighbourhood Partnership

Coastal Area Partnership
Neighbourhood Management

The 20 emerging neighbourhood partnerships
were given approximately 7 months to

prepare Delivery Plans, with up to £200,000
made available to each to fund the process of
development. The Delivery Plans were submitted
to NRU in February 2002. In April 2002, all 20
Pathfinder partnerships were asked to proceed,
although 8 Pathfinders were requested to
undertake further work on their Delivery Plans
before full approval could be given.

Each Pathfinder has a seven year programme.

For the first three years, Pathfinders are being
provided with up to £200,000 per year for
Management and Administration, and a Leverage
Fund of £1.5m to be spent in the first three years,
with a maximum of £800,000 expenditure in

any one year. The Government made provision

of £45million for the first three years of the
Programme, with a commitment to continue
funding after this.



Map showing the 20 Neighbourhood Management Pathfinders (Round 1) in England
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1.3 The Evaluation Process

The research for this report was mainly
undertaken in March and April 2003 and involved
all 20 Round 1 Neighbourhood Management
Pathfinders, all Government Offices for the
Regions and the NRU. Research was undertaken
on each Pathfinder by one named evaluator from
the national evaluation team, using standard
research templates and tools. Research in each
Pathfinder has been based, in most cases, on 10
— 15 semi-structured interviews, mostly face to
face, together with some desk research.

For each Pathfinder, a separate annual evaluation
report has been prepared. Both Pathfinders and
Government Offices were consulted on the draft
reports in each area, and all reports have now
been finalised and made available to the relevant
Pathfinders and Government Offices alike. These
reports are the main source of information for
this overview report, and are being submitted to
NRU separately. In all, over 260 interviews were
undertaken in the 9 week field research period,
and 20 reports were prepared, revised and agreed.

All Pathfinders and Government Offices co-
operated fully with the national evaluation team,
and we would like to extend our thanks to all
those who participated and gave their time.

We have also sought and received feedback from
Pathfinders, Government Offices and our own
evaluation team as to both the efficiency and
appropriateness of the research process, and have
been able to learn some valuable lessons which we
intend to take account of in future research with
the Programme.

1.4

Structure of the report

The rest of this report is structured as follows:

* Chapter 2: Evaluating Neighbourhood
Management — considers the challenge of
evaluating a neighbourhood management
programme and highlights the key questions
that need to be addressed in our evaluation;

* Chapter 3: Partnership Building — assesses the
progress made during 2002/2003 by Pathfinders
in building their partnership and engagement
structures;

 Chapter 4: Investing in Capacity and Skills —
reviews the progress in setting up neighbourhood
management teams and offices and in recruiting/
developing the necessary skills;

* Chapter 5: Partnership and Capacity Building:
Overview and Lessons — provides a snapshot
assessment of the stage of development the
Pathfinders have reached and draws out the key
implications;

* Chapter 6: Delivering Change: Strategy, Spend
and Activities — describes the nature of the
strategies adopted by the Pathfinders and their
spend and activities in pursuit of the strategic
aims and objectives;

* Chapter 7: Delivering Change: Emerging
Results — considers the evidence to April
2003 on the effects of the Pathfinder activities
through service provider engagement and
community involvement;

* Chapter 8: Delivering Change: Overview and
Lessons — summarises the main findings and the
lessons learned;

* Chapter 9: Cross Cutting Issues — explores a
number of issues that cut across the building
of partnerships, capacity and skills, and the
delivery of change that are highly relevant to
the purpose of the Programme including Race
Equality; and

¢ Chapter 10: Conclusions and Recommendations —
presents the conclusions and recommendations
from this report.



2 Evaluating Neighbourhood
Management

Neighbourhood management is a new kind of initiative taking a fresh approach to
neighbourhood renewal. For evaluation of the Pathfinder Programme to be helpful it was
important to develop a clear understanding of how neighbourhood management is supposed
to work and to evaluate against this model in a transparent way. This Chapter outlines our
understanding of the Programme and highlights the key evaluation questions that will be
addressed in this report.

2.1

Neighbourhood Management:

a new kind of process

The ultimate purpose of the neighbourhood
management process is to secure an improvement
in the quality of life and of local conditions in
the deprived neighbourhoods where it operates.
In this respect, it has the same overall aims as
other neighbourhood renewal and regeneration
programmes. What differs is the approach

to delivering these aims. The primary role of
neighbourhood management is to understand the
needs of the range of residents in the local area
and to influence service providers and encourage
and enable them to improve their services so that
they are better suited to the scale and nature

of local needs. Neighbourhood management
does not have significant resources of its own

to achieve this nor control over local services or
formal regulatory powers. Can this approach
work? It is the purpose of the Programme, and
this evaluation, to find out.

We have set out in Figure 2.1 overleaf, and
describe below, our understanding of how

the mechanism (or process of change) that is
‘neighbourhood management’ is supposed to
work. The central player in the process, and the
main object of this evaluation, is the Pathfinder
itself. It receives core funding from the NRU and
is a neighbourhood level ‘alliance’ of three main
elements: a full time, dedicated Neighbourhood
Manager with a professional team; representatives
from the neighbourhood; and representatives of
local service providers.

The NRU funding of each Pathfinder is

to support the recruitment of a full time
Neighbourhood Manager with a small team

(to date an average of £200,000 pa) and to assist
with other running costs, research and projects
(£1.5m over the first 3 years). These modest
levels of funding signalled the NRU intention
that the primary role of the Pathfinders should
be to influence local service providers to improve
mainstream services in deprived neighbourhoods
rather than to rely on projects that ‘plug gaps’
and deliver time-limited services.



Figure 2.1 - NM Evaluation Framework

Modest direct
project impacts

Aims & Objectives

Pathfinder defines a Vision, Aims and Objectives and agrees Delivery Plans, etc.

Resource Inputs

e NRU NM M&A and Leverage Fund
e Matched Funding from other partners
e Support in kind from others (office space, time, etc)

NM Pathfinder Activities

Manager, Team, Board, Sub-groups & other Pathfinder-specific groups engage in activities:
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Improving local Community Delivering Learning &
services engagement quick wins development

Each stream of activity will have a sequence of events.

Impacts on service providers

Changes to Local Services

Types of improvements that could be made to services include:
(1) Changing corporate policies & practices
(2) Re-allocating mainstream resources
(8) Reshaping & joining up services
(4) Improving access to increase take up

Changes to area Conditions / Outcomes
Including changes to:
e Changes in local conditions (physical, social, economic)
e Community development (social networks, institutional capacity)
e Capacity for delivering regeneration

A

External Influences

e General economic and social changes
e |Interventions by the Local Strategic Partnership and/or use of the NR Fund
e Interventions from other Area-Based Initiatives
e Government initiatives, changes to public spending and initiatives to reform
e Events !

Feedback
via review
& evaluation



Clearly, the Pathfinders themselves do not have

the resources to run their own services — they

can only seek to act as enablers to help change

existing mainstream services in one or more of

the following ways:

* Increasing the level of resources available
to the neighbourhood;

* Improving the quality or the design of services
to better reflect local needs;

* Improving the co-ordination (the joining up)
of local services;

* Change corporate policies of the service
providers; and/or

* Enhance resident access to services.

As part of this process, Pathfinders will have to
engage with local people, especially those groups
and parts of the neighbourhood that are particularly
deprived, and actively involve them in the process
both to deliver some ‘early wins’ that directly benefit
local people and to bring about changes that have
longer term and sustainable effects.

2.2 The Evaluation Questions

The process of change induced by neighbourhood

management, as outlined above, is built on two

assumptions:

1.That the Pathfinder, with its neighbourhood
partnership and Manager/team and limited
resources of its own, will be able to influence
service providers to change the way services are
delivered; and

2.That those service providers, by changing
the way that their services are delivered,
will be able more effectively and efficiently
to address the problems and needs identified
in the neighbourhood.

It is the role of the evaluation, in the long term,
to test these two assumptions, by adopting

the objectives set out in a logical progression

in Figure 2.2. The baseline that is being put in
place and subsequent assessment of changes in it
(through the NOP/MORI surveys of Pathfinder
households) should, when taken together with
the other work of the evaluation, enable these
objectives to be addressed.

Figure 2.2

Long Term Evaluation Objectives

Assess the extent to which the local conditions

and quality of life in Pathfinder neighbourhoods is
improving, over and above general change observed
in comparable neighbourhoods;

Consider the extent to which these changes can be

attributed to the improvement of local services, and

to understand the nature of those improvements (i.e.
which services, what kind of improvements);

Review the degree to which these service changes
can be attributed to the neighbourhood management
process and to understand how the Pathfinder
enabled that change; and

If Pathfinders are contributing to the changes, distil
what practical lessons could be transferred for the
benefit of other partnerships and neighbourhoods.



At this early stage in the evaluation, at the end

of the Programme’s first full year, it is more

appropriate to focus on the earlier stages of the

process — especially objective setting, planning,

the use of resources and activities, together

with any emerging results. The key evaluation

questions for this stage of the Programme and

which are addressed in the rest of this report are

set out below:

1.Have the Pathfinders successfully established
themselves as neighbourhood partnerships, with
the capacity to engage with local people and
service providers?

2.To what extent are Pathfinders planning and
delivering the sorts of activities that are more
likely to influence service providers?

3.1s there any evidence emerging that Pathfinders
are successfully influencing service providers,
and if so, which providers, in what ways, and
how are they influencing them?

4.1s there any evidence emerging about the extent
to which service improvements are likely to
deliver the sorts of neighbourhood change
desired by Pathfinders?

5.Are there any lessons that can be learnt at this
stage about neighbourhood management that
would be helpful to the Pathfinders or others?

The conclusions of the evaluation with respect to
these questions are provided in Chapter 8 along
with the recommendations for changes that we
think will help in the process of developing the
partnerships, building capacity and skills, and
delivering change in mainstream services.



3 Partnership Building

3.1

Introduction 3.2
In this chapter we will describe the progress

made in partnership building and in the next

we will consider the investments that have been
made in capacity and skills. In Chapter 5§ we

will provide a ‘snapshot assessment’ of where

the overall partnership and capacity building
process had reached as of April 2003, and also
present a summary of the lessons that we have
identified so far. It should be noted that a number
of important cross-cutting issues, such as the
involvement of BME communities, are dealt

with separately in Chapter 7.

A Year of Steady Progress

The 20 Pathfinders began developing partnerships
and their first Delivery Plans in July 2001, after
a national competitive bidding process. Hence,
the process of partnership building in these

20 neighbourhoods could be said only to have
started in earnest from August 2001. The initial
Delivery Plans were submitted to the NRU in
February 2002, with 12 being approved, and 8
being given only conditional approval, requiring
further development during the first months of
Year 1. All Delivery Plans were subsequently
approved during the year. This present research
was conducted at the end of the first full year
of the Programme (2002/2003) and records the
position of the Programme as at April 2003,

a full 21 months after the process began.

For most Pathfinders, the first full year of the
programme has been one of steady progress

in building partnerships that can involve the
community, engage service providers and deliver
their programmes. Progress has, however, been
slower and more time consuming than originally
anticipated in the Pathfinders’ Delivery Plans,
with the result that much of the first year has been
focused on the process of partnership building,
rather than programme development or delivery.



When the national evaluation team conducted
its scoping study in May 2002, it was clear that
the Pathfinders were all pursuing the same
general model of organisation, influenced not
least by NRU Guidance. A year later, this is

still the case, and indeed over the year there has

been further convergence of approach in the

structures, systems, etc being constructed, as
will be seen, although some variations remain.

The convergence has increased as those few

Pathfinders originally pursuing more complex

arrangements have ended up simplifying their

structures to be more workable. The basic model
being used, and very much reflecting Programme

Guidance, is as described in Figure 3.1. There are

two key types of difference:

e Sure Start — a number of Pathfinders have
sought close co-operation with local Sure Start
Partnerships, which have a similar community-
based neighbourhood focus. Interlock
(Basildon) has gone a step further in co-
locating with a Sure Start team. The Changes in
Common Pathfinder (Greenwich) has pursued
the most radical variation, however, in merging
its operation with a Sure Start Partnership
targeting the same neighbourhood.

* Executive teams — three Pathfinders (Kirkby,
Heart of Burton and Interlock) have established
small Executive teams that comprise key
representatives within the Pathfinder (e.g.
Neighbourhood Manager, Accountable Body,
Chairs of groups) and whose role it is to meet
regularly and take forward the work of the
Board between Board meetings.

Figure 3.1

General Model of Pathfinder Partnerships

Unincorporated partnership ‘by voluntary
association’, with the local council acting
as the Accountable Body.

Led by a multi-sector Board, usually including
residents, community/voluntary groups, local
councillors, local public sector bodies and a
business representative.

A number of (often 3-5) thematic working groups,
operating below Board level, including a mix of
service providers and residents to develop ideas
for projects/interventions.

A Neighbourhood Manager, and small core team,
officially employed by the Accountable Body.

A formal relationship with the Local Strategic
Partnership, if one exists.

For a number of Pathfinders, the year has also
allowed them time to review and simplify their
partnership structures. Some had proposed quite
elaborate structures that have not proved practical
and have now given way to more streamlined
approaches. In a couple of cases, this proved to
be a significant drain on time and slowed the
development of the Pathfinder. The lesson here

is that it seems better to begin with simple but
robust structures and add to them over time
rather than attempting an over elaborate structure
from the outset.

Many Pathfinders have also seen some form of
‘shake down’ of their structures, as they have
operated them in practice and found the need
to simplify or amend the number of thematic
working groups, or the number or nature of
committees. Some degree of review and revision
is almost inevitable, and the ability to amend
structures in line with experience seems to us

a healthy sign.



3.3 The Accountable Body

All Pathfinders have remained as ‘unincorporated’
partnerships, with 19 of the 20 relying on their
local Council for services as the Accountable
Body. The only two Pathfinders to try to move
away from this approach have both experienced
difficulties. A handful of Pathfinders are
presently considering whether to secure greater
independence by establishing themselves as
separate companies with the most advanced
being Hattersley (Tameside), where the existing
Hattersley Development Trust is being developed
with a view to taking on the Accountable Body
role in the future.

The experience to date suggests that there

are many advantages in operating under the
wing of the local council, not least the ready
provision of well established financial, legal

and personnel systems. Having to create such
systems from scratch is time consuming, and is,
arguably, a distraction that fledgling partnerships
can ill afford. The evidence suggests that new
Partnerships are best located within the legal and
financial structures of an established accountable
body, especially in their early stages. Those
considering a move to greater independence from
their local council (or other established body

e.g. RSL) really need to demonstrate some clear
benefits for doing so.

3.4 Pathfinder Boards

The Pathfinder Boards are the key decision-
making body for each Pathfinder, and have a
central role to play. During the year, progress has
been made in most Pathfinders in moving from
‘shadow board’ status to agreed constitutions,

in filling vacancies and in adding new members.
Overall, the year has been one of consolidation,
and there is evidence that many Boards have been
growing in experience and confidence.

Membership of the Board

Most Pathfinders have finalised their Board
structures and membership. They currently

vary in size from 12 (an interim arrangement for
Community Counts, Gloucester) to 32 (Heart
of Burton, East Staffordshire). The average size
is 21 members.

All Boards have a multi-sector mix of
representation usually including residents,
voluntary and community groups, local
councillors, representatives of other service
providers and local businesses. Four Pathfinders
(Woolwich Common, Springbourne and
Boscombe West, Dewsbury West and Stanley
Green Corridor) have ensured that local residents
(i.e. usually individuals or representatives of
Tenant and Resident Associations) have a

clear majority on the Board. A further seven
Pathfinders could be considered to have a
‘community majority’ if community and
voluntary group representation is also included.
The remaining nine Boards have a balance of
representation between the various sectors.



Three Pathfinders (Woolwich Common and
Stanley Green Corridor with resident majorities,
and Parkfield/Mill Lane with a ‘community
majority’) have made a clear distinction between
service users and service providers, and have
agreed that service providers, whilst attending
and participating in Board meetings will not be
able to vote. Parkfield/Mill Lane Pathfinder refers
to service providers as ‘advisors’ to the Board to
emphasise the distinction. The evidence from the
last year suggests that these practices have not in
any way deterred service provider involvement and,
given that many discussions do not end in votes
anyway, the distinction between voting users and
non-voting providers may not be so significant. It
will be interesting to see whether the transition of
the Pathfinders to a more delivery-oriented phase
in Year Two makes these distinctions any more
important.

Residents, and community and voluntary groups
account for 47% of all Board members across the
20 Pathfinders which seems commendable in the
time that the Pathfinders have had to engage these
groups in formal representation on the Board.

Figure 3.2

Board Membership Across the Pathfinder Programme

Groups

Residents
Community groups
Voluntary groups

Employment/
work related
organisations (e.g.
JobCentre Plus)

Local authority
officers

Local councillors
Business

Health
organisations

Schools or colleges
(not LEAS)

Police

Other Service
Providers

Total

Board
Membership
across the
Programme
No. %
131 31%
35 8%
&3 8%
14 3%
26 6%
66 16%
22 5%
19 5%
17 4%
17 4%
36 9%
416 100%

‘Average’
Pathfinder
Board
membership

7 residents

7 service
providers (all)

3 councillors

2 community
groups

2 voluntary
groups

1 business

21 members



However, some particular points are masked by
these overall figures and deserve to be highlighted:
* A small number of Pathfinders presently have a

rather low level of community representation on
the Board.

 There is a widely acknowledged need
amongst Pathfinders to ensure that community
representation on Boards is not just the ‘usual
faces’ but is representative of local diversity and
is also more accountable to local people.

* The second largest group of representatives are
local councillors of which one in three are from
the local Executive/Cabinet or Leader/Deputy
Leader of the Council, (with this kind of senior
representation in 15 of the 20 Pathfinders). This
signals the seriousness with which these councils
are taking engagement with their Pathfinders.

¢ There are a good number and range of service
providers on the Pathfinder Boards with the
Police, council departments, schools or colleges,
and local health organisation (often PCTs)
involved in the majority. Representation from
JobCentre Plus is more patchy and other service
providers are represented in smaller numbers
across the Programme, including the Fire
Brigade, Housing Associations, the Probation
Service, Sure Start, Connexions, and Learning
and Skills Councils.

* Some 14 Pathfinders have businesses represented
at Board level which is a real achievement given
that many Pathfinders do not have strong local
business bases.

* At least 9 of the 20 Pathfinders have explicit
representation on their Boards from at least one
faith-based community organisation, usually
the leader of a local church, suggesting a good
level of involvement from this sector.

* A handful of Boards include youth
representatives (e.g. Heart of Burton, East Staffs)

Operation of the Board

Boards mostly meet monthly or up to every

two months. Across the Programme, there is a
general picture of Boards growing in confidence,
becoming more coherent, gaining experience

at decision-making and revising procedures

and approaches to be more effective. The last
year has seen important foundations laid and
the continuation of a ‘maturing’ process. This

is inevitably a long term process as, in many
cases, residents need to grow in their confidence
to participate and both service providers and
residents need to learn to trust each other. The
Board meeting is also often the place where
residents and service providers are most likely

to come into direct contact with each other and
discuss issues face to face. Some Pathfinders have
also invested time and money in active Board
development, through training and Away Days.



Within the context of this broadly positive

process, we identified some common issues:

* Strategic focus — Many Pathfinder Boards
during the last year have spent a lot of time
focusing on the detail of projects rather than the
strategic direction of their programmes. This
reflects two issues; that programmes have been
too project dominated and that Pathfinders have
been ‘finding their feet’.

* Chairing — Performance across the Programme
in terms of the effectiveness of Board chairing
has to be regarded as patchy but where it
was assessed to be good (in five cases) the
beneficial effect on the operation of the
Pathfinder was clearly observed. A couple
also raised the weakness of chairing as an
issue to be addressed. Whilst the evidence is
only indicative, it suggests that the quality
of chairing is an issue that deserves greater
attention in Board development and that good
chairing may be better secured by appointing
someone with existing proven skills, particularly
at the formative stage in a partnership’s
development.

* Leadership — closely related to the last point is
that many Boards are still lacking in confidence
and the capacity to show strategic leadership in
making decisions, still remaining largely officer-
led, rather than initiating ideas or new moves.
Leadership is something that is likely to take
time to develop, but should be an ambition,
together with the need to become more strategic
in approach.

Many of these issues relate to the need to continue
the development of Boards and help them to grow
into mature and confident voices for their local
communities. Through the evaluation we have
identified some good examples of how Board
members, especially resident members, have been
supported and encouraged in their roles, with some
of these examples presented in Figure 3.3.

Figure 3.3
Examples of Board development and support

e Resident Board members have been offered

laptops and IT training to help equip them in doing
their duties. (Springbourne and Boscombe West,
Bournemouth)

Resident Board members meet with the
Neighbourhood Manager before Board meetings, for
briefings on issues and to give them an opportunity
to ask questions. Regular written briefings are also
sent to Board members between meetings to keep
them informed. (Springbourne and Boscombe West,
Bournemouth) The Chair meets resident Board
members for a pre-meeting in advance of Board
meetings, to ensure they understand the agenda
and the key issues. (Kendray, Barnsley)

A clear guidance document has been prepared
clarifying the roles and responsibilities of Board
members. (Knutton and Cross Heath, Newcastle
under Lyme)

Each Board meeting is open to the public and now
has an ‘open forum’ slot where local people can
raise issues with the Board. This approach is a
variation on the previous practice of making board
meetings open and allowing questions throughout,
which proved too disruptive and time consuming.
(Knutton and Cross Heath, Newcastle under Lyme)

A ‘3 strikes and you’re out’ policy operates on Board
members who regularly fail to attend meetings.
(Kendray, Barnsley)

The first hour of each Board meeting is set aside
for board development, including training and
presentations. (Kendray, Barnsley) The Board
meeting is divided into ‘formal’” and ‘informal’ parts,
with the informal session being used to receive
presentations from service providers and others, to
update and inform the Board. (Great Lever, Bolton)

A skills audit was undertaken of all Board members
to identify needs and priorities for training and
development. (Eastwood and Springwell Gardens,
Rotherham)



4 Investing in Capacity
and Skills

4.1

Neighbourhood Managers and Teams

In terms of establishing partnerships as viable
organisations with the capacity to deliver effective
neighbourhood management, the recruitment of
teams has been the slowest piece of the jigsaw to
fit into place for many Pathfinders, and the lack of
early recruitment has proved a significant brake on
progress for many during the year. The fact that
most Neighbourhood Managers were not in post
until part way through the year, and could only
then begin further recruitment, together with the
discontinuity of inheriting Delivery Plans that they
had not put together, has proved to be a significant
delaying factor for many Pathfinders. We believe

that there is a clear lesson here for future initiatives,

to understand that recruitment is a priority issue,
and that key people should be appointed early, to
drive and own the development process.

By April 2003, the end of the first year, 18 of

the 20 Neighbourhood Managers were in post,
with the final two due by June 2003. We have
also calculated that 78% of the Pathfinders’
‘core teams’ (i.e. not including any project-based
workers) were actually in post, implying that 1 in
4 positions were still to be filled. This does not
take into account that at least a proportion of
those in post were temporary contract workers
or temporary secondments, filling in before
permanent recruitment.

The average size of core team being recruited is
5.5 FTE, including the Neighbourhood Manager.
Pathfinders appear mainly to be recruiting direct

employees on (typically) 3 year contracts (sometimes

longer), with relatively few secondments.

The evaluation identified a number of important

issues with respect to the capacity put in place or

planned for the neighbourhood management teams.

* Firstly, it is not clear that the teams being
recruited are yet large enough to do the job
required. Evidence collated on experiences so
far, although still at an early stage, suggests
that core teams may need to be larger than 5 in
number. This does not necessarily imply that
large teams are required and, indeed, there was
concern in a handful of areas about ‘empire
building’ - a perception likely to hinder co-
operation. Nevertheless, it seems likely that
there is a minimum efficient size for the teams
and that this exceeds five team members.

* The second issue concerns the nature of
appointments being made. It appears that a
significant proportion of core resources is being
devoted to the development, management and
administration of large numbers of spending
projects, rather than to research, policy
development or the process of engagement,
especially with service providers. This is not
true for all Pathfinders, but it is sufficiently
clear across the Programme to be a concern.
The underlying issue here, discussed more
fully in Chapter 6, is that Pathfinders may be
constructing programmes that are too project-
oriented and that this is reflected in their
recruitment strategies.



¢ Thirdly, the Neighbourhood Managers
themselves clearly play a critical role in the
Programme and it is important that they do

so not as a ‘lone ranger’ but as head of an
innovative and integrated team effort. It is
inevitable that the Pathfinders will be vulnerable
to the loss of the neighbourhood manager given
the smallness of the teams and the lack of other
senior people in the team. So, the responsibility
for the ‘core business’ of the Pathfinder

needs to be shared between the manager and
his/her team as well as Board members and
representatives of service providers and the
community. The more deeply embedded the
work of the Pathfinder is in its constituent
organisations the more stable and resistant to
‘shocks’ it will become.

Finally, with respect to the operation of
neighbourhood teams, an issue that has
emerged in a handful of Pathfinders relates to
the line management of the Neighbourhood
Manager. Whilst all are employed by the

local council, the managers also have an
accountability responsibility to their Boards. In
some areas, line management responsibilities
are not clear and this sometimes leads to
tensions and gives the impression that the
neighbourhood management team may not be
as autonomous from the council as it should be.

4.2

Offices and Systems

During the year, Pathfinders have increasingly
been moving into office space located within
their neighbourhoods to make themselves more
accessible to local people and also to provide

for physical as well as line independence from
the local council. It can be a slow process,
particularly if buying property, but good progress
has been made during the year in many areas.
Most Pathfinders now have reasonable, and in
some cases, very good, office space. A few are co-
locating with other organisations, and at least one
(Changes in Common, Greenwich) is looking to
establish a mini ‘one stop shop’ housing the team
and other services that local people can access.

Nearly all Pathfinders have put in place the
necessary range of financial control, legal,
personnel and office management procedures.
Most rely on the local council for support and
use their systems. Some have Service Level
Agreements with their councils. This arrangement
generally seems to work well, and the ability
to ‘borrow’ and use ready made systems has
saved time and effort at a crucial point in

the development process. Some Pathfinders
have also prepared detailed ‘handbooks’ that
have proved useful in clarifying arrangements
(e.g. Springbourne and Boscombe West,
Bournemouth). Difficulties have ensued in the
isolated cases where the local council’s systems
have not been used.

Most Pathfinders have also been devising and
putting in place project appraisal procedures.
These often involve a rapid appraisal for small
projects (e.g. less than £5000 grant), and use of
an Appraisal Panel, often with varying members,
to lead on reviewing proposed projects.



Whilst systems are now up and running in many 4.3

areas, and Pathfinders have been gaining experience

in using them, this is an area that many Pathfinders
have struggled with, and we believe that there are
some important and common problems that need to
be addressed at a Programme level:

* Strategic framework — Most Pathfinders now
have clear high level objectives and outcome
targets but do not have clear strategies for
achieving outcomes, and therefore individual
projects tend to be appraised in a ‘strategic
vacuum’. There is a need to develop a
more strategic approach to neighbourhood
management which would help to foster greater
creativity and allow individual projects/activities
to be appraised in a more informed way.

* Development not just appraisal — The challenge
for Pathfinders is to be creative and develop new
ideas and proposals. There needs to be a greater
emphasis not just on encouraging appraisal of
ideas, but on encouraging and supporting the
development of ideas.

* Project focused — Pathfinders have been very
project/expenditure focused without necessarily
considering their ‘strategic options’ in how they
could use resources (e.g. employ more people,
not commission more projects) or how they use
their time as teams.

* Disproportionate — Whilst some Pathfinders
have put together systems that recognise very
small projects only require light/rapid appraisal
(e.g. less than £5,000), there is still a strong
sense that disproportionate time and resources
are being spent on project appraisal processes,
especially smaller projects, at the expense of the
consideration of larger issues facing Pathfinders.

We suggest that there is a need to learn from

the experience gained in the Programme over the
last year and develop systems/an approach that
encourages Pathfinders to spend time in developing
strategies for achieving outcomes, considering

their strategic options, and only then appraising
activities, using a lighter touch appraisal system.

Capacity and Processes for Engagement
The capacity for engagement of the local
community and service providers is important in
defining the purpose, nature and credibility of
the partnership. Informal involvement processes
are also very important but we deal with this
more fully (and the extent to which different
stakeholders have become involved in the
Pathfinders) in Chapter 6.

Capacity for community involvement

There are three levels of community involvement
that can be discerned amongst the Pathfinders.
There are the structure and processes for
engagement in the Board and its sub-groups,

the mechanisms for wider engagement and
representation, and the participation of residents
and local groups with service providers in the
design and delivery of services. We confine our
discussion here to the first two of these (the third is
dealt with in the chapter on Delivering Change).

As well as involving residents and community
groups on the Board, nearly all Pathfinders

have a range of thematic working groups below
Board level on which small numbers of residents/
community groups are also represented. These are
currently the main structures for involving local
people in Pathfinder decision-making that have
been put in place during the last 12 - 18 months.



Most local people that are currently involved are
either representing an organised group or are
nominated by a relevant Tenants and Residents
Association, or similar. Two Pathfinders have
already secured the direct election of local
residents to the Board and three other Pathfinders
are planning such elections later this year. Two
Pathfinders have used an interview/selection
approach where residents are invited to apply for
positions on the Board and are then interviewed
by a selection panel, comprising various members
including voluntary/community representatives.

These approaches have the advantage that
nominees can be readily identified and are
accountable in some way to their groups. The
disadvantage is that resident and community
groups on the Board and the sub-groups are not
necessarily representative of or delegated from
particularly deprived or disadvantaged groups
within the neighbourhood.

Securing diversity of representation and
accountability will become more important as
the Pathfinders progress. A range of different
approaches to achieving this are now being tried
by Pathfinders and the effectiveness of these need
to be evaluated as they develop. The approaches
include the following:

* Neighbourhood partnerships/forums — At least
six Pathfinders have target areas that comprise
quite distinct geographical areas within them
which also have their own neighbourhood
forum or partnership that contributes to
the Pathfinder. In three of these areas, these
geographical distinctions within the Pathfinder
area have caused difficulties by creating an
adversarial atmosphere as neighbourhoods
compete for resources and attention, often
leading to stalemate in discussions. It is possible
that a clearer appreciation of existing inter-
neighbourhood tensions at an early stage
may have prompted a different accountability
structure or at least some development work to
counter it.

* Community forum — a number of Pathfinders
have a broad community forum that acts as a
fairly informal consultative mechanism, useful
for consulting a broader range of groups and
individuals.

* Other methods — a range of other involvement
methods have been used, including
identification of Street Reps, operation of a
local Citizen’s Panel, and the formation of
specialist fora for businesses, BME groups,
youth, etc that meet several times a year.



Capacity for Service Provider Engagement Figure 4.1

Engagement of service providers in the Examples of structures for service provider
Pathfinders is very similar across the Programme engagement

and is currently through a mixture of Board
representation and sub-Board thematic working
groups (e.g. health, housing, community safety,
etc). The extent of the latter groups has been
somewhat patchy during the year, as not all
planned groups have actually met, and not all
have met very regularly, but most Pathfinders have
at least one or two groups meeting fairly regularly.

These groups are often where ideas and proposals
are developed, and can be productive. The most
commonly voiced reservations about them is that
officers attending them are not always sufficiently
senior or appropriate in their portfolios, and

that the meetings can lack focus or direction.
Given that many of these theme groups are
organised around typical thematic headings such
as health, housing, education, etc., some areas
have also highlighted the need for better cross-
group communication. Nevertheless, such groups
have an important developmental role to play in
Pathfinders, and are now generally beginning to
develop some momentum.

In addition to this, a number of Pathfinders
have established service provider networks for
key officers, where they can meet, network and
share ideas. These are still in the early stages
of development, but seem to have real value in
bringing managers of different services together
to share information, learn about each other’s
organisations and approaches, and improve
the prospects for services to work more closely
together. Some examples of service provider
networks, and other approaches, are briefly
described below in Figure 4.1.

‘Changes in Common’, Greenwich

e Service providers are represented on the Board,
and also in four thematic groups, together with
local residents.

e A Key Officers Group meets every month, comprising
key frontline managers and officers from a range of
providers, to network and share information.

e A Sure Start management group also meets to
progress the Sure Start scheme, now under the
remit of the Pathfinder Board.

Greater Hollington, Hastings

e Service providers are represented on the Board, and
in 7 theme groups, together with local residents.

e Greater Hollington Network established for nearly
70 front-line workers/managers from local service
providers. Meets regularly to discuss local topics.

Knutton and Cross Heath, Newcastle under Lyme

e Service providers are represented on the Board,
and in 8 theme groups, each chaired by a service
provider, with a resident as vice-chair. A separate
Appraisal Panel also meets.

e A cross-theme group, comprising all chairs and vice-
chairs meets quarterly to discuss cross-cutting issues.

e An additional working group for local councillors has
also been established, to meet periodically.



5 Partnership and Capacity
Building: Overview and Lessons

5.1

Overview

In Chapter 2, we identified a set of key evaluation
questions. The first question was: Have the
Pathfinders successfully established themselves as
neighbourhood partnerships, with the capacity to
engage with local people and service providers?
We answer this question here.

The first year of the programme has seen

steady progress in building partnerships, useful
experience gained by those involved in the
Pathfinders, and some ‘shake down’ of structures
as they have been implemented. Progress, has
not, however, been as fast as anticipated but

then this tends to happen where partnership
development and capacity investment involves
local communities. However, a key factor in the
case of the Pathfinders has been the stop-start
nature of the year for many Pathfinders, with
most Neighbourhood Managers only appointed
part-way through the year, and many Delivery
Plans being overambitious and requiring revision.

There has been a relatively uniform approach
to partnership building across the Programme
with, so far, few significant variations between
Pathfinders in their approach. This may limit
the experimental value of the Programme to
some degree and we would encourage GORs
(supported by NRU) to promote innovation
and diversity of approach where possible and
where appropriate. Experimenting with different
approaches to community involvement, service
provider engagement, and inter-linking the two
is likely to be particularly worthwhile.

We have devised some simple measures that draw
on the evidence of the evaluation to assess the
maturity of partnership and capacity building
amongst the Pathfinders. They have all been
setting up structures, systems and teams to get

to a point where they could be considered to be
functioning organisations, capable of delivering
change. At some point they should reach a ‘tipping
point’ where their focus and perspective should
tilt from one that is primarily inward looking —
organisational and structural - to one that is more
outward looking and focused on developing their
programme and delivering change.

We have identified five criteria, each relating to an
aspect of partnership development, against which
we have assessed each Pathfinder, as of April 2003.
Progress against these criteria has then been used to
determine which of three categories each Pathfinder
falls into. These criteria are outlined in Figure 5.1.
It must be emphasised that this is a ‘snapshot’
assessment at one point in time and that it only
seeks to assess progress in developing basic functions
— it is not a comprehensive measure of quality or
achievement, and a Pathfinder that passed all criteria
would still need to continue developing,.

Our assessment identified that by the end of the
first year, 10 Pathfinders had passed the ‘tipping
point’ and were in the first category, 9 were in
the second category, and just one was still ‘under
construction’.



Figure 5.1

Pathfinder Partnership Building Assessment

Assessment Criteria
All Pathfinders were assessed against these five
criteria, as at April 2003:

a. The Pathfinder Board is established, with reasonable

commitment shown from members, and is
functioning in a stable and coherent way.

b. The community are involved in the Pathfinder,
with at least a reasonable number of nominated
representatives on the Board, and evidence of
involvement elsewhere in the Pathfinder also.

c. A range of service providers are actively involved in
the partnership, at Board level and also in at least
one sub-group/working group.

d. A permanent Neighbourhood Manager is in post,
all or most the key team members are in post, and
adequate office premises are in use.

e. At least basic systems are in operation, including
financial control and project appraisal.

Assessment Categories

Each Pathfinder was then allocated to one of three

categories, according to how many criteria were met, to

assess its status in April 2003:

e “Partnership fully open for business” ...meaning
that the Pathfinder has all minimum systems, key
team members and basic structures in place and
is able to focus primarily on the task of programme
development and delivery (although some
aspects of the partnership may still require further
development). This requires all 5 criteria to be met.

e “Partnership partly open for business” ...meaning
that much progress has been made, but one key
aspect of partnership development still requires
significant attention, implying some distraction from
the task of programme development and delivery.
This requires 4 of the 5 criteria to be met.

e “Partnership still under construction” ...meaning
that significant work is still required to establish the

partnership as a viable and functioning organisation.

This requires 3 or less criteria to be met.

5.2

We expect most Pathfinders (18 out of 20) to have
reached the first category by July 2003 or shortly
thereafter. This means that it will have taken the
majority of Pathfinders 21-24 months to build fully
functioning partnerships. The fastest Pathfinder to
meet the criteria took 17 months having employed
a Neighbourhood Manager at an early stage
(Greater Hollington, Hastings).

Overall, therefore, by the end of the first full year
of the Programme, it is fairly close to being ‘fully
open for business’. The process would not have
taken as long had recruitment been started earlier
and been implemented at a faster pace. We believe
that there are some clear messages here, namely
the importance of ‘people first’, and the need to
recognise that partnership building is a long

term process.

It should be remembered that many Pathfinders

in the second category have made considerable
progress, despite not meeting all five criteria above,
and at the time of writing most were expected to
move on to the first category by early summer.

Lessons and Implications

Drawing on the evaluation findings reported so
far, we have distilled what we consider the key
lessons to be regarding partnership and capacity
building at this point in the programme. They
are expressed as learning points in Figure 5.2
that may be helpful for other neighbourhoods
interested in developing a neighbourhood
management approach or similar.



Fiqure 5.2 The key implications and points for action that
) . can be drawn from the evaluation with respect

Summary of Lessons Learnt - Establishing a
neighbourhood management partnership

to partnership and capacity building can be

[t takes time to establish a partnership — 18 months

to 2 years in practice. This must be recognised and

time allowed for a ‘foundation phase’ at the start

of any initiative. Attempting to deliver a substantial

programme simultaneously is not realistic.

Partnerships must establish a minimum

infrastructure of:

- Manager and/or Team

- Offices, IT support and basic finance/personnel
appraisal systems

- Board meeting regularly

- Community and service providers involved

The recruitment of a Manager/team can be a

slow process, and absence of core staff makes
partnership (and programme) development much
slower. It is better to appoint the neighbourhood
manager with team early in the process.
Partnership structures should be kept simple — a
Board and 3-4 theme groups, maybe with specific
networks or fora to support specific groups (e.g.

a Key Officers Group, a community forum). It is
easier to add new groups and structures later than
deconstruct a large existing organisation.

Boards should not be too big to do business. Most
have 15-25 members. Evidence suggests that more
than this is too unwieldy.

It takes time for trust between partners to develop,
and for residents to grow in confidence to
participate. Providing additional support, briefings,
advice, etc for residents can be very valuable.
Where a neighbourhood comprises distinct
geographical sub-areas, use of these areas as a
basis for community representation will need to

be carefully managed, particularly where there is a
history of competition between them.

A good relationship with the accountable body is
essential. It can save a lot of time by avoiding the
need to reinvent basic procedures and systems and
allow a focus on more important issues. It is not
necessary to establish the partnership as a separate
legal entity at the start, (although there may be
reasons for doing so at a later date.)

It helps at the outset to have clearly agreed lines

of responsibility for the Manager, particularly with
respect to the respective roles of the Board and the
Accountable Bodly.

summarised as follows:

* Under construction — GORs (and NRU) should
continue to support those partnerships still
‘under construction’.

* Community representation — a handful of
Pathfinders currently do not have adequate
community representation at Board level. NRU
should continue to ensure that they put in
place appropriate structures. The remaining
Pathfinders have a good number of community
representatives involved, but there remains a
significant challenge to deepen and broaden
community involvement, to better reflect local
diversity and to secure greater accountability of
the Pathfinder to the local community. The issue
is well recognised amongst most Pathfinders,
but progress should be reviewed by GORs.

* Board development — although good progress
has been made in establishing and consolidating
Boards, two key developmental challenges
remain for improvement:

- The need for Boards to become more strategic
in approach and to take greater leadership on
issues, rather than being reactive and focusing
on details; and

- Recognition of the impact of a good
Chairperson, and the need for careful
selection and support and training if not
experienced.



* Reviewing Teams — good progress is now being
made in recruiting teams and filling vacant posts.
However, the small size of some core teams, and
the balance of skills within many teams may need
to reviewed. It will be important that Pathfinders
have sufficient team members with appropriate
skills to be able to engage with service providers
and move beyond project development and
delivery. It is also important that neighbourhood
managers do not operate as ‘lone rangers’ but as
part of teams, to reduce the risks of disruption
and instability that are inherent in staff turnover.

* Project appraisal — the project appraisal

systems and approaches being used by many
Pathfinders do not fit well with the nature of
the neighbourhood management process. We
recommend that a more suitable approach

is developed, that gives greater emphasis to

the strategy development process including
strategic options appraisal, allowing a ‘lighter
touch’ project appraisal tool, better suited

to mainstreaming activities. It is important

that the project appraisal tools and guidance
reinforce a clear focus on mainstream services
and sustainable change. NRU should work with
Pathfinders to draw out the experience and good
practice already in evidence in some areas, and
develop revised guidance for the Programme.



6 Delivering Change:
Strategy, Spend and Activities

This Chapter focuses on the nature of the activities that Pathfinders have been pursuing for
the last year, the emerging results of this and the implications for the Pathfinder areas and
for the Programme. Our analysis will be mainly guided by the key evaluation questions set
out in Chapter 2.

6.1

Strategy and Programme Design

Pathfinder Aims

All Pathfinders have articulated a shared vision

for their neighbourhoods and have defined target
outcomes to guide their programmes. The scope
and nature of these aims and outcomes are broadly
similar across the Programme covering in particular
the themes of housing, environment, crime, health,
education and worklessness. In addition, there are
a limited number of other outcomes, some cross-
cutting, including those related to young people or
quality of life for children and families. It is also
evident that in some Pathfinder neighbourhoods
there is a need for significant capital investment in
housing, whether social housing or private rented.
This is recognised as an important and necessary
component of the area’s renewal and forms part of
the Pathfinder’s orbit of interest.

All Pathfinders recognise that neighbourhood
management is a different kind of process
from previous regeneration initiatives and

that it may require a new approach. However,
this is more clearly and firmly recognised
amongst the neighbourhood management
teams than it is amongst Board members or
service providers. Although much progress has
been made in the last year in spreading the
message, there remains ongoing work to be
done in explaining and illustrating the purpose
and nature of neighbourhood management to
Pathfinders’ stakeholders. Locally, this is a task
for Pathfinders, but work by NRU in informing
Government Departments and Agencies would
help in ‘preparing the ground’ for Pathfinders
(and indeed many other neighbourhood
management initiatives nationally.)



Use of Evidence

Area baselines have, in most places, been
improved through the year, although some gaps
remain in places, and the level of information
about services and their performance remains
weak. This latter is not an issue that Pathfinders
are likely to resolve alone and It is difficult to
see how information on public services is likely
to become more easily available without a wider
national push from the NRU and/or central
government.

On the subject of baselines, it is worth noting
that the generalised audits of services and
expenditure that have been done in some places
do not always seem to have been very useful. In
particular, exercises to estimate expenditure for
the neighbourhood, which are often based on per
capita estimates, reveal relatively little and can
sometimes be very misleading. It would seem that,
although collating information about services,
their quality and cost is an important part of the
jigsaw, it is best done in a focused way as part

of a problem solving process (i.e. focused on
achieving particular outcomes) or if done as part
of a wider audit, and needs to pursue focused
lines of enquiry that will yield soundly based and
new understanding about both needs and services.

What also remains of concern is the lack of
analysis being undertaken to explore the causes
of local problems, rather than simply presenting
static baseline information. Although Pathfinders
have a good understanding of what issues exist
locally, they are much less informed about how
these issues interact, their causes, and what

role local public services may play in causing or
solving the problems. There is also little sign that
formal evidence bases or ‘what works’ knowledge
(where it exists) is being used widely. As already
discussed in this report, the Pathfinders need

to make better use of research and analysis and
need to become thinking, learning and analysing
organisations.

Strategies or Delivery Plans?

Pathfinders have declared aims and objectives but
they have struggled to turn these into coherent
programmes of appropriate activities. We take the
view that the Pathfinders are on a steep learning
curve and that it would be unrealistic to expect too
much too soon, so our comments here are meant
more as constructive criticism for the future.

Few Pathfinders have clear explicit written
strategies with an argued rationale for particular
interventions to underpin their activities — most
Delivery Plans are mainly lists of projects and
proposed actions. Those strategies that do exist
are mainly implicit and contained within the
assumptions and understandings of the people
involved in decision-making, rather than being
formally discussed and agreed. The evaluation
highlighted three main issues:

* Coherence — There is a need to increase the
emphasis within the Programme on strategies
that are coherent in their relationship with the
evidence base. Pathfinders must move towards
developing better evidenced and more explicit
strategies for their programmes if they are to
have strategic influence on the service providers.

* Priorities — Although some Pathfinders proved
adept at prioritising their activities, with clear
themes evident in the first year, generally
there has been a tendency to attempt to make
progress across all themes simultaneously. This
is not realistic. Clear prioritisation each year is
essential to maintain a clear focus.

* Realism — First year Delivery Plans were
overambitious and proved unrealistic. Stronger
realism was injected into Plans during the year
and the Year 2 Delivery Plans are a significant
improvement in this respect.

Pathfinders have made good progress in the last
year in improving their baselines and in seeking
to establish ways of working with their partners.
Our intention is not to criticise this process,

but to encourage an even stronger emphasis

on strategy development, the use of evidence
and analysis and the move to a more strategic
approach to neighbourhood renewal.



6.2 Pathfinder Spend and Activities

Before analysing the activities of Pathfinders
in more detail, it is necessary to take account
of the context in which they were operating, as
there were some common patterns across the
Programme during Year 1.

Most Neighbourhood Managers were not
appointed until part way through the year and,
therefore, they only had 6-8 months of the

year remaining to implement the first stages of
often ambitious Delivery Plans. There are few
Pathfinders who were not required to revise their
plans down during the year to be more realistic.
This also resulted in a significant underspend
across the Programme when compared with the
original expenditure profiles at the beginning of
the year - approximately 60% of forecast spend
was achieved, i.e. c.£6 million. It should be noted
that as expenditure profiles were revised down
during the year, the fit between forecast and
actual expenditure improved markedly and both
were closely monitored by GORs.

We have taken the view that many of the
original plans submitted by Pathfinders for

Year 1 underestimated the amount of time that
foundational work would take and that we
should really be considering the progress of the
Pathfinders during their ‘foundation year’ rather
than against their original plans. Much can be
learnt from the year’s experiences, both positive
and negative, and we are keen not to lose sight of
this by simply focusing on what would be relatively
artificial comparisons with unrealistic targets.

The evidence shows that all Pathfinders made
some progress in developing their programmes
and in delivering activities during the year.

An assessment of both non-spending activities
and expenditure shows that, overall, the most
common activities have been those related to
community involvement, tackling crime, and
improving the local environment. Securing wider
community involvement is a necessary part of a
Pathfinder’s development and its prevalence in the
first year seems appropriate. ‘Liveability’ issues
associated with crime and local environment
were also identified in the NOP/MORI Consumer
Survey as key resident concerns in Pathfinder
neighbourhoods and are generally recognised as
important foundational activities in the process
of neighbourhood renewal. So, the focus on them
seems entirely appropriate.

Overall expenditure on core team costs and
administration was approximately 80% of
forecast and expenditure of the Leverage Fund
(for projects, etc) was closer to 50% of forecast.
Figure 6.1 shows an estimated breakdown of
expenditure within the Leverage Fund. Largely
due to the underspend, the balance between the
two types of expenditure was approximately 50:50
during the year. We think it necessary to bear in
mind when comparing administrative and project
costs for this programme with others that its
process nature is bound to lead to a much higher
ratio of administrative to project costs.



Figure 6.1

Estimated Expenditure by Theme for Leverage Fund
2002/2003

Leverage Fund expenditure across the Programme has

been broadly estimated by theme as follows:

Community Involvement
(including Community Chests)
Housing & Environment
Crime/Community Safety
Health and Family Support
Worklessness

Education

Young People
Other/Miscellaneous

TOTAL

20%

20%
20%
8%
8%
8%
8%
8%
100%

6.3 Types of Pathfinder Activities
An important challenge for the evaluation is
to understand how Pathfinder activities are
influencing change in service providers and in
the neighbourhood more generally and, where
this has not happened, why this is. Based on the
evaluation over the last year, we have established
a broad typology of activities appropriate for
neighbourhood management partnerships
and likely to be effective securing community
involvement and influencing the way that local
services are delivered. The activity typology is set
out in Figure 6.2.



Figure 6.2

Typology of Pathfinder Activities relevant to Neighbourhood Management

1. Improving Local Services

1a. Changing Local Services through Influence

These activities are designed to secure permanent,

sustainable change to the way that local services

are delivered, in a way that benefits residents in the

neighbourhood. Activities include:

e Research and analysis — collecting, analysing and
discussing information about local needs and services,
to inform discussions with service providers about
the appropriate nature and level of services for the
neighbourhood, and the feasibility of new approaches.

e | obbying — raising awareness of the Pathfinder and
neighbourhood management objectives, creating
an environment conducive to change, and seeking
changes by persuasion.

e Training/development for culture change — building
the capacity of the Pathfinder Board, team and local
service providers, including front-line managers, to
promote change in local services. These activities may
help in breaking down professional ‘silos’, equipping
people with more relevant skills, and developing trust
between organisations.

¢ Negotiating and monitoring SLAs — creating and
using ‘tools’ to promote and monitor change to local
services. The focus is on establishing explicit targets
for the neighbourhood that can be monitored.

e Developing new mechanisms for service delivery
— discussing and developing new ways of delivering,
monitoring or advertising services. Could include
devolved delivery, budget pooling, co-location of
staff, joint working arrangements, information sharing,
incentivisation schemes, etc. The Pathfinder may or
may not be involved in the resultant process.

e Monitoring and evaluating public services — maintaining
a ‘watching brief’ on changes in services and
their performance, and monitoring against targets
or standards if they exist. The purpose of such
monitoring/evaluation is to feed into ongoing the
discussions and relationship with service providers.

1b. Changing Local Services through Pilot/
Demonstration Projects

Closely related to the above activities, this is the piloting of
new services to fill gaps or to experiment with innovative
approaches, with the intention that the services will either
demonstrate a need or demonstrate a successful new
approach. The projects are run with the explicit objective
of ensuring that they are mainstreamed if successful, or
that the lessons are learned by the service provider.

1c. Operating Delegated Services

At some point, the Pathfinder may secure the
responsibility of actually owning and operating local
services that have been delegated by a local service
provider on a permanent sustainable basis.

2. Improving Community Engagement

There are different types of activity to engage the local
community. It may involve building the capacity of local
people to get involved with the pathfinder itself (on

the Board, through Fora, etc), promoting community
development more generally or improving community
engagement/consultation with service providers, helping
to make services more responsive to local concerns.

3. Delivering ‘Quick Wins’

These activities are likely to be relatively small scale
and short term and may not necessarily be innovative
or aimed at mainstreaming, but are designed to deliver
benefits to local residents quickly. The purpose of such
actions is to build local confidence, tackle specific
problems and raise the profile of the Pathfinder.

4. Partnership Learning & Development

These are activities that involve Pathfinders in reviewing
their own progress, developing their institutions,
systems and personnel and sharing information. It
includes monitoring, evaluation, training and partnership
development. These are formal reflective processes to
ensure that their progress is reviewed regularly (‘how
are we doing?’) and that their experiences are recorded,
assessed and shared (‘what are we learning?’).



In summary, Pathfinders have spent most of their
time (and money) during Year 1 in engaging
people from their local communities, delivering

a range of small but visible ‘quick win’ projects

(designed to ‘make a splash’ locally and deliver

early benefits) and identifying and meeting with

service providers to discuss both projects and
services. This is a reasonable balance of activities
between short term and long term priorities but
experience from the first year has also prompted

a number of concerns as follows.

* Research — Relatively little time or money has
been spent in generating, gathering or analysing
data about local problems, the causes of those
problems and how local services perform. Using
information to influence service providers is
likely to be an important tool for Pathfinders
but it is one that is currently under-developed.

* Learning and development — Partnerships need
to be able to reflect on their activities and learn
and gain new knowledge and skills. Although
some Pathfinders have put significant thought
into this area, many have yet to do so.

¢ The short v the longer term — A significant
proportion of the projects funded by Pathfinders
are somewhat ambiguous in nature in the sense
that it is not clear how they might ultimately
be useful in influencing mainstream services.
Whilst delivering a number of short term ‘quick
win’ projects is entirely appropriate, too much
emphasis on projects that deliver short term
benefits would be a serious distraction from the
core mission of influencing mainstream services.

(1) Activity Type: Improving local services
Pathfinders have spent a significant amount

of time making contact with a range of service
providers and meeting with them to discuss

how they might be involved. The emphasis has
been very much on establishing relationships,
explaining the purpose of neighbourhood
management, finding common ground and trying
to identify some projects or initiatives that the
service provider can contribute to. In support of
these efforts, it might have been expected that the
Pathfinders pursued complementary actions of
the following kind.

(i) Research and analysis

The most common activity has been to improve
the range of baseline data on area conditions
through secondary data collation or additional
survey work, but relatively little progress has
been made on either analysing the causes of
local issues, or improving data about local
services, their performance and their role in the
neighbourhood. In places, even pilot projects
are not being researched or evaluated, making
it less likely that lessons will be learnt and that
mainstream changes could be brought about.

This needs to change as the provision of evidence-
based arguments to service providers may well

be one of the most effective tools available to

the Pathfinders to secure change. This is not
necessarily a matter of the Pathfinders funding
research or of collating data but one of identifying
local needs and asking the right questions of local
service providers about the adequacy of their
response. There is scope for Pathfinders to generate
some new research, to pull together existing data
more effectively and to persuade mainstream
partners to use their resources to explore issues
that matter to the Pathfinder. Indeed, Pathfinders
should be working towards a situation where

the provision of much information about local
conditions and services, and the regular review of
these, can itself, if possible, be systematised and
mainstreamed. Figure 6.3 provides some good
examples of this.



Figure 6.3 (ii) Service Level Agreements (SLAs)

According to the evaluation findings, twelve

Examples of Pathfinders Gathering and Using
Information

Pathfinders made progress during the year

Interlock (Basildon) have established an Information
and Baseline Group to deliver a range of data every

6 months, and have been seeking to persuade the
Council to provide this as a regular service in the future.

In Eastwood and Springwell Gardens (Rotherham),

as in a few places, the Pathfinder has undertaken an
audit of local services and expenditure and are hoping
to make this an annual process.

In Parkfield and Mill Lane (Stockton) the Pathfinder has
jointly funded with the Council a Neighbourhood Future
Study to investigate issues of vacant property, low
demand housing, private rented sector. The Pathfinder
is subsequently likely to jointly fund an Urban Renewal
Officer to take the findings of the study forward and
seek funds for capital investment in the area.

In Poulton (Lancaster) the Neighbourhood Manager
used the evaluation of a pilot ‘clean sweep’ initiative
to highlight possible changes to the way that refuse
collection could be undertaken, with the result that
refuse collection and street cleaning are now better
synchronised. This is a clear example of an evidenced
argument for change producing results.

in drawing up SLAs with at least one service

provider in their local area although few had been

finalised by the end of the year. This progress

is, on the face of it, encouraging because the

process of establishing formal relationships with

providers and publicly holding them to account
for service performance is one of the critical
elements of the neighbourhood management
process. Some observations on the achievements
to date in this regard are set out below:

* Firstly, for the process to be of real value,
services must be monitored on an ongoing basis
and this requires performance information and
the local community to be a part of the process
to ensure accountability. The development of
such accountability mechanisms is still at a
formative stage but will be critical.

¢ Secondly, it is apparent that many SLAs
currently being drafted primarily seek to codify
existing entitlements to existing services, rather
than establish new levels of services. Although
establishing clear formal relations with service
providers is an important process in itself, SLAs
are clearly not a tool for service improvement
simply by themselves and need to be part of a
broader process of discussions and development.

* Thirdly, several Pathfinders indicated that the
process of developing SLAs had probably been
as important as the formal end product as it
helped residents improve their understanding
of local services, their entitlements and also the
operational constraints on the providers.



(iii) Changing Services Through Projects

Most Pathfinders have funded a variety of

projects through the Leverage Fund of between

£300k — 600k pa. The development, appraisal

and delivery of these projects has taken up a

significant amount of time for most Pathfinders.

The main value of such projects is to pilot a

new approach to delivering a service, or some

other innovation, with the intention that lessons
will be learned by all concerned but particularly
the relevant service providersabout what might
work in terms of changes to mainstream service
delivery. A number of clearly observable patterns
have emerged during the year with respect to
these projects.

* Firstly, whilst there are some interesting and
promising pilots being delivered, not all are being
evaluated or researched in a way that will maximise
the potential for mainstreaming. It is crucial that
pilot projects are designed and delivered with their
long term legacy firmly in mind.

* Secondly, the selection of many pilot projects in
this first year has been opportunistic in nature;
it is apparent that many were existing ideas
which service providers themselves were
looking for an opportunity to trial. Taking
such opportunities is a pragmatic strategy
for the first year of a new programme, and
the contributions from service providers are
important and welcome, but a challenge for
Pathfinders will be to take the driver’s seat
in the development of new ideas for service
improvements in the future and do so in a
more strategic and coherent way — i.e. one that
responds to the neighbourhood’s needs not just
the priorities of the service provider. There is an
onus on Pathfinders to demonstrate that they
can ‘add value’ in the identification of needs
and in devising improved ways of meeting them.

* Thirdly, there is a significant number of
projects being funded that do not have very
obvious potential for changing mainstream
services. A typical example would be a project
that seeks to simply extend an existing service
to cover the Pathfinder neighbourhood, with
no obvious innovation or commitment from
a mainstream provider to take up the service
in the future. Whilst some ‘quick wins’ are
important, a Pathfinder’s core mission must
remain a clear focus on mainstream services.

* Fourthly and closely related to the third issue,
there is simply the large number of projects
being considered and funded by some
Pathfinders with as many as 80 projects
having been proposed in some cases. A large
programme of small projects not only requires
significant resources to develop, appraise and
manage them but is highly unlikely to have a
coherent or strategic impact on local services.
We believe that Pathfinders need to move
towards a situation where they are supporting a
smaller number of strategic projects with a clear
focus on changing mainstream services.

(iv) Developing New Mechanisms for Delivery

At this early stage, there are few examples of

new mechanisms being developed to deliver
services (meaning new to the neighbourhood, not
necessarily untried elsewhere). Mechanisms in
pilot projects are mainly limited to information
sharing between services, co-location and first or
one stop shops. For example, there are no agreed
plans for the delegation of, or delivery of, services
at a neighbourhood level. Given the early stage
the Programme is at, this is neither surprising nor
should yet be a cause for concern.



(2) Activity Type: Improving community
engagement

The second type of activity that Pathfinders
have been engaging in during the first year, and
one to which they have devoted significant time
and resources, is the process of community
engagement. We estimate that approximately
20% of the Pathfinder core staff teams are
primarily dedicated to the process of community
involvement, although in numerous areas this
resource has been complemented by workers
funded through the Leverage Fund. A wide range
of involvement activities have been undertaken
as exemplified in Figure 6.4.

Figure 6.4

Examples of Pathfinder community
engagement activities

e Community groups and individuals are involved in
consultation and decision-making through various
fora, committees, working groups and the Pathfinder
Boards themselves;

e Several Pathfinders publish newsletters, usually delivered
to all households in the neighbourhood (eg Kendray,
Changes in Common) and others have developed
websites (eg Springbourne and Boscombe West);

e A number of Pathfinders have prepared communications
strategies to guide their activities — for example the
Communication and Marketing Plan devised by Kendray
(Barnsley). A couple of Pathfinders have identified the
negative image of their neighbourhoods as a key issue to
be tackled and one has commissioned a PR consultancy
to assist with promoting the area and helping to change
the way it is seen (Springbourne and Boscombe West,
Bournemouth);

e Some Pathfinders are experimenting with newer
methods of involvement. In Greater Hollington
(Hastings) they are setting up a network of Street Reps
to provide feedback on local environmental services,
and other issues.

e Many Pathfinders have held community events, fun
days, open days and other eye-catching events (even
a fireworks display in Poulton) to attract and involve
local people;

e Changes in Common (Greenwich) are also trialling joint
community involvement activities with their Sure Start
team, and have established a community development
forum to bring the neighbourhood’s various community
workers together on a regular basis to help co-
ordinate work



The evidence shows that generally, a lot of work
has been devoted to community involvement, and
figures from the Consumer Surveys show an average
Pathfinder recognition rate (towards the end of the
first year) at 37% which is encouraging. Within this
overall picture, a handful of Pathfinders have not
so far undertaken much community involvement,
something that all recognise will need to change in
Year 2. Also, there is a widespread understanding
that community involvement and accountability
needs to become broader and deeper over time.

Most of the community involvement activities are
currently intended to consult local people on their
views about local issues, or to build the capacity
of local groups, or areas, to get involved in the
decision-making of the Pathfinder. To a lesser
extent, the work is also aimed at building the
community capacity itself through encouraging
social networks and improving local facilities.

An area of work that has yet to receive much
attention in most areas however, is that aimed at
equipping people to engage more effectively with
service providers as consumers, either individually
or collectively. Certainly local people and service
providers are now being brought together in Board
meetings and working groups, etc in Pathfinders,
but the development of more systematic and
effective ways of bringing community pressure to
bear on service providers is still in its infancy. The
potential for empowering local people to become
better informed and more confident consumers

as a means of bringing about more responsive
services, is still largely untested.

(3) Activity Type: Delivering ‘quick wins’

A smaller, but significant, area of activity by
Pathfinders has been the delivery of ‘quick win’
projects that provide quick short term benefits
to help build local confidence and deal with
immediate issues. Although the use of ‘quick
wins’ are an important part of the Pathfinder’s
work, some have clearly pursued programmes that
are too biased towards short term projects that
are likely to displace more important activities
in engaging with mainstream services. Appraisal
needs to have a stronger filter to be able to
distinguish between projects that have primarily
short term value and those that contribute to
longer term and service changes.

(4) Activity Type: Partnership Learning and
Development

Finally, an important strand of activity for
Pathfinders to pursue is that of partnership
development and learning. This includes the
monitoring and evaluation of Pathfinder activities,
reflection on progress and other training and
learning to promote the development of the
Pathfinder as an effective organisation.

In fact, during the year, very little monitoring

or evaluation was undertaken by the majority

of Pathfinders, with a few exceptions. The most
common learning activity was the provision of
training for Board members, especially residents, but
even this was rather patchy across the Programme.
Apart from these formal training activities, few
learning activities have so far been in evidence.

Given that the first year has involved much
work in establishing the partnerships, it may be
unsurprising that learning and evaluation have
not been priorities. But this, with the previously
noted lack of research and analysis, reinforces
the impression that Pathfinders have yet to
understand and appreciate the importance of
knowledge and information, and the value of
evaluation, to the neighbourhood management
process. We believe that this must change, and
should be a priority for Years 2 and 3.



7/ Delivering Change:
Emerging Results

Having considered Pathfinder activities in the previous chapter, we now consider the
emerging results from these activities under two headings - the results from service
provider engagement and, secondly, the effects arising from community capacity building.

7.1 Service Provider Engagement and Results

Level of Involvement

The Pathfinders have worked with an increasingly
diverse array of service providers over the year.
Good progress has been made in establishing more
contacts with a wider range of providers and in
developing deeper relationships with them. We have
looked at how many Pathfinders service providers
were involved in, the depth of involvement in the
preparation of the Delivery Plan, and the level of
involvement in the subsequent delivery of activities.
We have categorised the service providers in broad
categories as shown in Figure 7.1. These assessments
are necessarily subjective but are based on several
sources of qualitative assessment and show a
broadly similar pattern across the Programme:

Figure 7.1

Level of Key Service Provider Involvement
Across the Programme

Level of Involvement

High Involvement
Good level of involvement
in many Pathfinders

Medium Involvement
Reasonable level of

involvement in a good
number of Pathfinders

Low Involvement
Relatively little active
involvement with
Pathfinders

Service Providers

Police

Primary Care Trusts
Local Schools and
Colleges

Housing Management
Departments (Council
or RSL)

Council Environmental
Services

JobCentre Plus

Council Leisure and Youth
Services

Council Education
Departments

Council Social Services
Learning and Skills
Councils

A range of other service providers have also been

involved with various Pathfinders on a more limited

basis, for which assessments are not available,

including Drug Action Teams, Connexions,

Environmental Health Departments, the Probation

Service, the Fire Service, Community Safety teams

and various other Council departments.



The greatest involvement across the Programme,
with the most consistency, has come from the Police
and the Primary Care Trusts. These organisations,
together with schools/colleges and social housing
managers arguably provide the services with the
most obvious geographical focus, and this may
partly explain why they are the most involved with
neighbourhood management. There is also perhaps
a clearer self-interest for each of these organisations
to participate in a neighbourhood renewal process as
their own agendas may be helped by such a process.
Police forces across the country are currently showing
a greater interest in community policing, PCTs are
pursuing an agenda to tackle health inequalities
through local mechanisms, social housing landlords
have obvious benefits to gain from neighbourhood
renewal, and schools and colleges as locally rooted
organisations could be considered more attuned to
community-based activities.

Even within this top category, however, involvement

still varies in intensity between areas. One of the
observations that can be made from this exercise
is the surprising way that the same type of service
provider can behave so differently in different
areas. The implication is that the actual level of

involvement is probably a function of both the type

of organisation (some being more predisposed to
involvement in neighbourhood level renewal) and
also the nature of the individual decision-makers
and personalities in each area. This means that
even those organisations generally more interested
in neighbourhood management across the board
may still need to be persuaded to participate.

With respect to the nature of involvement, a
number of observations can be made based on the
research so far:

 Representatives — The level of seniority of

service provider representatives (on the Board,
at working groups, etc) is appropriate more
often than not and includes senior managers/
decision-makers, although many Pathfinders
would prefer to see at least some of their
partners providing more senior representatives.

Champions — Having a senior decision-maker as
a ‘champion’ in an organisation (whether on the
Board or not) can be very important for securing
co-operation, and there are several examples
from the last year where the involvement of the
Chief Executive or Leader of a Council has
transformed attitudes amongst departmental
managers in a short space of time.

Incentives and mutual interest — The (often
national) performance targets and frameworks
that many service providers are required to work
to and within can be a significant factor in how
co-operative they are able to be with a Pathfinder.
Where the pursuit of neighbourhood renewal

or renewal-relevant objectives is a part of their
own core mission, involvement with Pathfinders
becomes considerably more likely, whereas those
with no positive incentives or self-interest in
being involved, are often reluctant.

Credibility — Lack of direction, momentum and
continuity is a turn-off for many service
providers and it will be important for
Pathfinders to maintain credibility as
organisations to retain the interest, respect and
support of the providers.



* Vertical integration — It is apparent that
communication within service providers
between senior and junior levels can often be
poorly developed with the consequence that the
involvement of a senior representative on the
Board may not always translate easily into co-
operation at the operational level, and vice versa.

* Depth of commitment — Progress can often be
made because one or a few motivated individuals
in an organisation are keen to do so. However,
staff turnover and loss of these people can also
quickly lead to the reversal of the situation.
Commitment to neighbourhood management
needs to be embedded in the organisations and
their systems not just a few individuals.

* Events — Events happen. In particular,
reorganisations can divert attention from
partnership working — some JobCentre Plus
reorganisations, and PCT reorganisations in the
last year or so have been cited as unhelpful factors
as have some review processes/reorganisations in
councils, diverting the resources of key staff.

Emerging Results

In our fieldwork in March/April 2003 we sought
observable ‘results’ from service providers in the
form of actual observable changes in behaviour
that could be offered as evidence that the
Pathfinders were beginning to have an effect on
service providers. Clearly at such an early stage
in the Programme, relatively few results could
be realistically expected. Nevertheless, we have
identified a modest number of small-scale changes
in the majority of Pathfinder areas, which we
believe to be an encouraging sign.

So far, the main ‘added value’ that Pathfinders
have been able to offer is that they have:

Brought a good range of service providers
together, by providing a neighbourhood focus,
and facilitated networking and information
sharing amongst them;

Attracted some pilot projects to their
neighbourhoods, becoming recognised
locally by service providers as a place where
innovations can be trialled more easily, due
to existing partnership and community
consultation structures;

Raised the profile of the neighbourhood and

by consulting and involving local people made
service providers more aware of local issues and
concerns; and

In a limited way so far, prompted thinking on
how some services might be delivered differently.

We have also identified some specific examples

of service providers ‘doing business differently’

as a result of Pathfinder activity in Figure 7.2.

The list is not intended to be comprehensive but

is a representative illustration of the types of
changes that had been secured by April 2003.
Many examples are modest but encouraging.

Examples of changes in behaviour are presented

for different types of service provider and are

organised in each case under four headings,

representing types of organisational behaviour

change as defined by the Audit Commission in

relation to ‘mainstreaming’:

Changing corporate policies

Re-allocating mainstream resources
Re-shaping mainstream services

Improving service access to increase take up



Figure 7.2

Results from service providers

Service Providers

Examples of Types of Change

Cross-cutting activities

Police

Changing corporate policies

e The consideration of ‘neighbourhood management’ has been included as a factor in
Stockton Council’s Performance Measurement Framework. (Parkfield and Mill Lane,
Stockton on Tees)

Re-shaping mainstream services

e A secondary school, 3 local primary schools and a special school are working
together and with the local education authority (East Sussex County Council) and a
Education Action Zone to pilot a ‘“full service schools’ approach to delivering a range
of services on school premises, that has the potential to improve take-up of local
services, particularly adult learning. The Pathfinder is facilitating the development of
the initiative. (Greater Hollington, Hastings)

Improving service access to increase take up

e A Community Access Point is being established in a converted shop unit as a
form of ‘one stop shop’ to improve local access to a range of services, including
JobCentre Plus advisors and Connexions. The office will also house the NM team,
and provide hotdesk space for health workers and a forward patrol base for local
police officers. (Changes in Common, Greenwich)

Re-allocating mainstream resources

e 2 |ocal beat officers in the Woolwich Common area have been ‘red circled’ to
prevent them from being ‘abstracted’ to other places for other temporary duties,
ensuring that they remain in the area all the time dedicated to local duties, effectively
increasing police time (and continuity) in the area. (Changes in Common, Greenwich)

¢ A dedicated team of 1 sergeant and 4 officers has been set up in the neighbourhood
to focus on local issues. An SLA has also been agreed with the Police including
targets on performance of the police and fear of crime. (Greater Hollington, Hastings)

e The Pathfinder area has been prioritised by the Local Policing Unit, and has been
given two additional community police officers, one partly paid for by the Pathfinder.
A Service Level Agreement has also been signed by the Police to cover the existing
and additional services, with a commitment to mainstream if reviewed to be effective.
(Knutton Cross Heath, Newcastle-under-Lyme)

Re-shaping mainstream services

e An ‘abandoned car blitz’ by the Police/Council, funded by the Pathfinder, removed
81 cars and is now being planned as a regular event, funded by mainstream
resources. (Springbourne and Boscombe West, Bournemouth)

e A multi-agency neighbourhood safety team is being set up, with the Pathfinder
proposing to fund a Police Sergeant for 3 years to lead it, co-located with the
Pathfinder and jointly managed by the Pathfinder and the local Police. The Sergeant
will act as a theme co-ordinator for community safety and will also work closely with
the Police, local Community Rangers and others to join up responses to crime. The
project is intended as a demonstration pilot. (Blacon, Chester)

Improving service access to increase take up

e Mobile phones have been purchased for beat officers by the Pathfinder, to allow
members of the public to ring them directly and improve their accessibility to local
people and their responsiveness. The Police are now considering issuing phones to
more officers. (Changes in Common, Greenwich)

e The Pathfinder is funding the purchase of radios for neighbourhood watch volunteers
to give them more direct access to local police officers. (Interlock, Basildon)
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Primary Care Trust Changing corporate policies
e The local PCT has agreed to undertake a Health Improvement Assessment in the
Pathfinder area, to identify priorities, and is drafting a Service Level Agreement for the
neighbourhood. (Greater Hollington, Hastings)

Re-shaping mainstream services

¢ Although not a change to a service as such, the co-location of a PCT Locality
Manager with other neighbourhood organisations in an office in the Pathfinder area,
may facilitate future changes. (Community Counts, Gloucester)

Improving service access to increase take up
e The PCT has moved a team of health visitors and workers into a neighbourhood
office to make them more accessible to the local community. (Greater Hollington,

Hastings)
Environmental Services Re-shaping mainstream services
(Council) e The Council’s grounds maintenance and caretaking service from the Housing

Services Dept has joined up with the street cleansing service from the Public Services
Dept, to form one integrated team that should be more efficient and effective. The
initiative (Clean Sweep) is borough-wide and was driven by the Council, but was
initially piloted in the Pathfinder area and the public consultation process was partly
facilitated by the Pathfinder. (Changes in Common, Greenwich)

e Following a report from the local Fire Service on incidences of arson in the
neighbourhood, the council has begun a pilot scheme to remove abandoned cars
faster, without charge to the owner, to remove the opportunity for arson. The Council
will review the impact after 3 months. (Staveley, Chesterfield)

e The Pathfinder funded a consultancy study of the street cleaning/refuse collection
service, which recommended a new approach. The Pathfinder has subsequently
purchased wheelie bins to support the new approach, the ongoing revenue costs for
which will be carried by the Council. Better synchronisation between refuse collection
and street cleaning is also now being achieved, and a ‘rapid response’ team is now
likely to be mainstreamed by the council. (Poulton, Lancaster)

Housing Capital Investment Re-allocating mainstream resources

(Council) e The Council’s borough-wide £2.5m pa budget for private rented housing renewal has
been allocated to favour the Pathfinder area disproportionately, with perhaps £300-
400k pa to be invested. (Changes in Common, Greenwich)

Housing Management Changing corporate policies

(Council) e The administrative boundaries that define the Council’s ‘neighbourhood housing
areas’ have been redrawn to coincide with the Pathfinder area, to make working
together more straightforward. (Changes in Common, Greenwich)

e The work of the Pathfinder has helped to secure more resident involvement in the
development of housing and estate management policies for Kendray’s new Arms
Length Management Organisation (ALMO), taking over the area’s council housing.
Local housing officers from the ALMO will be co-located with the Pathfinder team
and will trial Barnsley’s first Localised Lettings Policy in the area. (Kendray, Barnsley)

Environmental Health Re-allocating mainstream resources

(Private Rented Housing) e The Pathfinder funded a housing survey of private rented properties in its area,
identifying problems and needs. The findings will help to shape the Council’s
enforcement activities and investment (of grants) in the area. (Springbourne and
Boscombe West, Bournemouth)
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JobCentre Plus Re-shaping mainstream services

Schools

e The Greenwich Action Team for Jobs has piloted use of its bus-based mobile advice
centre in a new location on a local council estate, funded by the Pathfinder, to test
take-up, with a view to JobCentre Plus continuing the service if successful. (Changes

in Common, Greenwich)

¢ The Pathfinder have funded a co-ordinator for their ‘jobs and training’ theme who will
be seconded to, and managed by, JobCentre Plus as they set up a ‘one stop shop’
for jobs and training in the area. (Hattersley, Tameside)

Re-shaping mainstream services

e The Pathfinder is funding an Education Welfare Assistant to support four local primary
schools, to help improve pupil behaviour, with the ongoing cost to be met by the
schools jointly in future years. (Youth First, Kirkby in Ashfield)

What kind of results are we observing?

In terms of providers, the most responsive by
far have been the Police, PCTs and Council
Environmental Services. Changes by the PCTs so
far have been more modest and largely process-
related but still encouraging, whereas the Police
and Environmental Service Departments have
been making some changes to frontline services.

In terms of the nature of change, the most
common has been the (modest) reshaping of a
particular service. To a lesser extent, there are
also results in the form of changing corporate
policies and improving access to services.
However, very few changes could be described as
re-allocating (or ‘bending’) mainstream resources
and few of the re-shaping examples actually
involve different services ‘joining up’. Thus, the
most common results so far include individual
services being changed to a modest degree

to improve effectiveness, with some of these
specifically focused on improving take-up.

What must also be noted is that nearly all changes
made to date could be considered reversible. The
true test of ‘mainstreaming’ is the sustainability
of changes made, so any assessment made now is
inevitably an interim one, particularly as many of
the changes are still part-funded at this stage by
Pathfinders themselves. The challenge to secure
sustainable changes reinforces the need for good
ongoing monitoring of services.

We encountered a good deal of scepticism during
the evaluation about the prospects for ‘bending’
mainstream resources. It was the view of many
service providers that bending would require an
evidenced justification of why an area should

be treated differently defined in relation to local
need. Whilst this is a challenge to Pathfinders to
research local needs and put their case, it is also
a warning, particularly in the more deprived local
authority areas (where similar needs are more
prevalent), that for many services the re-allocation
of mainstream resources will be a very difficult
objective to achieve and may be the least fruitful
avenue of approach.



Where does the drive come from?

The results presented in Figure 6.6 are largely
‘additional’, i.e. they would not have happened
in these areas without Pathfinder intervention

at the same scale, speed or quality or at all.
What seems clear from the first year is that most
of the innovative ideas and pilot projects have
come from service providers, with many being
existing ideas that were ‘on the shelf” awaiting
an opportunity to trial. This should not detract
from the value of the projects in themselves,

but it means we need to be clear about what
‘added value’ the Pathfinders are providing to the
process. As already discussed briefly, Pathfinders
have thus far provided good places to test new
ideas and have facilitated these pilots, by being 7.2
able to provide an existing partnership, networks,

the opportunity for synergy and community
involvement structures. The Pathfinder facilitates,

and perhaps accelerates, the pilot.

The picture emerging from the first year therefore
is generally of Pathfinders going for ‘easy

win’ projects, going with the grain of existing
initiatives or ideas, but not yet driving innovation
themselves. The innovation has come from
processes of reform, modernisation and service
improvement in the service providers. The success
at securing changes in the way that environmental
services (particularly street cleansing, refuse
collection, etc) are delivered is a good example, as
this often seems to have been prompted through
Council Best Value processes, with Pathfinders
encouraging and facilitating the trials. Again,

this should not devalue the achievements, nor the
effort involved, and there are some exceptions
where Pathfinders have prompted new ideas,

but we suggest that there are some general
implications.

Firstly, if Pathfinders are to have a coherent and
strategic impact on their neighbourhoods, they
will need to become more pro-active in driving
creativity, innovation and change themselves, or
they will simply react to the priorities of others.
Secondly, where providers are choosing to run
pilot projects in Pathfinder neighbourhoods
because of their Pathfinder status, there is
inevitably some displacement as other deprived
neighbourhoods lose out on the opportunity. This
also reinforces the need for Pathfinders to begin
prompting their own ideas and proposals (still
working with service providers), to add to the
mix.

Building Community Capacity: Results

At this point we also wish to briefly consider the
progress made in building the capacity of the
local communities to get involved in Pathfinders,
with local service providers and to develop
activities of their own. Pathfinder areas are
diverse in this respect and all have started from
quite different situations. We have already seen
that community involvement activities during the
last year have been quite extensive, and that the
level of involvement in most Pathfinders, through
Boards and working groups, is generally well-
developed although there remains an ongoing
need to deepen and broaden involvement.

The NOP/MORI Survey shows that Pathfinders
have achieved a reasonable level of awareness
raising in their local communities, with an
average 37% awareness rate, although there is
clearly more work to do on this. The growing
establishment of Pathfinder offices within
Pathfinder areas and ongoing involvement should
help a lot. Awareness rates varied widely from just
6% (Gloucester) to 70% (Greater Hollington). As
discussed more fully later, awareness rates within
particular groups of the community also differ,
with BME communities at only 21%, suggesting
at least some changes required to Pathfinder
communication strategies.



Our evaluation reports generally indicate that
Pathfinders are beginning to make an impact in
building community capacity, particularly in the
support and development of existing community
and voluntary groups (eg TRAs), the upgrading
of community facilities and provision of grants.
Individual households are also often being kept up
to date on developments and given information,
even if they are not more actively involved.

In addition, specific interest groups are being
recognised and supported. A number of
Pathfinders are bringing together groups of
younger people in their own forums (eg. Changes
in Common), some are working with older people
(eg. Springbourne and Boscombe West), and at
least one is developing a network for lone parents
(eg. Greater Hollington). We consider issues of
BME involvement in Chapter 9.

The overall picture then is one of gradual but
genuine progress in most Pathfinders in helping
local groups to become more confident and better
equipped for involvement, and establishing new
groups for different sections of the community.
These are changes that should hopefully provide
wider benefits than simply securing involvement
with Pathfinders per se.

With regard to areas for further development,
apart from continuing to deepen and broaden
community involvement, we have already noted
that so far direct communication between
residents and service providers is still at an early
stage, and we suggest that this is an area for more
thought and activity.



8 Delivering Change:
Overview and Lessons

8.1

Overview

The evaluation questions we sought to address in the
previous chapter are set out here with our responses
to them drawn from the evaluation evidence.

To what extent are Pathfinders planning and
delivering the sorts of activities that are more
likely to influence service providers?

Progress has been made during the year in
developing a range of relevant interventions with
a growing level and range of service provider
engagement and increasing involvement of the
local communities. Broadly, the conclusion from
the evaluation evidence is that the Pathfinders
were, in April 2003, geared up to start the process
of influencing service providers (some very
much more so than others) but that a number of
challenges remained:
* Research and analysis — Pathfinders need
to place a greater emphasis on gathering and
analysing information about local conditions,
their causes and the role of public services, to
make better use of evidence-based analysis as
a tool for influencing service providers. This
should include good use of the 2001 Census
data as well as better data on services.

* Better Programme design — We believe that
Pathfinders need to move towards a situation
where they are supporting a small number of
more strategic projects, all with a clear focus
on changing mainstream services, and built on
a clear ongoing strategy development process.
This should also assist Pathfinders in becoming
more creative and drivers of innovation.

* Mainstream-focused projects — Apart from
‘quick wins’ greater discipline is needed in
only funding projects that are pointed towards
changes in mainstream service provision.

* Learning and development — There has been
little local evaluation, reflection or learning
which reinforces the impression that Pathfinders
have yet to understand and appreciate the
importance of knowledge and information, and
the value of evaluation, to the neighbourhood
management process.

Is there any evidence emerging that Pathfinders
are successfully influencing service providers, and
if so, which providers, in what ways and how are
they influencing them?

A handful of service providers have proved highly
responsive to the neighbourhood management
agenda - including PCTs, the Police and Council
Environmental Services — and have begun to
change the way they do business, albeit in modest
ways so far. For other service providers, less
discernible progress has been made although it
remains an early stage of the Programme. The
main types of change being delivered are in the
form of re-shaping individual services, and to

a lesser extent changing corporate policies and
improving take up. The ‘bending’ of mainstream
resources has not proved easy to progress.



Progress seems to have been fastest where there

is a clear self-interest on the part of the service
provider. We believe that the importance of
national performance measures remains a key issue
for neighbourhood management in that Pathfinders
report that many local service providers do not
always seem to have much freedom or flexibility

to work differently. The nature and extent of this
issue needs to be further investigated if specific
recommendations for change are to be formulated.
This is a task for NRU, Pathfinders and the
Evaluation Team jointly.

Is there any evidence emerging about the extent to
which service improvements are likely to deliver
the sorts of neighbourhood change desired by
Pathfinders?

So far, the scale of service improvements is too
modest to have had much impact on Pathfinder
neighbourhoods. However, given the emphasis
that has been placed by Pathfinders on issues
such as crime and environmental conditions,
there should be a reasonable expectation

that improvements in these aspects of the
neighbourhood should be discernible in the near
future. The Pathfinders will need to be ready
with their assessment of the sale and nature of
the effects and the role of their interventions in
bringing them about.

8.2

Implications

There are a number of implications arising from

this assessment, as follows:

* There are implications for both NRU and
the National Evaluation team in improving
our understanding of Pathfinder activities,
especially non-spending activities. Further
thought on how Pathfinders are monitored
(and monitor themselves) will be helpful.

* NRU needs to push service providers harder
at a national level to make more information
available at a neighbourhood level, to include
neighbourhood renewal-relevant objectives
within their performance management
frameworks, and to provide stronger incentives
to work with neighbourhood partnerships.

* NRU/GORs need to support an increased
emphasis by Pathfinders on strategy
development and the prioritisation of activities.
The latter means that all concerned having to
accept that it is unlikely that progress will be
made on all themes at the same time or pace.
There may be an implication here for the nature
of programme guidance and in particular
the nature of the emerging Performance
Management Framework both of which need
to reinforce the prioritisation messages to the
Pathfinders.

* The length of time it has taken to establish
Pathfinder partnerships and the length of time
that it may take to influence services suggests
that the original profile of the Leverage Fund
over the lifetime of the Programme may need to
be revisited with more expenditure postponed
to Years 4 and §.



8.3 Lessons to Learn
Figure 8.1 presents some of the lessons that we
think can be learnt from the experiences of the last
year in developing programmes for intervention.

Figure 8.1

Summary of Lessons Learnt
Establishing a neighbourhood management programme

e QOriginal Delivery Plans were unrealistic in scope
and scale, at least partly due to their joint nature as
planning and bidding documents. In practice, the new
partnerships have focused on establishing themselves
as partnerships, and have found significant expenditure
commitments at such an early stage to be distracting
rather than helpful.

e Clear prioritisation is necessary in each year, rather
than a scattergun approach. It is not realistic to attempt
to make progress on all themes simultaneously.

e Subjects closest to residents concerns and also where
it seems easier to make earlier progress are crime (with
the Police) and environment (with the Council).

e Service providers are more likely to engage where
they can see a clear self-interest and an opportunity
to meet their own corporate objectives.

e Having a senior-level ‘champion’ in an organisation to
promote neighbourhood management can transform
that organisation’s approach. It is also important for
the organisation to ensure that the commitment to
neighbourhood management is not just limited to a
few individuals but is broader, so that it can withstand
staff turnover.

e The well researched analysis of local problems and
proposals for service changes can be effective in
influencing service providers.



9 Cross-cutting Issues

This chapter focuses on a number of important cross-cutting issues that deserve separate
attention within the evaluation report.

Pathfinders have all undertaken at least some

9.1 Race Equality in Neighbourhood

Management

It is important that the Pathfinder Programme
benefits (and is seen to be benefiting) the
black and minority ethnic communities in the
Pathfinder areas. Indeed, the core mission of
the neighbourhood management process is to
mainstream ways of addressing the needs of
deprived neighbourhoods, and this must also

analysis of local data on ethnicity, and many
have gone further in exploring the local issues
for different groups. The NOP/MORI Survey has
also now provided a significant amount of new
information which has been made fully available
to Pathfinders. Census 2001 data is also now
available for analysis. The main challenge in this
area for Pathfinders is to explore the available

include the needs of black and minority ethnic data in more detail and to review it on at least an

communities. Securing race equality is therefore, annual basis, to keep it up to date.

by definition, an objective of the Programme. It

is also closely related to the promotion of social Figure 9.1
cohesion in local communities, a significant issue BME as a proportion of the community

in some areas. Neighbourhood BME (non-white)
Changes in Common, Greenwich 38%
The 20 Pathfinder neighbourhoods together have _
a black and minority ethnic (BME) community Dewsbury West, Kiridess 21%
that accounts for 10% of the total population Crainpe) Ll Ll ——
(Consumer Survey, 2003). As the table below Great Lever, Bolton 24%
indicates, the proportion varies significantly Gloucester 18%
between areas, and the constituent groups also Eastwood and Springwell Gardens, Rotherham 17%
vary significantly between areas.
Parkfield / Mill Lane, Stockton 16%
58% of the BME communities do not have Burton, East Staffs 15%
English as their first language. BME households Springbourne & Boscombe West 5%
are much more likely to contain children of 15 Interlock, Basildon 4%
or under (56% of BME households compared to S PR 004
35% of all Pathfinder households) and tend to :
be larger, with 30% containing 5 or more people Kendray, Bamsley )
(compared to an average of 9% for all Pathfinder Hattersley, Tameside 2%
households). Knutton and Cross Heath, Kirkby in Ashfield, 1% or less

Staveley, Blacon, Poulton, Stanley Green
Corridor, Coastal Area Partnership

Source: Consumer Survey, 2003, MORI/NOP



9.2

The evidence from our review has shown that
most Pathfinders are generally aware of race
equality as an issue, have equal opportunities
policies in place, and many have made considerable
efforts to involve a diverse range of local BME
groups in different ways, from the provision of
information and consultation to inclusion on Boards
and in other decision-making capacities. Many also
recognise that there is more work to do on this.

Across the Programme, however, we believe

that race equality (and the promotion of social
cohesion) needs to become a more explicit aim for
more Pathfinders, particularly the handful that
have yet to address the issue. Their present work
could usefully be strengthened by ensuring that
race equality issues are considered and monitored
in a more systematic way, particularly in the way
that projects and services benefit BME groups.
The broader issue of social cohesion also needs
to be considered in connection with this. This
should include all Pathfinders, even those where
BME communities are small.

The Role of Local Strategic Partnerships
All of the Pathfinder areas have LSPs, but only 12
of these have access to Neighbourhood Renewal
Funds (NRF).

Links between Pathfinders and their LSPs are
generally quite good, with three quarters having
formal links, often at Board level. Links are
usually a mix of formal representation (a Board
member) and informal links on working groups,
often due to overlapping membership of such
groups, or joint working. The main types of links
identified include:
¢ the Pathfinder having an LSP representative
on its Board;
* having mutual Board representation between
the Pathfinder and the LSP;
* the Pathfinder having representatives on one
or more LSP working groups or sub-groups (eg
community safety theme group), or the LSP and
Pathfinder having a joint working group;
¢ Pathfinder representatives attending meetings
as and when appropriate; and
* the Pathfinder formally reporting to LSP
meetings on its progress, or to raise issues.

LSPs are still gearing up for action in many areas,
and are therefore at a relatively youthful stage of
their development (as indeed are Pathfinders), which
means that the potential for joint working between
Pathfinders and LSPs is yet to be fully tested.
Experience so far has been encouraging, if perhaps
a little uncertain. We estimate that some meaningful
joint working between Pathfinder and LSP (i.e.
Board links and at least one working group) exists in
some two-thirds of Pathfinders. The remaining third
have more nominal links and less evidence of much
meaningful contact. Most of these latter areas are
those without NRF funds (ie outside of the 88 core
LSPs), suggesting that lack of NRF may produce
less incentive to work together or less focus in the
LSP, although not always.

Of those LSPs that have been working with their
local Pathfinder, most recognise the importance of
the Pathfinder as a means of piloting new ways of
delivery and have contributed advice, sometimes
funding, but more often access to networks and
working groups. LSPs have generally had a positive
effect, although in some areas their impact has been
described as ‘neutral’. Part of the original thinking
was that LSPs would provide a strategic cover

for Pathfinders, to help them sort out issues and
‘knock heads together’ where necessary. In practice,
it seems as though LSPs and Pathfinders are more
often finding their way together, providing mutual
support. In some areas, the Pathfinder and LSP
operate more as equal partners, with at least one
Pathfinder appearing to be ‘leading the way’ for the
LSP, rather than the other way round (in Chester).

In the 12 Pathfinder areas where NRF monies are
available, there is evidence that NRF funds have been
used to contribute to and support the work of the
Pathfinder, either through funding posts, providing
matched funding to projects, or by ‘bending’ district-
wide NRF projects to provide particular support

to the Pathfinder area. Whilst this can make the
evaluation task harder, where it is sometimes difficult
to distinguish between Pathfinder and NRF activities,
it shows genuine commitment from the LSP. Of the
12 LSPs, there is one exception, in Ashfield, where the
LSP has decided that no NRF funds should be used in
the Pathfinder area, given that they already have their
own funding,.



9.3

The challenge for the future is for Pathfinders
and LSPs to continue developing meaningful
working relationships, and in particular to work
out where each can provide the most added value
in terms of the process of change for public
services. The nature of the relationship may
differ between areas, and will be an important
issue for the evaluation to return to, as it may
have implications for the potential roll-out of
neighbourhood management.

Including the Private Sector

At the time of our research three quarters

of Pathfinders had one or more business
representatives on their Board. Some of these were
individual businesses, some were representatives
of business associations. A number of Pathfinders
have established relationships with local business
associations (eg traders association, Chamber of
Commerce) and consult with them even if they
are not formally members of the Board.

Despite this, Pathfinders have generally

had difficulty in identifying relevant business
representatives, and in keeping them engaged.

A number of business places on Pathfinder Boards
have remained vacant. In most areas, there has not
been any deep engagement with local business,
either to find out their needs (as consumers of local
services) or to lobby them (as providers of services).
This is perhaps not surprising given both the
emphasis on public services in the Pathfinders, and,
in some areas, also the lack of local business base.

In a limited number of areas, work has been in
train to address local business needs, often related
to improving the security of business premises,

as part of community safety initiatives. In Kirkby
(Ashfield), a Town Centre Manager position is
planned by the Pathfinder which would involve
extensive engagement with town centre businesses.

Considering the role of business in neighbourhood
management is something that Pathfinders generally
have yet to turn their minds to. This is unsurprising
given other priorities in the last year, but is
something which Pathfinders should consider more
fully in due course, although we are not persuaded
that this should be a priority in most areas.

9.4 Neighbourhood Management and Local

Governance

Local government is a very important player in
neighbourhood management, and the nature of
the relationship between the two will be crucial

to the success of the initiative. The main formal/
institutional link between Pathfinders and local
government is through the local councillors who
sit on Pathfinder Boards, which complements the
considerable officer support and involvement in
Pathfinders from Councils. As already seen in
Chapter 4, every Pathfinder Board includes local
councillors, with 15 of the 20 having at least one
councillor who has an executive role (eg Leader or
member of the Cabinet) signalling an encouraging
level of support. The more potent link however
between Pathfinders and local authorities remains
through the officer involvement from the different
departments who are engaged in the process.

In a handful of Pathfinders, there are also other
formal links to local government structures. For
example, the Changes in Common Pathfinder
area maps onto Greenwich Council’s own
neighbourhood housing area, which has its own
Housing Panel (representing council tenants),
with the Pathfinder and the Panel sharing
members. However, as in other similar examples,
the exact nature of the relationship can be
somewhat ambiguous.

Generally, Pathfinders have not, to date, become a
formal part of local government decision-making
processes, and have not progressed far with respect
to any devolution of responsibilities, budgets or
service delivery. It is still a very early stage in the
Programme, so these outcomes may yet emerge.
The nature of the relationship currently is that of
Pathfinders seeking to influence Council decision-
making from a semi-independent position.



From the experiences to date, a handful of issues * Best value — in a handful of Pathfinder areas the
are worthy of observation: Best Value process has helped to drive
* Role of councillors — engagement in Pathfinders innovations and changes to council services

by councillors has not always translated into
a good level of engagement by the various
departments in their Councils. In some cases
there is a clear question mark over the extent
to which councillors themselves are embedded
in their own organisation, informed and able
to exert influence. Indeed, generally, officer
involvement is more likely to yield good
engagement with a council than councillor
involvement, particularly ‘backbench’ councillor
involvement. More particularly, the evidence
suggests that any change of behaviour on the
Council’s part does require the involvement
and commitment of either the most senior
councillors (eg Leader, Executive Lead
Members) and/or the most senior officers
(Chief Executive, Directors).

Two tier structures — eleven Pathfinders are
located in two tier local authority areas. Whilst
the existence of an additional tier (compared

to unitary authorities) does not generally seem
to have caused problems, there are some areas
where the city/district council and county council
are run by different political parties or have a
history of disagreement, and in those areas,
securing the full involvement of both councils
has proved more difficult. There is some evidence
(suggestive, but not conclusive) that ‘selling’
neighbourhood management to county councils
may be intrinsically harder due to the broad
geographical areas that they usually cover and
their reluctance to be seen favouring specific
neighbourhoods or small areas.

that have been, or are soon to be, piloted in the
Pathfinder areas. The process may well have a
wider value for neighbourhood management

as a tool to explore options for delivering
services with a clearer neighbourhood focus.
However, not many Pathfinders appear to be
actively engaged in such processes. We strongly
recommend that such opportunities are grasped.

The relationship between the Pathfinders and
local government will continue to evolve during
the Programme, and will be an important theme
for the National Evaluation to examine in more
detail in future years.



10 Conclusions and
Recommendations

10.1 Conclusions The most common activities delivered during the

In Chapter 2 of this report we set out five key
questions for the evaluation. Drawing on the
work done, we address each of these in turn.

(1) Have the Pathfinders successfully established
themselves as neighbourhood partnerships, with
the capacity to engage with local people and
service providers?

We assessed the progress made during the year

by the Pathfinders in establishing themselves as
organisations capable of involving local stakeholders
and delivering change. Our assessment showed that
half of the Pathfinders could be considered “fully
open for business’ by the end of the first year, with
most of the rest due to achieve that status by July.
We believe that, in most Pathfinders, good progress
has been made in engaging with local people and
in establishing links with a wide range of service
providers. In practice, however, it has taken 18
months to 2 years to establish most Pathfinders.
The process has taken longer than anticipated and
lessons can be learnt from this.

(2) To what extent are Pathfinders planning and
delivering the sorts of activities that are more
likely to influence service providers?

year were those to promote community involvement
and a range of projects to tackle crime and local
environmental issues, many of which were ‘quick
win’ projects. Pathfinders have also made good
progress in establishing relations with a wide range
of service providers and developing a growing range
of longer term interventions to influence mainstream
services. Overall, we believe that the Pathfinders

are moving in the right direction, although the
difficulties of influencing service providers cannot
be underestimated.

(3) Is there any evidence emerging that
Pathfinders are successfully influencing service
providers, and if so, which providers, in what
ways, and how are they influencing them?

A handful of service providers have proved

highly responsive to Neighbourhood Managers

- including PCTs, the Police and Council
Environmental Services — and have begun to
change the way they do business, albeit in modest
ways so far. For other service providers, less
discernable progress has been made, although

it remains an early stage of the Programme.

The main types of change being delivered are in
the form of re-shaping individual services, and to
a lesser extent changing corporate policies and
improving take up. The ‘bending’ of mainstream
resources has not proved easy to progress.



10.6 Progress seems to have been fastest where there

is a clear self-interest on the part of the service
provider. We believe that the importance of
national performance measures remains a problem
for neighbourhood management in that many local
service providers do not believe they have much
freedom or flexibility to work differently.

(4) Is there any evidence emerging about the
extent to which service improvements are likely to
deliver the sorts of neighbourhood change desired
by Pathfinders?

So far, the scale of service improvements is too
modest to have had much impact on Pathfinder
neighbourhoods, so it is too early to assess this.
However, there is a need for more research at
local level into the causes of local problems and
the role that services may or may not play in
addressing them.

(5) Are there any lessons that can be learnt at this
stage about neighbourhood management that
would be helpful to the Pathfinders or others?

A number of helpful lessons have emerged over
the last year or so, and we have attempted to
identify them throughout this report. A summary
of the lessons learnt is presented at the end of this
section.

10.2 Recommendations

Various issues have been identified throughout
the report, and these, together with our
recommendations are outlined here:

Recommendations

1. Partnership and Capacity Building

e Two Pathfinders at the time of writing the report were
still some months away from being fully functional
partnerships. NRU and the relevant GORs should
continue to support and work with these Pathfinders to
overcome their difficulties.

e A handful of Pathfinders currently do not have
adequate community representation at Board level.
The remaining Pathfinders have a good number of
community representatives involved but there remains
an acknowledged need to deepen and broaden
community involvement to better reflect local diversity
to secure greater accountability. NRU and the GORs
should continue to support work to broaden community
involvement and should review progress during the year.

e Many Pathfinder Boards have developed and
consolidated during the year. Across the Programme,
two key developmental challenges have been identified:
- A good Board Chair can have a significant positive
impact. We recommend that NRU works with GORS
and the Pathfinders to ensure that appropriate training
and support is made available to support the work of
Chairs and considers whether further advice on the
selection of Chairs might be helpful; and

- Boards generally need to become more strategic
in their approach and to provide greater leadership
on issues. Whilst this partly requires time for Boards
to develop, we recommend that in the provision of
training and support, this is a key issue to pick up.

e Pathfinders need teams that are sufficient in size and

that provide appropriate skills for the challenge, and
need to guard against Neighbourhood Managers
being left to operate as ‘lone rangers’. We believe

that some core teams may be too small and that

there may be a need to improve the range of policy
development skills in core teams, moving beyond
project development and delivery. We recommmend that
NRU, in collaboration, with the Pathfinders, reviews the
size and balance of core teams.

e The project appraisal systems being used by many

Pathfinders do not fit well with the nature of the
neighbourhood management process. We recommend
that the NRU develops guidance that gives greater
emphasis to the strategy development process,
allowing a ‘lighter touch’ project appraisal tool,
bettersuited to mainstreaming activities. Guidance

and the Performance Measurement Framework must
reinforce a clear focus on mainstream services and
sustainable change.



Recommendations

2. Programme Development and Delivery

¢ Using information about local problems and services to
influence service providers could be a significant tool
for Pathfinders, but it is currently one that is underused.
Pathfinders need to place a greater emphasis on
gathering and analysing and using such information.
Pathfinders have also so far not spent much time on
evaluation, learning or reflection. Together with the
better research and analysis of local issues, Pathfinders
need to become more effective thinking, learning and
analysing organisations. We recommend that this is a
priority for Year 2.

e As part of this, Pathfinders should continue to improve
the information they have on their local areas, and
make good use of the emerging 2001 Census data,
as well as the NOP/MORI Consumer Survey data.

e Year 1 saw a significant range of projects supported
with no clear mainstreaming potential. Whilst funding
‘quick wins’ is important, Pathfinders must become
increasingly disciplined in funding activities that have
explicit mainstreaming objectives and must ensure
that pilot projects are properly evaluated. This has
implications for the criteria used in project appraisal
systems in particular, and reinforces the need for
strategy development, to ensure that projects of an
appropriate nature are developed.

e The design of many Pathfinder programmes in Year 1
lacked focus. The plans expressed in Year 2 Delivery
Plans are a significant improvement. We recommend
that Pathfinders continue to move towards a situation
where they are supporting a smaller number of strategic
projects, with a clear focus on changing mainstream
services, with clear annual prioritisation, and built on
an ongoing strategy development process. This focus
and prioritisation should also assist Pathfinders in being
more creative and contributing more to local innovation.
The NRU and GORs also need to ensure that guidance
they give to Pathfinders, including the new Performance
Measurement Framework, reinforces this message.

e The direct relationship between service providers and

local people as consumers could become a potent tool
for change. So far, community involvement activities have
tended to focus on general involvement in Pathfinder
activities. We recommend that further thought is given by
Pathfinders to how local people can be empowered as
consumers of services.

The experience of the first year may have implications for
the NRU’s funding of the Programme. We endorse the
NRU’s decision to give Pathfinders discretion on the relative
proportion between M&A and Leverage Funds. More
importantly, given the length of time it is taking to engage
and influence service providers the original profile of the
Leverage Fund over the lifetime of the Programme may
need to be revisited, with more expenditure postponed to
Years 4 and 5.

Finally, there is a need for the National Evaluation team and
the NRU together to consider whether it may be possible
to improve our understanding of Pathfinder (non spending)
activities through some form of reflective monitoring or self-
monitoring process.

We believe that Neighbourhood Managers can continue
to make progress with service providers and do more,
but that there will be a limit to what is possible whilst so
many providers feel constrained by national performance
management measures. We recommend that NRU
supports the Pathfinder work on the ground by continuing
to put the case to other government departments and
national agencies for greater flexibilities and freedoms that
will allow and incentivise public sector service providers to
innovate and change their behaviour at local level. Public
agencies also need to be given a clearer central ‘push’ to
make better information on their services available at local
and neighbourhood levels.



Recommendations

3. Learning the Lessons

¢ \We recommend that NRU considers the lessons and
experiences of the Round 1 Pathfinders, including those
identified in this report, for Round 2 and for possible
inclusion in renewal.net.

4. Cross-Cutting Issues

¢ We recommmend that existing work being done by NRU,
GORs and Pathfinders on promoting race equality is
strengthened by exploring how race equality issues
could be monitored and reported in a more systematic
way, particularly looking at how projects and local
services benefit BME communities. This should apply
to all Pathfinders, regardless of the size of their BME
community.

10.3 Prospects for the Future
The evidence from our first Annual Review shows
that most Pathfinders have made good, if steady,
progress during the last year. The preparations
made should provide solid foundations for the
future. As we have shown though, there are a
range of key risks that face the Programme that
must be addressed. Ultimately, the success of
neighbourhood management is likely to lie in the
hands not just of the neighbourhood partnerships
driving it, but in the ability of the local service
providers to recognise the value of working with
others and the willingness of central government
departments to let them.

* \We also believe that Pathfinders could learn more from

each other, but need to do so directly and in a focused
way (eg in relation to specific types of services). The new
national network provider may be able to assist in this
form of exchange.

We suggest that Government Offices might usefully
learn from each other’s experiences at dealing with
and supporting Pathfinders, particularly with a view to
exploring how more pro-active support could be given.

We recommend that Pathfinders take steps to
become more involved in local Best Value processes,
to explore how this might benefit the development of
neighbourhood management.
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