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Executive summary

Introduction
1. In February 2002, SQW and its partners were 

appointed by the Neighbourhood Renewal 
Unit (NRU) to carry out the first stage of the 
national evaluation of the Neighbourhood 
Management Pathfinder Programme. An initial 
scoping study was undertaken in mid-2002 
followed by the 2002–03 first year Annual 
Review. This report presents the findings of 
the evaluation of the Programme’s second full 
year of operation, 2003–04.

2. This report is based upon extensive fieldwork 
undertaken in all 20 Round 1 Pathfinders in 
the spring of 2004, at the end of the second 
year of the Programme. A consistent research 
approach was used in all areas, with the main 
aims of this year’s research being to assess 
the following questions:

 • What progress have the Pathfinders made
 in the last year in building their capacity and 

implementing their programmes?
 • What impacts are emerging as a result 
 of Pathfinder activity, and why?
 • What lessons can we learn from the
 experience of implementing neighbourhood 

management? Are there specific examples 
of good practice that can be identified?

Building Pathfinder capacity 
3. Pathfinders have made good progress in 

developing their capacity to engage with 
partners and deliver their programmes. By 
the end of Year 2, the capacity of most 
Pathfinders was sufficient to allow a clear 
focus on Programme development and 
delivery. Boards, neighbourhood managers 
and their teams were largely in place with 
almost a complete complement of staff. 
Most had offices in the target area and most 
had working structures and a good level of 
engagement with both local residents and 
service providers. 

4. The process of establishing credible 
neighbourhood partnerships has taken 
longer than originally envisaged, but has now 
largely been achieved. The second year of 
the Programme has seen the Pathfinders 
consolidate their positions with partners and 
grow in confidence.

5. The overall structure of partnership is largely 
the same for all 20 Pathfinders. Pathfinder 
boards had an average membership of 22, 
over a third of whom were local residents, 
with nearly one fifth local councillors and 
about one third mainstream service providers. 
Half of the boards are chaired by a local 
resident and nearly three quarters include 
a senior local councillor who is a member 
of the local council’s cabinet or executive 
body. The average size of the neighbourhood 
management teams was 6.5 FTE including 
the manager and a complement of staff to 
provide finance and administration, community 
development and policy and programme 
support. On average, the teams had 85% of 
their staff complements in place at April 2004.
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6. The overall level of engagement with both 
local communities and service providers is 
good in most Pathfinders. Most Pathfinders 
have established networks of service 
providers and residents and use task and 
theme groups to develop ideas and activities, 
in addition to more formal board meetings. 
Over the last year the use of working groups 
has gained more emphasis. Most Pathfinders 
had close relationships with their local 
authorities as their accountable bodies but 
more tenuous links with their Local Strategic 
Partnerships (LSPs).

7. Within the broadly positive context of the 
Pathfinders’ progress in building capacity, 
the evaluation has also identified a number of 
issues for the NRU and Pathfinders to address: 

 • although engagement with local
 communities compares well with other 

regeneration initiatives, there is an ongoing 
need to deepen and broaden resident 
engagement to improve accountability to 
the local community;

 • Pathfinder boards have generally grown in
 confidence, but need to continue 

developing and learning, particularly with 
respect to their leadership role;

 • some Pathfinders may not have sufficiently
 large core teams and some have teams 

that are likely to be too large to be 
sustainable – probably a minimum of five 
FTE staff are required;

 • most Pathfinders need to put greater efforts
 into engaging with BME issues and 

residents in a variety of sometimes 
simple ways (e.g. putting in place equal 
opportunities policies); and

 • the Pathfinders’ links with the LSPs have
 so far been uneven and in many cases 

need a more proactive approach by the 
LSP to promote and champion the work  
of the Pathfinders.

Pathfinder delivery of programmes
8. The second year of the Programme saw 

greater expenditure and a growing sense of 
momentum in most Pathfinders. Overall, the 
ability to spend to target improved, with 90% 
of their overall budget of £13.3 million actually 
spent in 2003–2004. The average spend 
was £600,000 per Pathfinder in 2003–04 
of which 30% was on management and 
administration (M&A), reflecting the nature of 
the Programme. Their expenditure on ‘quick 
wins’ was on average less than 5% of their 
total non-M&A spend and over half of this 
spending had been allocated to activities 
within the crime, housing and environment 
and education themes.  

9. In general, the Pathfinders both extended and 
deepened their relationships with many service 
providers – seeking out and engaging some 
new providers at the same time as focusing 
their efforts through more intensive involvement 
with specific key providers.

10. The strongest involvement achieved was with 
the police, council environmental services, 
housing and leisure services, schools and the 
PCTs. The least involved were Learning and 
Skills Councils, social services, the probation 
service and public transport bodies.

11. The patterns of Pathfinders’ expenditure and 
involvement with providers generally revealed 
the greatest focus on ‘liveability’ issues of 
community safety, environment and housing, 
as well as local health. Some Pathfinders 
proved to be adept at focusing on one or  
two key priority areas to good effect.
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12. For many of the Pathfinders their most 
productive work with service providers was 
often outside formal board meetings – in 
one-to-one relationships or through thematic 
working groups or service provider networks. 
Service Level Agreements (SLAs) have not 
been used as much as originally envisaged, 
and their value appears to be mainly in 
making service entitlements more explicit,  
or as a sign of commitment.

13. With respect to the process of developing and 
delivering programmes the evaluation has also 
identified a number of issues for the NRU and 
Pathfinders to address: 

 • Strong relationships with local authorities
 can prove to be very effective partnerships. 

All Pathfinders need to engage those 
councillors and officers who have the 
commitment and clout to champion 
neighbourhood management and influence 
key service providers.

 • Although some Pathfinders have prioritised
 their work to good effect, and secured 

momentum in key areas, others are still 
spreading their limited resources too thinly 
and need to have a clearer and sharper 

focus on priority issues and key providers.
 • The relationships that have already been
 established between service providers 

and Pathfinders require ongoing work to 
strengthen and deepen them in order to 
increase the scale and scope of service 
improvements – especially in terms of 
joining up services to achieve scale 
economies, better customer service 
on the ground and tangible outcome 
improvements. As relationships develop, 
more changes may become possible. 
Pathfinders also need to consider whether 
there are key service providers who have 
not yet been significantly involved in 
discussions and negotiations about their 
service delivery practices and methods but 
should be. There is an ongoing challenge 
for all Pathfinders to see what more may be 
possible from engagement with providers.

 • Whilst there are clearly mixed views on
 the use of SLAs (on legitimate grounds 

with regard to both their strengths and 
weaknesses), there is a general need for 
more transparent accountability between 
service providers and local residents so 
that there is greater clarity about provider 
responsibilities and resident rights. This is 
an area that many Pathfinders have not 
focused on much to date. 

 • Pathfinders are generally not sufficiently
 focused on, or skilled at, collating and using 

local data (baseline, service performance) 
or evidence (what works) in decision-
making procedures. Some Pathfinders 
have used research, learning and evaluation 
processes to good effect in persuading 
service providers to review their services.
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Results and impacts
14. A growing number and range of changes to 

local services was in evidence over the year, 
attributable at least in part to the influence of 
the Pathfinders. About a third of these were 
associated with police services, nearly a fifth 
with local authority environment and housing 
services and another 20% with the PCTs.  
The most common type of change has  
been a re-shaping of a service or services  
by a single provider.

15. Pathfinders have proved most effective at 
improving the networking of local service 
providers, communicating local resident priorities 
back to providers, and facilitating improvements 
to mainstream ‘liveability’ services – improving 
the local environment. It is too early for many 
of these service changes to have produced 
tangible improvements in outcomes although 
there are indications of reduced crime rates and 
improved environmental conditions in some 
Pathfinder areas.

16. To date, the positive changes being made to 
services are relatively modest in scale, and 
progress beyond ‘liveability’ services has 
proved more difficult. Pathfinders have also 
not made as much progress in the joining 
up of services between providers, as they 
have in working with individual providers. 
There are a few exceptions to this, where 
Pathfinders have persuaded providers to 
co-locate some services in the same facility 
– e.g. a ‘one-stop-job-shop’. The ‘bending’ 
of resources (re-allocation of resources to 
a Pathfinder neighbourhood) was also less 
frequent and most commonly associated with 
additional police resources. Only time will tell 
the sustainability/permanence of these types  
of changes.

17. The most significant changes to services 
have tended to involve pilot projects 
originating from service providers, with 
the Pathfinder using its infrastructure and 
capacity to facilitate the pilot. Successful pilots 
are then subsequently rolled out to other 
neighbourhoods by the provider. Research 
suggests that some service providers were 
constrained from piloting innovations in their 
own right for a variety of reasons – short-
termism and risk aversion, information and 
communication failures and a lack of capacity 
and inclination to manage change in different 
and innovative ways. The Pathfinder value 
added in these situations was, therefore, 
in setting up the community and service 
provider engagement networks that enabled 
providers to test their ideas, to work with 
others and to take risks that otherwise would 
not have been pursued as readily or robustly.
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Conclusions and implications
18. The interim evaluation provided the opportunity 

to observe the development of the Round 
1 Pathfinders at close quarters and offered 
insights into whether neighbourhood 
management as envisaged in the fourth Policy 
Action Team (PAT) report was an appropriate 
policy instrument to be adopted more generally 
to “enable deprived communities and local 
services to improve local outcomes, by 
improving and joining up local services, and 
making them more responsive to local needs”. 

19. The experience of the Round 1 Pathfinders to 
date leads us to the following – albeit interim 
– policy conclusions on this question: 

 • The PAT 4 Report correctly identified
 underperforming public services as 

a key challenge for deprived areas: 
mainstream service providers are 
presently not responding adequately to 
the needs of residents in deprived areas. 
However, evidence shows that the type 
of interventions that seek to compensate 
for these inadequacies simply through 
project-based and time-limited initiatives 
in deprived areas are unlikely to work 
effectively and will be unsustainable 
over the longer term. The provision of 
mainstream services in deprived areas 
needs to be transformed directly in  
ways that enable and prompt providers  
to respond more effectively to  
neighbourhood needs. 

 • Neighbourhood management has been
 most effective to date at engaging 

providers and residents in addressing 
‘liveability’ issues: there is a convergence 
of the priority concerns of residents 
and the capacity of service providers to 
be innovative at local levels that makes 
the ‘liveability’ issues a particularly 
appropriate early focus for neighbourhood 
management. There will be differences of 
emphasis between areas but these issues 
are mainly to do with crime and community 
safety and environmental services. The 
most effective Pathfinders have proved 
capable of working with providers to deliver 
tangible benefits to their neighbourhoods in 
terms of cleaner and safer streets. 

 • So far, the neighbourhood management
 approach is making slower progress in 

securing changes from a broader range 
of public services: the involvement of the 
Pathfinders with some service providers such 
as social services, Connexions, the LSCs, 
further education institutions and public 
transport agencies has been relatively limited. 
In part, this is because some Pathfinders 
have not prioritised their involvement, but 
there is also evidence that these providers 
are less inclined to respond positively to 
the neighbourhood management agenda. 
Even with those other providers that have 
been fairly closely involved – such as PCTs, 
schools, housing departments – they have 
not so far delivered many significant changes 
to their services. It remains to be seen 
whether the Pathfinders can succeed in 
prompting significant change from a broad 
range of services. 
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 • The principal ‘added value’ from
 Pathfinders appears to be in identifying 

and raising local issues to service 
providers, and facilitating pilot projects: 
the experience to date suggests that 
Pathfinders are well placed to undertake 
the following tasks:

 - Identifying and raising local issues – 
 To engage local people and groups, 

work with them to identify and 
understand key issues about local 
conditions and services and then 
communicate these to service providers. 
The evidence shows that Pathfinders 
are becoming more adept at channelling 
information about local needs in ways 
that providers find helpful and are not 
well placed to do themselves. It also 
provides an additional ‘push’ for service 
improvements.

 - Raising local aspirations – To develop
 a ‘vision’ of how the neighbourhood 

could, and should, change for the better 
and raise aspirations amongst both 
residents and service providers about 
achieving this. 

 - Facilitating pilot projects – To work
 alongside some providers to help deliver 

pilot projects in their neighbourhood 
and test new ways of working locally. In 
most cases, the initial drive for service 
improvement comes from the provider 
organisation, with the Pathfinder adding 
value to the process, using its wider  
local links.

 - Improving local links – To improve
 informal links and communication 

between frontline workers in the 
neighbourhood, improving local  
flows of information. 

 • Deprived neighbourhoods require large
 scale improvements in many of their 

mainstream public services. The 
Pathfinder neighbourhood management 
approach can deliver some benefits but 
may not be able to deliver this scale 
of change without significantly more 
support and flexibility from service 
providers: The Round 1 Pathfinder 
experience demonstrates that, even where 
service providers are willing and able to 
work in partnership, it still takes time and 
resources to make service improvements 
and these, even though beneficial, can be 
relatively modest in scale. Joining up of 
different services has also proved difficult 
so far, beyond improving informal links. At 
this stage, it remains to be seen whether 
Pathfinders will be able to drive the scale or 
breadth of service changes required in some 
neighbourhoods, particularly for services 
that are not oriented towards area-based 
delivery or do not benefit from local flexibility 
in decision-making. Pathfinders would 
benefit from local providers being given 
incentives to work together, and greater 
flexibility in local decision-making to do so.
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20. These conclusions about the experience of 
the Pathfinders to date lead us to the following 
suggestions with respect to the Programme 
itself and the prospects for neighbourhood 
management more widely: 

 • The Pathfinder Programme should continue
 to experiment and be given greater 

support by providers: the Programme is 
only in its third year and has the potential 
to deliver further changes. The NRU and 
Government Offices (GOs) should continue 
to push for greater support from those 
service providers yet to fully engage with 
the Pathfinders. We also believe that there 
would be merit in allowing the stronger 
Pathfinders to experiment with the direct 
delivery of services if they wish to do so. 

 • Rolling out neighbourhood management:
 neighbourhood management is becoming 

an increasingly popular approach in 
neighbourhood renewal. It is a concept 
that makes a lot of sense to both policy-
makers and practitioners. This evaluation 
has highlighted the sort of benefits that 
the Pathfinder approach in particular can 
bring to deprived areas. It has also raised 
questions, on the basis of what has been 
achieved so far, about the sorts of changes 
that the approach may have more difficulty 
in delivering.

 We suggest that the discussion on how to  
‘roll out’ neighbourhood management now 
needs to become more sophisticated, as  
we learn more about it in practice. There are, 
in fact, several different approaches being 
piloted at present – at different geographical 
scales, with different types of partner and 
using different tools. Some focus on the 
direct delivery of specific services at a very 
local level, whereas some focus more on 
influencing those services, without becoming 
part of the delivery chain.

 The challenge for policy-makers is to 
understand which approaches deliver 
which benefits, so that the most effective 
solutions can be identified. The findings 
from this evaluation – reflecting the ground-
breaking work of the Pathfinders – are an 
important source of evidence, and should 
be brought together with learning from other 
neighbourhood management experiments  
to allow a thorough discussion of how  
best to improve mainstream services  
in deprived areas. 
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In February 2002, SQW and its partners were 
appointed by the Neighbourhood Renewal 
Unit to carry out the first stage of the national 
evaluation of the Neighbourhood Management 
Pathfinder Programme. An initial scoping study 
was undertaken in mid – 2002 followed by the 
2002-03 Annual Review1. This report presents 
the findings of the evaluation of the Programme’s 
second full year of operation – 2003-04.

Introducing the Programme 
and its evaluation

1

1 The Scoping Study and 2002-03 Annual Review are available on the NRU website at www.neighbourhood.gov.uk.
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Introducing the neighbourhood  
management approach
1.1 The Social Exclusion Unit’s fourth Policy 

Action Team (PAT 4) report2 considered 
there were five key ingredients to effective 
neighbourhood management and four 
approaches that, together, would provide a 
flexible, powerful toolkit for renewal that could 
be adapted to different local circumstances 
(see Figure 1.1).

Figure 1.1: the neighbourhood management 
approach (PAT 4)

Key ingredients
• someone with overall 

responsibility at the 
neighbourhood level 
for managing the  
renewal process

• community 
involvement and 
leadership

• the tools to get 
things done

• a systematic, 
planned approach  
to tackling local 
problems

• effective delivery 
mechanisms

The toolkit
• agreements with 

service providers
• devolved service 

delivery and 
purchasing

• pressure on 
agencies and 
government

• special resources  
on enabling and  
cross-cutting 
activities

1.2 For the purposes of the evaluation, we have 
developed the above into a simple analytical 
framework that describes the way in which 
it might be expected that the aims and 
objectives of neighbourhood management 
would be implemented through Pathfinder 
activities to bring about neighbourhood 
renewal. This framework is depicted in Annex 
A and our evaluation report will, from time to 
time, make reference to some of the terms 
and ideas it contains.

The Pathfinder Programme
1.3 The Pathfinder Programme (the Programme) 

is designed to test the role for neighbourhood 
management in neighbourhood renewal set 
out in the PAT 4 report, namely to ‘enable 
deprived communities and local services to 
improve local outcomes, by improving and 
joining up local services, and making them 
more responsive to local needs.’

1.4 The Programme has now been running for 
two full years with the 20 Round 1 Pathfinders 
set up in 2001-02. A second round of 15 
Pathfinders with a somewhat different mix 
of characteristics (e.g. including some rural 
neighbourhoods) was launched in December 
2003. The 20 Pathfinders that are the focus of 
this evaluation report are listed in Figure 1.2.

2 National Strategy for Neighbourhood Renewal: Neighbourhood Management: Report of Policy Action Team 4: Social Exclusion Unit; April 2000.
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Figure 1.2: the Round 1 Pathfinders

Region Local Authority Name of Pathfinder

London Greenwich Changes In Common: Woolwich Pathfinder

London Camden Gospel Oak Neighbourhood Management Initiative

SE Hastings Greater Hollington Partnership

SW Gloucester City Community Counts

SW Bournemouth Neighbourhood Management In Springbourne & Boscombe West 

WM Newcastle under Lyme Knutton Cross Heath Neighbourhood Management Initiative

WM East Staffordshire Heart of Burton Partnership

EMids Ashfield Kirkby Neighbourhood Management

EMids Chesterfield Staveley Neighbourhood Management

East Basildon Interlock Northlands Park

Y&H Kirklees Dewsbury West Neighbourhood Management

Y&H Barnsley Kendray Initiative Board

Y&H Rotherham Eastwood and Springwell Garden Neighbourhood Management

NW Bolton Great Lever Neighbourhood Renewal

NW Tameside Hattersley Neighbourhood Management

NW Chester Blacon Together

NW Lancaster City Poulton Neighbourhood Management

NE Stockton on Tees Parkfield/Mill Lane Neighbourhood Management

NE Derwentside Stanley Green Corridor Neighbourhood Partnership

NE Easington Coastal Area Partnership Neighbourhood Management

1.5 Each Pathfinder has a seven-year 
programme. For the first three years, each 
was provided with up to £200,000 per year 
for management and administration and up to 
£300,000 for a leverage fund in the first year 
rising to £600,000 for each of the second 
and third years. In 2003 it was decided that 
the ring-fencing of the two funds should be 
discarded from 2004–05.

1.6 Total funding of £45 million was assured 
by the NRU for the first three years of the 
Programme.
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Introducing the national evaluation
1.7 The objectives of the first stage of the national 

evaluation of the Programme are set out in 
Figure 1.3 below. 

Figure 1.3: objectives of the first stage  
of the national evaluation

• to identify how the effectiveness of the Programme 
could be improved – learning lessons along the way 
and feeding these back to the Pathfinders and to 
the NRU and others;

• to assess the extent to which the Programme 
meets its objectives – assessing the longer term 
impact and success of the Programme and 
understanding ‘what works’ – sharing these 
lessons with others; and

• to assess the Programme’s value for money 
– identifying and comparing the costs and benefits 
of the Programme and defining the case for 
allocating resources to such initiatives.

1.8 Since its launch, the following evaluation 
activities have been undertaken and outputs 
generated: 

 • Three annual rounds of action research
 fieldwork in all 20 Round 1 Pathfinders 

providing detailed annual snapshots of 
their development, in 2002 (as they were 
concluding their development phase), 2003 
(end of Year 1) and this report in 2004 (end 
of Year 2). 

 • A detailed household survey in each of
 the Round 1 Pathfinder areas in 2003 

and publication of all the emerging 
household data in a user-friendly fashion 
on the SurveyReporter website allowing 
the sharing of data and online analysis. A 
survey along similar lines has also been 
undertaken for each of the Round 2 
Pathfinders in 2004. 

 • Dissemination through: 
 - An evaluation website providing
 newsletters, copies of reports as well  

as a link to the household survey data  
on the SurveyReporter website. 

 - Four good practice notes on baselines,
 evaluation, strategy and analysing 

household surveys. 
 - Conference presentations and
 workshops with Pathfinders (and 

others) to communicate the findings 
of the evaluation and to build capacity 
particularly with respect to local 
evaluation, the use of information and  
the importance of programme design. 

 
 • Regular informal discussions with the
 NRU’s neighbourhood management 

and warden team and the preparation of 
working papers, ‘think pieces’ and other 
inputs to feed insights gained from the 
evaluation into policy processes and the 
preparation of guidance (e.g. with respect 
to delivery plan design and performance 
measurement approaches and templates).

1.9 The focus of the evaluation work has shifted 
as the Programme has matured. Previous 
evaluation outputs were concerned with: 
the development of Pathfinders’ objectives, 
priorities and delivery plans; the ways in 
which they were building their capacity for 
community and service provider engagement; 
and their success in involving communities 
and providers in defining and meeting the 
priorities for neighbourhood renewal.
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1.10 The current phase of the evaluation is still 
concerned with the process of capacity-
building but more with the results that have 
been generated to date from the investments 
that have been made in the last two years. 

1.11 The key evaluation questions that were 
addressed in the fieldwork for this report 
are set out in Figure 1.4. The fieldwork was 
undertaken in the spring of 2004 and involved 
a total of 400 consultations across all 20 
Pathfinders with Pathfinder board members, 
neighbourhood management teams, local 
residents and service providers. The reports 
produced on each Pathfinder were also 
based on a review of documents including 
delivery plans, project appraisals, monitoring 
reports and evaluation work.

Figure 1.4: key evaluation issues for  
the Year 2 Review

• What progress have the Pathfinders made in the 
last year in building capacity and implementing 
their programmes?

• What impacts are emerging as a result of 
Pathfinder activity, and why?

• What lessons can we learn from the experience of 
implementing neighbourhood management? Can 
specific helping factors or barriers be identified?

• Are there specific examples of good practice that 
can be identified?

Introducing the Annual Review 2003–2004
1.12 The rest of this report on the 2003–2004 

Review is set out in a way that reflects the  
key evaluation issues:

 • Section 2: Pathfinder capacity – progress
 and lessons: describes the way in which 

capacity-building has continued in terms 
of internal Pathfinders’ structures and 
processes but, more importantly, with 
regard to their external relationships with the 
local communities and the service providers 
most relevant to their renewal priorities.

 • Section 3: Pathfinder programmes
 – process of delivery: explains the 

portfolio of Pathfinder funding and activities, 
the level and nature of service provider 
engagement, and the extent to which 
delivery has been evidence based.

 • Section 4: Pathfinder programmes
 – results: reports on the extent to which 

changes have been brought about in 
service provider attitudes, behaviour and 
performance with respect to the delivery 
of services to the neighbourhood and its 
residents and the lessons that have been 
learned about the barriers to achieving this 
and how they can be overcome.

 • Section 5: Cross-cutting issues: presents
 the evaluation evidence on the Pathfinders’ 

achievements in working across service 
providers in specific areas (like racial 
equality) and in engaging with higher level 
agencies and government (specifically the 
local authorities and the Local Strategic 
Partnerships).

 • Section 6: Conclusions and implications:
 highlights the main implications for 

managing the rest of the Programme and 
for ‘mainstreaming’ the neighbourhood 
management approach.
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Contents
This section reviews the progress made by 
Pathfinders in building capacity. It considers 
six aspects of capacity-building. These are: 
• structure and operation of boards; 
• processes for engaging the community and 

service providers; 
• neighbourhood management team and offices; 
• management systems; 
• communications and publicity; and 
• learning processes.

Overview
Over the past year, continued improvements 
have been made in the capacity of most 
Pathfinders to do the job that they were asked 
to do. Pathfinders have made good progress 
in developing their capacity to engage with 
partners and deliver their programmes. 

By the end of Year 2, the capacity of most 
Pathfinders was sufficient to allow a clear focus 
on programme development and delivery. 
Boards, neighbourhood managers and teams 
are largely in place, most have offices in the 
target area, and most have working structures 
and a good level of engagement with both local 
residents and service providers.

Pathfinder capacity – progress

6
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Structure and operation of the boards
2.1 All except one of the Pathfinders has the 

local authority as the accountable body, none 
of them have independent legal status and 
most (17) have a formally constituted board. 
The chair of the board is a resident of the 
neighbourhood in ten Pathfinders and a local 
councillor in eight others.

2.2 The average number of board members is 
22. The ‘average’ composition of boards is 
shown in Figure 2.1 alongside examples of 
three individual Pathfinders. This illustrates the 
diversity of practices by different Pathfinders 
with respect to the size of the board, the 
proportion of members who have voting  
rights and the board composition.

Figure 2.1: size and composition of Pathfinder boards

Average all 
Pathfinders

Heart of 
Burton (East 
Staffordshire)

Changes in 
Common 
(Greenwich)

Springbourne & 
Boscombe West 
(Bournemouth)

Total number of board members 22 33 22 15

Women 43% 35% 40% 53%

BME 10% 3% 40% 0%

Members with voting rights 90% 97% 64% 100%

Directly elected residents 5% 0% 32% 27%

Other residents 32% 36% 14% 27%

All residents 37% 36% 46% 54%

Voluntary sector, community 
groups, faith groups

15% 9% 14% 14%

Councillors (cabinet/executive) 3% 0% 5% 7%

Councillors (backbench) 13% 9% 9% 0%

Other public sector 28% 42% 14% 20%

Private sector 5% 3% 14% 7%

 Note: The three Pathfinders are only included in the table as illustrative of the diversity of board composition.
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2.3 With regard to board composition, there 
are clearly different practices between the 
Pathfinders with regard to the following:

 • residents on the board: there are seven
 Pathfinders with a resident majority (when 

account is taken of the non-voting rights of 
some board members) and ten where the 
proportion of residents is a third or less;

 • residents elected to the board: five
 Pathfinders had such elections by the  

end of the second year;
 • community and voluntary groups: there are
 seven Pathfinders with 20% or more board 

members from the voluntary sector and 
community or faith groups and six where 
the proportion is 5% or less;

 • council representation: all Pathfinders have
 councillors on the board and in 13 of them 

they are cabinet or executive members; 
there are five partnerships with councillors 
making up 20% or more of the board and 
five with less than 10%;

 • public sector representatives (including local
 authority officers): while it is rarely the case 

that the proportion falls below 10%, there are 
seven Pathfinders where more than a third of 
the board are from the public sector; and

 • private sector representatives: there are
 only five Pathfinders with representation 

higher than 10% from private sector 
members and eight have no private  
sector members at all.

Other partners Accountable
body LSP

Community 
networks,  

panels or fora

Service  
provider 
networks

Appraisal panel Sub-groups

Theme group Theme group Theme group

2.4 In part, these differences are a function of the 
nature of the neighbourhood. Some localities, 
for example, have more local businesses or 
community groups located or operating in 
the area than others. More substantively, the 
observed variation has also been the outcome 
of sometimes protracted local discussions 
about the appropriate scale and composition 
of the board. However, in our assessment, 
the variations represent different shadings 
of the same basic model for neighbourhood 
management (see Figure 2.2).

Figure 2.2: The Pathfinder model of 
neighbourhood management

Pathfinder 
Board

NM Team
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2.5 The main components of the model  
are as follows:

 • A neighbourhood management board
 which provides strategic direction for the 

Pathfinder and on which both residents 
and service providers are represented with 
voting rights for residents and perhaps 
for providers and with a composition 
that seeks to reflect the priorities for the 
neighbourhood.

 • The board will be formally constituted but
 the Pathfinder will be an unincorporated 

partnership with another agency – usually 
the local authority – acting as the 
accountable body.

 • It will draw on executive and other support
 from a neighbourhood manager and 

support team made up of staff employed 
by the accountable body or seconded from 
another partner.

 • The board will have sub-groups for financial
 and/or performance management 

purposes and will rely on appraisal panels 
for carrying out assessments of proposed 
projects and activities.

 • It will delegate responsibilities for developing
 projects, joint initiatives and Service Level 

Agreements (SLAs) to a limited number of 
working or task groups that will tend to be 
organised along thematic lines (e.g. crime) 
and will be the focus for service provider 
and resident interaction. 

 • The Pathfinder will have access to or
 be an integral part of resident and service 

provider networks or panels that it has 
been instrumental in establishing.

 • It will have more or less formal relationships
 with higher levels of government and 

strategic partnerships in the locality or 
region (particularly the local authorities).

2.6 All the Pathfinders have adopted the above 
model or are moving towards it with relatively 
modest variations. It is evident, in particular, 
that the Pathfinders have been putting 
much greater weight on the role of the 
thematic sub-groups. Pathfinders that had 
already set up thematic groups delegated 
more responsibilities to them (taking some 
of the strain off the board) or streamlined 
them (Eastwood and Springwell Gardens 
(Rotherham) reduced the number from five to 
three and Knutton Cross Heath (Newcastle 
under Lyme) from eight to six). It is noteworthy 
that Dewsbury West (Kirklees) reconfigured 
its groups away from cross-cutting themes 
to a more traditional approach based on the 
neighbourhood renewal themes. This was 
done to enable more effective engagement 
of service providers but it is acknowledged 
that this will require additional effort to ensure 
co-ordination across the groups. Some 
Pathfinders, like Greater Hollington (Hastings) 
and Blacon Together (Chester), established 
additional thematic sub-groups during the 
course of the year. Others, like Gospel Oak 
(Camden), do not currently have such groups 
but have recognised the need for them. 
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2.7 The greater role being given and likely to 
continue to be given to the thematic groups is 
reflective of the maturing nature of the boards 
and increased understanding of their strategic 
role and their limitations as management 
bodies. It is an acknowledgement that taking 
forward the agenda for improvements in 
service provision will require more interactive 
and continuous relationships between 
service providers and residents than can be 
accomplished within the confines of the board. 

2.8 The strategic nature of the board has been 
promoted in other ways as well, notably 
through training and other developmental 
activities (e.g. the Kendray (Barnsley) and 
Poulton (Lancaster) Pathfinders’ induction 
process for new board members and 
the Gospel Oak (Camden) training and 
capacity-building activities provided for board 
members) and more effective management 
of board business (e.g. the standardised 
reporting procedure adopted by Greater 
Hollington (Hastings)). 

2.9 Our overall assessment of this aspect of 
Pathfinder capacity-building is that the 
boards and their supportive infrastructure 
have become much more robust over the 
past year. There is a need for continued 
activity to strengthen the capacity of the 
boards in about two thirds of the Pathfinders 
(most notably in terms of their capabilities 
for strategic leadership and delegation) and 
there will undoubtedly be further evolutionary 
and incremental changes in the structures. 
However, we do not see that there will be  
a requirement in most cases for radical 
changes in structures and, to a lesser  
degree, in procedures (such as board 
reporting arrangements). 

Structures and processes for service 
provider engagement
2.10 In general, there has been a strengthening 

in the engagement of residents and service 
providers with the Pathfinders at board 
and thematic group levels. There are only 
a few cases of residents and provider 
representatives withdrawing from the 
Pathfinders and not being replaced. So, the 
providers currently engaged clearly think it 
worthwhile to continue to be involved and 
the Pathfinders have found mechanisms to 
replace retiring residents. 

2.11 Indeed, the evidence of our review is that, 
taking the Pathfinders as a whole, new 
service providers have been sought out 
and involved. In Great Lever (Bolton), for 
example, the number of board members 
increased from 22 to 26 and service provider 
members increased from six to ten. Three 
new organisations joined the Blacon Together 
(Chester) Board – Jobcentre Plus, the fire 
authority and the local education authority. 
The Kendray (Barnsley) Pathfinder also saw 
new organisations on the board – from the 
PCT, youth services, Jobcentre Plus and the 
voluntary sector. New agencies participated 
in the thematic groups set up by Interlock 
(Basildon) and Hattersley (Tameside) – from 
the public sector, voluntary sector, faith 
groups and the private sector.
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2.12 One of the key mechanisms for engaging 
service providers is the use of thematic or 
task groups below the level of the board. 
The Housing and Environment Sub-Group 
(HESG) of the Poulton (Lancaster) board 
demonstrates how effective these can be. 
Its membership comprises mainly officers 
from relevant city council departments, local 
councillors and resident representatives. 
The benefit of engaging community 
representatives with service providers has 
persuaded the Strategic Housing Department 
of the merits of not just submitting the 
Housing Capital Programme for HESG 
approval but also the Home Zone proposals 
and compulsory purchase orders. Even 
though experience with the thematic groups 
elsewhere has been more uneven (there has 
been a tendency, for example, to focus on 
projects rather than improvements in service 
delivery), it is our view that more emphasis 
must be given to the groups and more 
responsibilities delegated to them as a way 
of involving service providers. This needs 
to be supported by resources within the 
neighbourhood management team dedicated 
to working with the priority service providers.

Structures and processes for  
community involvement
2.13 As far as community involvement is 

concerned, a variety of mechanisms has been 
adopted to widen and intensify the extent 
of resident engagement. The election of 
residents to the board – and the promotional 
effort associated with it – has proved to 
have a galvanising effect in this regard. In 
Gospel Oak (Camden) and Springbourne & 
Boscombe West (Bournemouth), for example, 
the elections achieved a 25% turnout 
which is better than achieved in many local 
elections. Moreover, it was reported that they 
were welcomed and seen as a success in 
capturing the imagination of the public and 
raising awareness of the Pathfinders.

2.14 Other structures and processes have 
been introduced, even where there were 
resident elections, such as resident groups 
(area-based as in Changes in Common 
(Greenwich)) and forums (with a specific 
resident focus – such as the BME, youth 
and business forums at Parkfield/Mill Lane 
(Stockton)) and networks (the one at Heart 
of Burton (East Staffordshire) which was 
targeted at women from the BME community, 
young people and young families now has a 
membership of 200). These play an important 
role in understanding local resident needs and 
aspirations but they also act as a recruitment 
and training ground for resident involvement in 
the board and the thematic groups. 
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2.15 Continuous and proactive efforts are required 
to sustain and expand the groups and 
networks which is why a number of the 
Pathfinders have introduced community 
development workers as an integral part of 
the NM team (as at Eastwood and Springwell 
Gardens (Rotherham)). The Parkfield/Mill Lane 
(Stockton on Tees) Pathfinder was concerned 
that community representation was falling 
on too few people and introduced a system 
of ‘buddies’ who could accompany board 
members to meetings and vote for them 
in their absence – ten buddies have been 
nominated so far. Other Pathfinders have made 
board meetings public or allowed a slot for 
public questioning and discussion – both to 
render the process transparent and democratic 
and to encourage community engagement.

2.16 Most Pathfinders use newsletters and some 
have websites to increase awareness of their 
activities. The Greater Hollington (Hastings) 
Partnership set up an LED moving display 
on the outside of its office building to give a 
constant flow of information about its services 
and forthcoming events. However, the quality 
of the promotional activities is uneven across 
the Pathfinders and, since one of their key 
roles is to demonstrate and promote what 
works well, it would seem appropriate for the 
Pathfinders to dedicate resources to this task.

2.17 Our overall assessment is that the last year has 
seen a strengthening of Pathfinder structures 
and processes for both resident and service 
provider engagement but that this is an 
aspect of the Pathfinders’ work which most 
needs sustained and intensive commitment, 
especially with regard to broadening the base 
of resident engagement and intensifying its 
relationships with key providers to bring about 
service delivery improvements. 

Neighbourhood management  
team and offices

Team skills and scale
2.18 At the time we conducted the fieldwork for 

the evaluation (April 2004), there were 18 
neighbourhood managers in post (although 
one had been on sick leave for a while) with 
a further two about to take up their duties. 
There were 12 Pathfinders who reported 
less than one vacancy in their core team 
(excluding project-based workers) and, overall, 
85% of the core teams had been appointed 
(compared with 78% last year).

2.19 This has taken a while to achieve and it 
was rare for all members of a core team to 
have been in post for more than 12 months. 
Typically, the teams have been under-
resourced during the last year and it is only 
at the end of Year 2 that the Pathfinders 
as a whole have developed the maturity of 
structures and relationships with some key 
service providers and the community to allow 
a clear focus on Programme development 
and delivery.

2.20 The skills required for neighbourhood 
management are a complex balance between 
providing leadership at the same time as 
being inclusive, securing short-term wins 
as well as working to achieve sustainable 
outcomes, having negotiating and brokerage 
skills on the one hand to operate effectively 
with service providers and, on the other 
hand, encouraging community engagement. 
Such is the complexity of this skills balance 
that it is unlikely that it will be embodied in a 
single person. Therefore, the neighbourhood 
manager will need the support of a team that 
provides complementary skills and experience. 
In some cases this might mean that the team 
is strong on community development – in 
others, that its strength resides in negotiating 
with service providers, but the Pathfinder 
package must include both.
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2.21 The average size of the core team 
being recruited is 6.5 FTE (including the 
neighbourhood manager) and the FTE 
composition of an average team (excluding 
the manager) is as follows: 38% on 
finance; administration and monitoring 
of the total; 23% on policy and projects; 
26% on community involvement; and 13% 
on other (such as town centre managers, 
neighbourhood development officers). 

2.22 Our 2002–03 Annual Review suggested that: 
 • some of the teams being recruited might
 not be large enough to do the job required; 
 • insufficient policy development capacity
 was being put in place; and 
 • there might not be sufficient support to the
 managers to provide for continuity if they 

were to leave or be absent for any length  
of time.

2.23 The evidence of the current review is that the 
first issue is now less of a concern but that 
the last two issues still need to be addressed. 
Only five Pathfinders have a deputy manager 
post but, where it exists, its contribution has 
been considered helpful. There are only four 
posts across all 20 Pathfinders designated for 
policy development and 7.5 FTE designated 
as research/learning posts. Yet, many of the 
Pathfinders acknowledge the need to improve 
and upgrade their baseline data, to render their 
monitoring procedures more systematic and 
to initiate local evaluations. So, we suggest 
that where possible Pathfinders should set 
up deputy manager and/or research/policy 
responsibilities and tasks and allocate or recruit 
staff to them. 

2.24 On the issue of the size of the team, we 
discern three categories emerging amongst 
the Pathfinders. There are those (like Changes 
in Common (Greenwich), Community 
Counts (Gloucester) and Parkfield/Mill Lane 
(Stockton)) where the team is relatively large 
(about ten or more). In contrast, there are 
the Pathfinders (such as Stanley Green 
Corridor (Derwentside), Great Lever (Bolton), 
and Hattersley (Tameside)) where the teams 
are much smaller – some four staff with 
the manager typically supported by staff in 
each of the three areas of policy/projects, 
finance and administration and community 
involvement. Then there are the eight 
Pathfinders with a core team of between  
six and eight staff – i.e. around the average  
for all Pathfinders. 

2.25 Whether these differences reflect different 
models of neighbourhood management is not 
clear. On the one hand, the size of the teams 
has not emerged by accident and seems to be 
the outcome of a deliberate strategy. Thus, the 
smaller teams espouse a streamlined approach 
in which they seek to avoid the creation of 
a neighbourhood management ‘silo’ and try 
to work with a devolved structure funded in 
part from the leverage fund. This approach is 
most clearly being pursued in Blacon Together 
(Chester) where the core team is only three 
strong supported by short-term contract ILM 
staff and dispersed multi-agency teams. The 
larger teams, on the other hand, are of the size 
they are either because they are responding 
to the need, as they see it, for pro-active 
community engagement and capacity-building 
(Changes in Common (Greenwich)) and/or 
because they consider that their interventions 
with service providers up to years 4 and 5 
require a robust in-house capability (Parkfield 
Mill Lane (Stockton on Tees)). 
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2.26 On the other hand, the smaller teams 
experienced resource constraints over the last 
year and a number of them acknowledged 
the need to increase their complement 
of staff to address identified skills’ gaps 
(e.g. marketing and communication skills 
and community development in the case 
of Coastal Area Partnership (Easington); 
administrative support in the case of Blacon 
Together (Chester); and a marketing and 
PR resource in Hattersley (Tameside)). 
The larger teams conversely are aware of 
the risks of becoming unwieldy and over-
bureaucratic and of generating a model of 
neighbourhood management that is unlikely 
to be replicated elsewhere because of the 
investment required. Some of them are 
planning to ‘downsize’ now or later on – with 
some element of mainstreaming (Community 
Counts (Gloucester) and Parkfield/Mill Lane 
(Stockton on Tees)).

2.27 So, it seems plausible to argue that, even if 
there are different models of neighbourhood 
management being pursued by the 
Pathfinders, it is nevertheless likely that the 
minimum efficient team size will be of the 
order of four or five staff with the Pathfinder 
average of six to seven providing a cohesive 
team that can cover the required disciplines. 
Relatively large teams may be appropriate, 
depending on local circumstances, but 
they do pose questions about replicability, 
about the extent of justifiable overhead 
costs and about the need for downsizing 
and/or mainstreaming at a later date as the 
Pathfinder funding diminishes.

Office location
2.28 The size of the team also has implications for 

the office space required and its costs, but 
there are other criteria that are relevant here 
as well. The experience of the Pathfinders 
suggests that location in the neighbourhood 
is critical – in premises that give the Pathfinder 
visibility with residents and provide residents 
with easy access both in the physical sense 
and in terms of approachability. 

2.29 A good many Pathfinders are in premises 
which, by accident or design, are shared 
with other agencies, facilities or services. 
There seemed to be a general view that it 
was, in fact, helpful to the neighbourhood 
management purpose if facilities could 
be shared with other community-focused 
services (e.g. the Healthy Living Centre in 
the case of Springbourne & Boscombe 
West (Bournemouth), the Development Trust 
and Sure Start in the case of Hattersley 
(Tameside), and the Knutton Recreation 
Centre in the Knutton Cross Heath 
(Newcastle under Lyme) Pathfinder). Some 
Pathfinders also use or intend to use their 
premises for service provision (e.g. Jobcentre 
Plus in Kirkby (Ashfield), service provider 
surgeries in Springbourne & Boscombe West 
(Bournemouth), and multi-agency teams in 
Blacon Together (Chester)). A few Pathfinders 
have taken the next step of planning to turn 
their premises into first stop or one-stop-
shops for relevant neighbourhood services 
(e.g. Changes in Common (Greenwich) and 
Great Lever (Bolton)). 

2.30 A summary statement of the position of the 
Pathfinders with respect to their premises 
is provided in Figure 2.3. Overall, there has 
been a strengthening of capacity with regard 
to the teams and premises over the last year 
and, with a few exceptions, the Pathfinders 
are now well set up to focus on Programme 
development and delivery.
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Figure 2.3: summary statement on location and suitability of premises

Current office In NM area? Suitable? Comments

Changes in Common (Greenwich) No No Due to move to newly refurbished office in NM 
area in April–/May ‘04 (now accomplished)

Heart of Burton (East Staffordshire) Yes Yes Located in the middle of the ‘target’ area

Stanley Green (Derwentside) Yes Yes Currently in temporary accommodation, 
hope to move to permanent accommodation 
summer ‘04 

Great Lever (Bolton) Yes No Office is not visible or easily accessible  
to residents

Gospel Oak (Camden) Yes Yes Location of office is not advertised enough  
to local residents

Community Counts (Greenwich) Yes No Current office far too small. Hope to relocate  
in near future.

Coastal Area Partnership 
(Easington)

Yes Yes New offices, central location providing focal 
point for community activity

Dewsbury West (Kirklees) No No Due to move to new offices later in 2004

Eastwood& Springwell Gardens 
(Rotherham)

Yes Yes Despite the suitability the Pathfinder is looking 
for a more high profile site

Blacon Together (Chester) Yes No Due to move to newly refurbished office in NM 
area in April–May ‘04

Kendray (Barnsley) Yes No Space and office opening hours are limited 

Interlock (Basildon) Yes Yes Shared with Sure Starts which makes 
collaborative working easier

Springbourne & Boscombe West 
(Bournemouth)

Yes Yes Accessible, attractive offices and able to 
provide space to service providers to hold 
surgeries

Hattersley (Tameside) Yes No Limited space and not well advertised

Greater Hollington (Hastings) Yes Yes Refurbished office space clearly visible  
as the NMP

Knutton Cross Heath  
(Newcastle under Lyme)

Yes Yes Moved to larger and more visible location  
in 2004

Kirkby (Ashfield) Yes Yes Beginning to be used as a base from which  
to provide some services

Poulton (Lancaster) Yes Yes Highly accessible office

Parkfield/ Mill Lane  
(Stockton on Tees)

Yes Yes Size of office may become a factor if the team 
grows any more

Staveley (Chesterfield) Yes Yes Recently moved to good quality offices

Total Yes 18 (90%) 12 (60%)  

Total No 2 (10%) 8 (40%)  
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Management systems
2.31 The financial, personnel and legal systems 

adopted by the Pathfinders are, in the 
main, those of the councils that are their 
accountable bodies and there do not appear 
to be any difficulties with this arrangement.  

2.32 The Pathfinders have developed their own 
procedures with regard to appraisal systems. 
However, there is an emerging common 
approach across a number of Pathfinders 
especially those that work with thematic or 
task groups, namely that the latter are the 
source for project and activity ideas which, 
depending on the size of the project/activity, 
are then submitted to an appraisal panel 
which, dependent on the outcome of the 
appraisal, may put them forward to the 
appropriate decision-maker for approval 
(the board for larger projects/activities). 
Streamlined procedures are in place for the 
smaller, less contentious projects where 
the appraiser and decision-maker can be 
the neighbourhood manager sometimes 
with the chair of the board. There has also 
been streamlining of the appraisal forms and 
reports with very much simplified paperwork 
for the smaller projects.

2.33 There is some residual concern that the 
appraisal procedures are still more appropriate 
for project-based regeneration programmes 
(like SRB) than for what the Parkfield/Mill 
Lane (Stockton) Pathfinder calls ‘intervention’ 
activity designed to influence the delivery of 
mainstream services in the area. We still take 
the view that the whole appraisal process 
should become more strategic and streamlined 
and less oriented to project appraisal.

Communications and publicity
2.34 Some of the Pathfinders are now treating the 

whole issue of communications and publicity 
much more systematically and professionally by 
putting in place communications and publicity 
strategies, contracting out production and 
upgrading of newsletters and websites, and/
or recruiting or seeking to recruit dedicated 
marketing and PR resources. There are three 
elements to communication and publicity that 
we considered in our reviews of the Pathfinders: 

 • Internal communication within the
 Pathfinder: typically, this was described as 

largely informal with formal elements (like 
weekly meetings of the team, pre-board 
meetings) and with increased use of ICT, 
emails and electronic board reports.

 • Externally with service providers:
 communication with the providers tended 

to be formal through the board and its sub-
groups and thematic groups and through 
task forces established for negotiation with 
service providers. It is acknowledged by 
most Pathfinders that engagement with 
the providers needs to be at a variety of 
different levels but there are, as far as we 
are aware, only limited attempts to formalise 
communications and consultations with front 
line staff of the providers. Springbourne & 
Boscombe West (Bournemouth) formalised 
a previously loose informal network of 
service professionals working in the area 
into a more cohesive group that meets 
every two months. Changes in Common 
(Greenwich) has a Key Officers’ Group with 
a similar membership which is regarded by 
many of its participants as the most tangible 
and productive part of their involvement with 
the Pathfinder.

 • Externally with residents and
 communities in the neighbourhood: a 

variety of mechanisms are typically used 
to communicate and consult with the 
neighbourhood – newsletters, websites, 
events, links with the local media (including 
radio and TV). However, it is clear from 
the actions and intentions of a number of 
Pathfinders that the range of activity has 
been without strategic direction and that 
communications strategies or even sub-
groups should be put in place.
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2.35 Blacon Together (Chester) offers an interesting 
approach to the question of communications 
in that it has, through the City Council, 
introduced a Communications Framework 
that operates according to some basic 
design principles one of which is to integrate 
external and internal communications within 
a single framework. So, for example, each 
key partnership will report to the board using 
a standard pro forma which enables the 
most relevant information to be identified and 
extracted for use in The Voice newsletter and 
the Pathfinder website.

2.36 Overall, we conclude that there has been 
good progress in this area with some 
innovative activity. We commend what 
we understand is the Blacon Together 
(Chester) approach in which the different 
communication levels are integrated.

Learning processes
2.37 One of the weaker elements of capacity-

building amongst the Pathfinders – and 
one that they generally acknowledge – is 
the extent to which they have introduced 
procedures and practices that will enable 
them to become learning organisations3 and 
to identify and disseminate good practice 
in service provision improvements. In part, 
this is because Pathfinders see the formal 
learning phase of their operations coming 
at a later stage and, in part, because the 
Performance Management Framework (PMF), 
the NOP Survey, and the national evaluation 
are seen as providing the most appropriate 
formal learning mechanisms at this point in 
their development. It is worth noting that the 
PMF, whilst warranting some redesign and 
bespoking for Pathfinder purposes, was seen 
to be a disciplined exercise in self-assessment 
that generally gave rise to well targeted 
improvement and action plans. 

2.38 Only a few Pathfinders have taken systematic 
action to invest in and develop their learning 
capacity. Interlock (Basildon) designed a 
Learning Plan that was appended to the 
2003–04 Delivery Plan and covered a range 
of learning activities:

 • continued IT training for neighbourhood
 committee members; 
 • project appraisal training for the latter,
 appraisal panel and board members; 
 • project management training for theme
 group leaders and relevant project leads; 

and 
 • monitoring and evaluation training for the
 committee members. 

2.39 Similarly, Poulton (Lancaster)’s Learning 
Plan (drawn up by an NRA) was intended to 
improve the capacity of the Pathfinder board 
and team and partners in their understanding 
of neighbourhood management as an 
operational process not just a concept. In 
both cases, the activities carried out under 
the aegis of the Learning Plan have been well 
received and have raised understanding and 
strategic awareness of, and commitment to, 
the NM initiative.

2.40 Our overall conclusion on the effectiveness of 
the learning process amongst Pathfinders is 
that too much reliance has been placed on 
the PMF and the national evaluation and too 
little effort devoted to developing their own 
networks and processes for learning. We 
attach particular importance to this because 
service providers need to be engaged in the 
learning process and own its outcomes – it is 
after all their attitudes and behaviour that the 
Pathfinders are seeking to change through 
evidence-based argument and demonstration. 
SQW has sought to provide some advice and 
guidance on how this might be done through 
one of the good practice notes that have 
been developed for the Programme – Note 2: 
Undertaking Local Evaluation – available on 
the evaluation’s website www.sqw.co.uk/nme/ 

3 In the neighbourhood management context, we define learning organisations to be those that use information from a variety of sources to generate intelligence and knowledge 
about what needs to be done in the neighbourhood, what good practice can be implemented to do so, and what success has been achieved in addressing the needs. 
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Primary issues to be addressed
2.41 As discussed in this section, and as indicated in 

the summary assessment at Figures 2.4 and 2.5 
below, there is more work to be done across 
the Pathfinders in addressing the key issues of: 

 • enhancing the leadership and delegation
 skills of the boards;
 • getting the teams appropriately configured;
 • improving mechanisms for broadening
 resident involvement; 
 • engaging with key providers more
 intensively; and 
 • developing learning processes that involve
 providers and residents.

Figure 2.4: developments in Pathfinder capacity-building 

Aspect of capacity-building Change since April 2003

Stayed the same Stronger Weaker No response

1: Membership and operation  
of the Pathfinder board

8 (40%) 11 (55%) 0 (0%) 1 (5%)

2: Pathfinder structures, forums and 
sub-groups (involving community 
& service providers)

7 (35%) 13 (65%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)

3: Neighbourhood manager and 
team and office premises

5 (25%) 13 (65%) 2 (10%) 0 (0%)

4: Management systems 11 (55%) 8 (40%) 1 (5%) 0 (0%)

5: Communications and publicity 7 (35%) 13 (65%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)

6: Learning process 4 (20%) 14 (70%) 2 (10%) 0 (0%)

Figure 2.5: assessment of Pathfinder capacity

Criteria for assessment of Pathfinder capacity April 2004 Yes No Mainly

1. The board provides clear leadership, functions well and has  
an appropriate membership

5 (25%) 3 (15%) 12 (60%)

2i. The community are fully involved at all levels of the Pathfinder 5 (25%) 5 (25%) 10 (50%)

2ii. A good range of service providers are fully involved at all levels of the Pathfinder 3 (15%) 3 (15%) 14 (70%)

3. All or most of the team are in place, functioning effectively and working from 
suitable office premises

11 (55%) 3 (15%) 6 (30%)

4. Effective systems are in place for the management of the team,  
office and projects

11 (55%) 2 (10%) 7(35%)

5. The Pathfinder makes regular efforts to communicate with the wider community 10 (50%) 1 (5%) 9 (45%)

6. Some formal systems are in place to ensure a basic level of learning  
and development

7 (35%) 3 (15%) 10 (15%)
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Key lessons
2.42 The key lessons to emerge from the Round 1 

Pathfinder experience which will be relevant 
for other neighbourhood management 
initiatives are that:

 • There is a Pathfinder model of
 neighbourhood management that generally 

works with the building blocks shown in 
Figure 2.2 and listed in paragraph 2.5.

 • It is more important to put these basic
 building blocks in place – and quickly – 

than to enter into what can often turn out to 
be protracted discussions about the detail 
of structures and procedures because the 
variations don’t seem to matter that much.

 • The neighbourhood management boards
 need to include resident and community 

representatives, local councillors and 
service provider executives (at levels 
that can commit their agencies but not 
necessarily with voting rights).

 • The boards must exercise leadership
 and delegation and this will be assisted 

by the establishment of theme groups to 
carry forward service provider engagement 
and of networks and forums for resident 
involvement.

 • The neighbourhood management team
 should aim to get to a steady state of a 

minimum of four to five staff (including 
the manager) providing direct support 
to the manager and covering finance, 
administration and monitoring, policy and 
programme development, community 
development, and communications  
and learning.

 • The office should be located within
 the target neighbourhood and preferably 

involve some sharing of space with others 
engaged in community development and/
or service provision (to avoid the creation  
of a neighbourhood management silo).

 • Neighbourhood management needs to
 build in a culture and process for learning  

in ways that involve the community and  
the key service providers so that they  
‘own’ the results.  
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Contents
This section provides an assessment of the 
Pathfinders’ programmes and activities, sets 
out our findings on the extent and nature of 
service provider involvement, describes their 
spending profile and offers observations on the 
ways in which the Pathfinders have used data 
and evidence to inform their strategic priorities.

Overview
Good progress has been made in Year 2 in 
developing the range of engaged providers and 
in deepening the relationships with key service 
providers. The most strongly involved are the 
police, PCTs, council environmental services, 
schools, council housing departments and 
council leisure services. The least involved are 
Learning and Skills Councils, social services, the 
probation service and public transport bodies.

The most productive work with service 
providers is often outside of formal board 
meetings – e.g. in one-to-one dialogue or 
through thematic working groups or service 
provider networks. Formal negotiations with 
providers through SLAs are not the only ways 
of achieving strong and effective relationships 
between them. Pathfinders and residents 
and some Pathfinders have decided against 
going down this route. However, it is generally 
acknowledged that there has to be some 
formal, performance-related aspect to  
the relationship. 

Some Pathfinders have been able to prioritise 
one or two themes effectively, focusing 
effort and expenditure on these to good 
effect – most often in the fields of crime and 
environment. Others have been improving their 
focus by reducing the number of thematic 
groups or reconfiguring them. However, in 
general, there is still insufficient strategic 
focus on the part of the Pathfinders – a focus 
that is needed because of the resource 
intensity associated with gathering and using 
information to generate the intelligence and 
knowledge likely to be required to persuade 
service providers to change their culture and 
operational methods.

Pathfinder programmes – 
process of delivery

20
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Programme assessments
3.1 The assessments carried out by the evaluation 

teams on the individual Pathfinder programmes 
suggest that there has been an increase in 
both: (a) the number of providers engaged with 
the Pathfinders and (b) the focus and intensity 
of engagement with providers most relevant to 
the key priority themes.

3.2 These priority themes tended to be those 
concerned with community safety, reduced 
crime and better housing and environmental 
conditions. These are themes that respond to 
resident needs and aspirations, that result in 
improved perceptions of the neighbourhood 
and foster community engagement, and that 
are both practicable and achievable in ways 
that can involve changes in service provider 
behaviour and practices. 

3.3 The evaluation generally suggested 
that, following the capacity-building and 
strategic focusing of Programme activity on 
liveability issues, the intention for the next 
stage of development was to strengthen 
engagement with key providers and for 
concerted and careful effort to broaden the 
scope of Pathfinder activities into a limited 
number of themes that would provide for 
the longer term sustained renewal of the 
neighbourhood. Some examples of these 
three broad conclusions from the Programme 
assessments are provided in Figure 3.1.

Figure 3.1: illustrations of the main themes coming out of the evaluation assessments  
of individual Pathfinders (2003-04)

Better strategic focusing

Kendray (Barnsley) The Pathfinder has deliberately avoided the temptation to try to do everything and 
… actions are planned carefully to maximise the involvement of the community and 
with an explicit recognition that the Pathfinder has a limited lifespan.

Interlock (Basildon) The programme has delivered as planned and retained focus during the year… the 
aim to develop up to eight SLAs was over-optimistic given the time it takes to lay the 
groundwork and bring partners together.

Coastal Area Partnership 
(Easington)

Currently, there is a significant emphasis on health interventions… the health 
statistics… confirm that proactive, community-focused health promotion 
interventions are clearly needed.

Eastwood & Springwell 
(Rotherham)

The planned programme was somewhat ambitious… in acknowledging this 
situation, the board… decided to refocus the programme and reduce the five 
regeneration theme teams to three issue groups. 

Parkfield/Mill Lane 
(Stockton)

There is a clear focus to the programme which sits within a coherent longer-term 
view of what the Pathfinder should be achieving.

Stanley Green 
(Derwentside)

Overall, the programme has become increasingly better focused. From a very wide 
ranging and ambitious original plan, the partnership… has gradually identified the 
priority themes.
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Figure 3.1: illustrations of the main themes coming out of the evaluation assessments  
of individual Pathfinders (2003-04)

Focusing on the liveability issues

Blacon Together 
(Chester)

The programme is highly focused… it was set up to concentrate on crime and 
community safety issues and these, along with other factors influencing the 
liveability of the neighbourhood, continue to be its primary concern.

Dewsbury West (Kirklees) To prioritise and continue the integrated programme of work responding to the 
residents’ key priorities of liveability.

Gospel Oak (Camden) The key thematic priorities for the programme during this year have focused on 
environmental improvements and community safety in line with the priorities that 
have been identified locally.

Great Lever (Bolton) The relevant SDGs… are generally themes where service providers have been 
keen to use Great Lever (Bolton) as a pilot area for new models of service delivery 
(housing and environment, crime and community safety). 

Heart of Burton (East 
Staffordshire)

Programme delivery to date has reflected a number of core priorities with an 
emphasis on a range of community safety issues and activities to help the young, 
particularly in relation to education and IT.

Moving on to longer-term sustainable solutions involving service providers

Knutton Cross Heath 
(Newcastle under Lyme)

Other issues such as health and employment have a somewhat lower priority but 
are still being pursued… the development of SLAs with service providers also reflect 
these priorities.

Great Lever (Bolton) The Pathfinder has started to focus on achieving long-term improvements in 
mainstream services and has developed activities to this end.

Heart of Burton (East 
Staffordshire)

There are a number of issues around how access is to be increased for core 
groups in the area to services (education, health etc.) and jobs… the third year of 
the partnership is rightly seen as a crucial time for it to extend the breadth and, in 
relation to BME and other minority groups in the area, the depth of what it does.

Parkfield/Mill Lane 
(Stockton)

The Pathfinder has now moved on to a new stage covering aspects which are either 
or both inherently difficult to deliver and where success might be less obvious… 
these are in the fields of education, health and housing/environment… throughout 
all activity, it will be important for the Pathfinder to demonstrate that mainstream 
service delivery is being influenced. 

Springbourne & 
Boscombe West 
(Bournemouth)

Resources and plans have been put in place to make significant steps forward this 
coming year with the recent appointments of the street improvement co-ordinator, 
services development officer and the soon-to-be-appointed drugs crime worker as 
well as the environmental audit and the transition study in education.

 Note: All the above examples have been taken verbatim from the evaluation team’s assessments of the Pathfinder programmes 
 in 2003-04 and their plans for 2004-05.
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Extent and nature of service  
provider engagement
3.4 Given the strategic focusing in the Pathfinders’ 

programmes on the liveability issues, it is not 
surprising to find that the police and the local 
authority housing, environment and leisure 
services have had a significant role to play 
in the work of the Pathfinders (as measured 
by the proportion of Pathfinders where they 
have board representation and/or negotiated 
SLAs and/or, more judgementally, where their 
involvement is assessed to be strong).

3.5 Figure 3.2 enables the following observations 
to be made with respect to the extent and 
nature of provider involvement with the 
Pathfinders:

 • High involvement: There is a group of
 providers that is involved in a high 

proportion of Pathfinders in ways that 
are varied. The police are involved in a 
high proportion of Pathfinders on all three 
measures; LA environmental services 
primarily in terms of the assessed strength 
of their involvement but also in terms of the 
proportion of Pathfinders with whom SLAs 
have been negotiated; and local schools 
and the PCTs have strong involvement 
in terms of the proportion of Pathfinders 
where they have board representation and/
or assessed strong involvement.

 • Medium involvement: A second provider
 group can be identified which has 

involvement in a higher proportion of 
Pathfinders but where the nature of 
involvement is quite varied. Jobcentre Plus 
is represented on a higher proportion of 
Pathfinder boards but this is not matched 
by the other measures of involvement; 
LA leisure services are assessed to have 
strong involvement in about half the 
Pathfinders but not in formal ways through 
board representation or negotiated SLAs; 
and LA housing departments are involved 
in about half the Pathfinders through board 
representation and in other ways (but not 
much through SLAs).

 • Low involvement: There is a group of
 providers that are not involved in many 

Pathfinders although some of these are 
represented on Pathfinder boards to an 
extent that is not matched by the assessed 
strength of their involvement or by signing 
up to any SLAs with the Pathfinders 
(LA social services, LSCs, RSL/housing 
associations, public transport agencies and 
the probation service). 
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Figure 3.2: strength and nature of service provider involvement with the Pathfinders

Service providers Number of Pathfinders with:

Provider on the board SLA(s) with the provider A strong involvement 
with the provider*

Police 19 11 17

LA – environmental services 6 8 15

Local school(s) 11 4 12

LA – housing department 8 3 11

LA – leisure services 1 3 11

Primary Care trust 19 5 11

Jobcentre Plus 14 1 8

LA – youth services 5 5 7

Local FE/HE college 4 0 6

Fire service 3 2 5

RSL/housing association 6 2 4

Connexions 2 0 4

Learning and Skills Council 3 0 1

LA – social services 5 0 0

Public transport body 0 1 0

Probation service 1 0 0

 * The strength of involvement is based on a judgement by the team responsible for the evaluation of the relevant Pathfinder.

3.6 The imbalance reflected in Figure 3.2 
with respect to the different intensities of 
provider involvement should not, in our 
view, necessarily be taken as a source of 
concern at this relatively early stage in the 
Programme. We have emphasised the 
need for the Pathfinders to have strategic 
focus – often to a greater degree than they 
have so far achieved – and this ought to be 
associated with a more intense involvement 
with the priority providers. However, concern 
is justified where, as appears to be the case 
in some Pathfinders and for some service 
providers, the lack of involvement reflects 
lack of focused effort by the Pathfinders 
or constraints on the ability and/or the 
willingness of providers to engage at the 
geographical level of the neighbourhood.

3.7 Engagement with providers does not 
necessarily have to be through the formal 
mechanisms of the board and/or SLAs 
in order to be influential. For example, the 
evaluation team judged the involvement to be 
strong with regard to nine providers in Stanley 
Green (Derwentside) and seven providers in 
Kendray (Barnsley) whilst in both these cases 
there has been little use to date of SLAs and 
only four providers were represented on each 
of the boards (although it should be noted 
that a number of SLAs are under negotiation 
in the case of Kendray).

3.8 However, it is also evident that, where these 
formal mechanisms have been adopted, they 
provide for continuity and tend to lead to a 
high degree of strong provider involvement 
(as in the cases of Heart of Burton (East 
Staffordshire), Great Lever (Bolton), Blacon 
Together (Chester) and Hattersley (Tameside)). 
On the other hand, the road represented by 
the specific formal mechanism of SLAs is 
neither short nor straight. The examples in 
Figure 3.3 are testament to this.
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Figure 3.3: Experience with the use of Service Level Agreements (SLAs) 

Blacon Together (Chester)
The process by which the NMP has developed 14 SLAs has generally been useful as it allows the needs of the 
community and the operational constraints faced by service providers to be communicated and discussed. 

However, during the year the potential ineffectiveness of SLAs as tools for ensuring that certain service levels are 
maintained has been exposed. The police agreed that its team dedicated to Blacon would include four constables –  
yet for a period two of these posts were unfilled – there was nothing the NMP could do to force the police to honour  
the commitment. 

Another problem with SLAs is that they offer service providers a defence against the accusation that they are not 
doing enough to deliver change: ‘We’re providing what we agreed in the SLA’. In many respects resorting to SLAs 
perpetuates a ‘can’t do’ culture, as agencies negotiate a minimum level of service, rather than one that seeks 
to develop and exploit new opportunities. They are, in many respects, a poor substitute for getting senior NM 
champions within key organisations on board and committed to the programme.

Hattersley (Tameside) 
The development of the six SLAs in Hattersley (Tameside) has been far from straightforward. Detailed SLAs were 
thought to focus activity and underlined the central importance of monitoring (especially ‘above normal requirements’). 
They had to be actively used with regular monitoring meetings to maintain accountability – this was important where 
staff secondments were involved and for clarifying the additionality of service provision. They were useful from a service 
provider’s viewpoint for justifying doing things differently within their own organisations (‘it’s in the SLA’). 

However, the agreements are not legally binding – if they ever were to be activated it would only be a belated 
recognition that the partnership itself was not working and by then “it would be too late”. They introduced bureaucracy 
and challenged the trust on which the partnership needs to be based. What would be more meaningful would be brief 
(‘perhaps only two A4 pages”) ‘Memoranda of Intent’ or ‘Statements of Commitment’ – a kind of ‘half-way house’.

Heart of Burton (East Staffordshire)
The preferred form of agreement for the six SLAs to date has been Partnership Funding Agreements agreed with 
service providers – progress has been slow in developing the partnership agreements to the breadth of detail 
required. Evidence on baselining and outcome indicators that could track impact on beneficiaries with suitable BME 
identification has been weak.

Some progress has been made through development of the NMP Partnership Service Level and Funding Agreements. 
They have struck these with the police, fire service, health (PCT), Abbot Beyne School (LEA) and the voluntary sector. They 
are just starting to negotiate on the current round with particular emphasis on the LEA (finance, personnel and IT support 
Services), schools, arts team, East Staffs Borough Council and the County Council.

3.9 The extent to which provider involvement has 
led to improvements in service provision will 
be discussed in the next section where we 
will also consider the constraints that might 
have to be overcome to do this.
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Spending against budget
3.10 The overall spend across all Pathfinders 

in 2003–04 was £11.9 million representing 
good progress in achieving nearly 90% of 
the budgeted £13.3 million. Most Pathfinders 
were below budget (some were under 80% 
of their budgets) and only a few were above 
(Gospel Oak (Camden), Blacon Together 
(Chester), Springbourne & Boscombe West 
(Bournemouth) and Parkfield/Mill Lane 
(Stockton)). Nevertheless, the overall picture 
is an encouraging one especially for a 
programme that has become more process 
than project driven.

3.11 The average spend per Pathfinder was 
£600,000 of which some 30% was allocated 
to management and administration (M&A)4. 
The distribution of the non-M&A spend 
(as shown in Figure 3.4) suggests that the 
Pathfinders did not devote much of their 
spend to ‘quick wins’ and, with the exception 
of health and worklessness, allocated much 
the same proportion of their expenditure to 
the neighbourhood renewal themes.

Figure 3.4: Allocation of non-M&A spend -  
all Pathfinders (2003-04)

3.12 However, this overall picture disguises 
considerable differences between the 
Pathfinders – differences that suggest they 
were focusing their resources on priority areas 
rather more than in the past.

3.13 This is demonstrated in Figure 3.5 which 
identifies the themes on which each of the 
Pathfinders allocated 15% or more of their 
spending. Based on these expenditure 
profiles, it would seem that some Pathfinders 
had heavily concentrated spend (e.g. 
Changes in Common (Greenwich) on 
community/young people, Kendray (Barnsley) 
on worklessness). Others had a more 
distributed pattern of spend (e.g. Gospel 
Oak (Camden), Coastal Area Partnership 
(Easington) and Parkfield/Mill Lane 
(Stockton)).

3.14 However, it can also be observed that there 
was only a limited number of Pathfinders that 
had really concentrated their expenditure on 
just two themes. So, there is still room for 
more focus.

3.15 The two themes that have dominated 
the pattern of spend across many of the 
Pathfinders are those of crime and housing 
and environment reflecting the emphasis 
that has been placed in this early stage of 
development on making the neighbourhoods 
safe, clean and better managed – i.e. 
addressing the ‘liveability’ issues.

0 5 10 15 20 25

Other activities

Worklessness

Housing & environment

Education

Crime

Health

Quick wins

Community/young people

% total non-M&A spend

4 The ring-fencing of the M&A and the leverage budgets was discarded from 2004-05 although Pathfinders still account for their expenditure separately. The figure of 30% 
may well be an under-estimate because some Pathfinders did not allocate their spend to an M&A budget line but distributed across other – activity defined – budget lines.
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Figure 3.5: Pathfinders’ allocation of 15% or more of spending (2003-04)

Pathfinders 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Changes in Common (Greenwich)

Heart of Burton (East Staffordshire)

Stanley Green (Derwentside)

Great Lever (Bolton)

Gospel Oak (Camden)

Community Counts (Gloucester)

Coastal Area Partnership (Easington)

Dewsbury West (Kirklees) 

Eastwood & Springwell Gardens (Rotherham)

Blacon Together (Chester)

Kendray (Barnsley)

Interlock (Basildon)

Springbourne & Boscombe West (Bournemouth)

Hattersley (Tameside)

Greater Hollington (Hastings)

Knutton Cross Heath (Newcastle under Lyme)

Kirkby (Ashfield) in Ashfield

Poulton (Lancaster)

Parkfield/ Mill Lane (Stockton on Tees)

Staveley (Chesterfield)

Number of  7 2 13 8 12 5 7

 Note: 
 1 = community/young people, 2 = health, 3 = crime, 4 = education, 5 = housing & environment, 6 = worklessness and 7 = other projects
  = 15% or more and less than 30% of total 2003-04 spending
  = 30% or more of total spending

Using evidence to inform programme delivery
3.16 The use of evidence can be critical in 

changing service provider attitudes, behaviour 
and practices that are often embedded in 
traditional cultures and operational methods. It 
can demonstrate that there’s a problem where 
the providers’ information systems suggest 
there is none. It can show that services are 
not getting through to where they are most 
needed. It can reveal alternative delivery 
methods that have lower or the same unit 
costs but reach higher volumes of customers 
and/or provide higher quality services. 

3.17 Strands of evidence that can be drawn  
on for these purposes include:

 • data sources relating primarily to
 neighbourhood needs and service provider 

responses (i.e. the volume and quality 
of services) including the findings from 
surveys, focus groups and resident panels, 
as well as standard statistics such as those 
derived from the 2001 Census;

 • evidence on the ways in which service
 providers allocate resources to particular 

areas or customer segments, identify and 
assess the options for improved service 
delivery and monitor and evaluate customer 
satisfaction with access to and use of their 
services; and

 • demonstrations of ‘what works’ and
 at ‘what cost’ from evidence drawn from 

elsewhere and from the direct experience 
of the Pathfinder.
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3.18 The 2003–04 Annual Review observed 
that the design and delivery of Pathfinder 
interventions needed to be informed by better 
use of research and analysis in understanding 
the underlying causes of neighbourhood 
problems and in appreciating what the 
evidence has to say about interventions that 
work well and less well in addressing them. 
We still subscribe to this view in the light of 
the Pathfinder experience over the last year. 
Figure 3.6 provides an assessment of the 
use by the Pathfinders of some very basic 
information sources.

3.19 It indicates that most but not all Pathfinders 
made at least some use of the 2003 
evaluation survey results and the results 
of the 2001 Census. It suggests there are 
constraints on the availability and usefulness 
of data in two key respects:

 • published data not being available at
 appropriate spatial levels (i.e. below ward 

level); and
 • most service providers not being able or
 inclined to make information available on 

their service spend and provision in the 
Pathfinder neighbourhoods (for example, 
because of claimed data protection issues 
or the service area not being coterminous 
with that of the Pathfinder).

3.20 The fact that there is a lot of data around 
but that much of it is not appropriate at the 
neighbourhood level poses a problem for 
the Pathfinders. Moreover, as is evident from 
the analytical work that the evaluation team 
has been carrying out on the 2003 survey 
data, the cause and effect relationships at 
neighbourhood level can be complex and 
often specific to particular resident groups 
where data sets may not be large enough for 
robust statistical analysis.

3.21 Figure 3.6 suggests that some Pathfinders do 
not have or choose not to make the time or 
acquire the expertise for the dedicated and 
time/resource-consuming work required to 
relate the available statistics to their area and 
its problems. Even more Pathfinders do not 
regularly collate evidence on provider spend 
and service quality in their neighbourhoods. 

3.22 It is clear that some Pathfinders place less 
emphasis on data gathering and use than on 
other aspects of capacity-building and service 
provider negotiation where they perceived 
that tangible progress was more realistic and 
achievable. This is not to say that no work 
at all was done on data gathering and use 
– just that it had been given lower priority and 
was focused on getting the basic baseline in 
place and developing appropriate monitoring 
systems. However, other Pathfinders took the 
view that the difficulties with data provision 
(especially with respect to the volume and 
quality of services in the locality) were part of 
the problem and addressing them should be 
part of the neighbourhood renewal solution 
from the outset. 
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Figure 3.6: summary assessment of data gathering and use

Number of Pathfinders

Use of available data Used a lot Some use Not much None

Use of the 2003 evaluation survey 7 10 3 0

• To consolidate baselines 6 9 3 2

• To influence project design 2 12 4 2

• In negotiations with providers 2 14 2 2

• To communicate with the community 0 10 6 4

Use of the 2001 Census 10 8 0 2

Collation of data on service provision A lot Some Not much None

Pathfinder regularly collates provider spend 0 8 4 8

Pathfinder regularly collates service quality data 2 12 2 3

Service providers generating best service data police = 15 NMPs education = 8 health = 4 housing = 5

Monitoring of Pathfinder spend & activity

Pathfinders monitor and record project spend Yes = 20

Pathfinders monitor and record matched funding from other sources Yes = 13

Pathfinders monitor and record any types of outputs or service provision changes Yes = 17

 Note: The assessments summarised here are based on returns provided by the Pathfinders and, therefore, there may be an element of optimism bias. 

3.23 In our view, the priorities for data gathering 
and use should be to:

 • establish the baseline (to have an evidence
 base for identifying priority needs); 
 • design and implement monitoring systems
 (that enable spend, activities and outputs  

to be tracked); and 
 • work with the key service providers in
 generating information on the quality  

of service provision (to assess what 
changes, if any, are needed to respond  
to the priority needs).

3.24 There is no doubt that the latter poses the 
most difficulties and is not a task that the 
Pathfinders could or should generally carry 
out on their own. They have to involve the 
relevant service providers in gathering the 
data, sharing it (with negotiated protocols), 
analysing it and agreeing the implications for 
any service improvements. Since the task is 
bound to be problematic, it should be initiated 
sooner rather than later and focused on key 
service areas. The approach adopted by 
Knutton Cross Heath (Newcastle under Lyme) 
(see Figure 3.7) illustrates what we would 
regard to be a valuable learning process.
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Figure 3.7: data gathering and use: Knutton 
Cross Heath (Newcastle under Lyme)

Baseline information – area conditions
The NMP has worked hard to assemble a wide range 
of data relating to the area’s conditions, drawing 
on its own household survey (by MRUK) as well 
as the National Evaluation’s household survey, and 
secondary and administrative data assembled by the 
team and by others such as the Research Business 
Unit at Staffordshire County Council.

Monitoring of leverage funded activities
In terms of monitoring of service improvement 
activities funded through the leverage fund, the NMP 
uses grant claim forms, activity monitoring forms and 
milestone reporting forms. The returns are mostly 
quarterly and in paper form, and the administration 
and monitoring officer is currently working on a 
process of capturing the information electronically 
in database form. Monitoring the extent to which 
service improvements are taken up by and impact 
on residents from black and minority ethnic (BME) 
groups could be improved. 

Service delivery baselining
The NMP has sought to audit service provision in 
the NMP area. This was expected to provide an 
important foundation to guide service improvements. 
Some agencies have provided good information 
on expenditure in the NMP area, while others 
have generic budgets for the district as a whole, 
making it difficult to establish the precise level of 
service commitment. There are also difficulties with 
different time series and lags in some data. Given 
the difficulties of establishing a comprehensive 
baseline of all services, the NMP has, rightly in our 
view, decided to streamline this process and focus 
the work on a limited number of key problems and 
services, particularly those which are likely to be the 
focus of Service Level Agreements. 

3.25 It is worth noting that SQW has prepared 
a number of Good Practice Notes for the 
NRU on establishing baselines, evaluation 
processes and using survey data, to assist 
Pathfinders in making better use of research 
data, (available at www.sqw.co.uk/nme/).

Primary issues to be addressed 
3.26 The key issues that we think the Round 1 

Pathfinders will have to confront in developing 
their programmes are essentially three-fold:

 • to continue to deepen their relationships
 with the key providers (mainly in the 

areas of crime and community safety, 
environment and housing) in order to 
extract more significant, additional and 
sustainable changes in provider attitudes 
and behaviour towards service delivery in 
the neighbourhood;

 • to prepare the ground for engagement
 with those providers that have not yet been 

significantly involved in discussions and 
negotiations about their service delivery 
practices and methods (i.e. through 
research into the volume and quality of 
provision compared with need and through 
involvement of the appropriate residents 
and community groups); and

 • to extend the range of service providers
 with whom the Pathfinders will want 

to establish intensive relationships in 
accordance with resident priorities and in 
ways that will bring results quickly.
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Key lessons 
3.27 The key lessons to come out of the Pathfinder 

experience with regard to programme delivery 
are the importance of:

 • prioritising robustly in accordance with
 neighbourhood primary requirements and 

working with those providers most capable 
and willing to help meet the requirements; 

 • engaging with the key service providers
 both singly and jointly where appropriate to 

understand how they allocate and use their 
resources in the neighbourhood and what 
evidence will be needed to change provider 
behaviour and practice and overcome any 
barriers to change;

 • preparing and demonstrating the evidence
 and the business case most likely to bring 

about the desired improvements in service 
provision by the providers either singly or 
jointly with other providers;

 • working with the providers in ways that
 will secure their ownership of the solutions 

that emerge through some degree of  
formal arrangements but not necessarily  
in the shape of an SLA; and

 • demonstrating to other providers that the
 Pathfinder is a credible organisation that 

does its research, articulates the views of 
neighbourhood users and robustly appraises 
different options for service delivery.
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Contents
We have shown that in large part the 
Pathfinders have made good progress in 
capacity-building, in delivering a programme 
of activities increasingly well-focused and 
engaging service providers in a variety of ways, 
especially with respect to crime and community 
safety, housing and environment. The main 
focus of this section is with regard to:
• improvements brought about in service 

provision and their associated benefits;
• barriers to improving service provision and 

how they can be overcome; and
• effects on the capacity of the community to 

engage with service providers.

Overview
A growing number and range of changes  
to services are in evidence. Generally:
• the most common service providers to 

respond to Pathfinders in terms of changing 
services, are the police, local authority 
housing and environment departments  
and PCTs;

• service changes so far have tended to be 
fairly modest in scale; and

• the most common type of change is a re-
shaping of a single service or services by 
a single provider (i.e. joining up of services 
between providers is less common). The 
‘bending’ of resources (reallocation to 
a deprived neighbourhood) has been 
associated with some concerns about 
its ‘additionality’ and has usually been 
accompanied by reshaping or some  
other change in service delivery). 

It is too early for many of these service 
changes to have produced tangible 
improvements in outcomes although there 
are indications of reduced crime rates and 
improved environmental conditions in some 
Pathfinder areas.

Pathfinder programmes – 
results

32



33

Improving service provision
4.1 Figure 4.1 summarises the findings of  

the evaluation with respect to the number 
of Pathfinders where changes in service 
provision were reported and the number of 
service changes that had been introduced – 
categorised by the different service providers 
and by the nature of the service change.  
The categories used for the latter purpose  
are those devised by the Audit Commission 
as follows:

 • Changing corporate policies: changes in
 the way a service provider operates 

that are likely to bring about benefits to 
the Pathfinder neighbourhood such as 
reconfiguring the service area to coincide 
with the Pathfinder boundaries or revising 
recruitment policy in ways that involve  
local residents;

 • Reallocating mainstream service resources:
 increasing the expenditure and/or the 

volume of resources that are targeted 
on the Pathfinder neighbourhood (e.g. 
providing additional, high visibility evening 
police patrols);

 • Reshaping mainstream service provision:
 making changes in the way that services 

are delivered, for example, by devolving 
delivery to local level or linking up with 
other services relevant to the same client 
groups; and

 • Improving service access to increase take
 up: increasing awareness amongst clients 

with respect to the service ‘offer’ and 
how it can best be accessed (e.g. offering 
improved signposting to mainstream 
services for health advice and treatment 
through the use of outreach workers).

4.2 The service changes reported in Figure 4.1 
do not include statements of intent nor have 
we accepted that negotiation of an SLA will of 
itself necessarily result in any service change. 
We have only included a reported change 
where there was evidence from the evaluation 
team that it happened and that the change 
was in mainstream service provision5.

Figure 4.1: changes to service provision 2003-04

Service providers No. of NMPs 
with change 
in service 
provision 

No. of changes in provision and their nature

Changing 
corporate 
policies

Reallocating 
mainstream 
resources

Reshaping 
mainstream 
services

Improving 
access

Police 14 9 14 13 9

PCT 12 4 6 7 7

LA housing 8 2 4 6 4

LA environment 8 0 1 6 3

LA youth 6 0 0 5 3

Jobcentre Plus 6 1 2 3 4

Schools 6 2 2 4 3

FE/HE 5 1 2 3 3

RSL/HAs 2 0 2 1 1

Public transport 2 0 2 1 1

Fire service 2 1 0 1 0

Connexions 1 0 0 1 0

LA leisure 1 0 1 0 1

Total number of changes 20 36 51 39

 Note: The total of 146 changes in service provision will include a number of changes that appear in more than one category of change because 
they include, for example, reallocation of resources as well as reshaping of provision.  

5 Figure 4.1 does not include changes that involved public and voluntary sector service provision where these reflected special initiatives (e.g. Sure Start) – there were nearly 
40 changes of this kind reported by our evaluation teams across the Pathfinders.
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4.3 The changes that have taken place are 
primarily with respect to police services 
and those provided by the PCT and the LA 
environment and housing departments. It is 
worth noting that the inclusion of the PCTs in 
this list would not have been anticipated from 
the pattern of Pathfinder expenditure (where 
health did not feature particularly strongly). 
Influence over service providers clearly does 
not necessarily require significant expenditure.

4.4 The more detailed accounts of the changes in 
the Pathfinder evaluation reports suggest that 
the service changes had three key features:

 • Test-bed for more widespread service
 change: whilst the changes have been 

directed at improvements in mainstream 
service delivery for the benefit of the 
Pathfinder residents, the service provider 
intent is broader and related to improved 
servicing of clients’ needs more widely 
outside the Pathfinder area. They are, in 
other words, test beds for different ways of: 

 - configuring providers’ corporate policies; 
 - determining how resources should be
 more optimally allocated in response  

to needs; 
 - working with other agencies that have
 the same client base (often with multiple 

problems); and 
 - addressing inequalities and the service
 access problems this can generate.  

 • Counter-cultural approaches to service
 design and delivery: the service changes 

are relatively modest in scale and scope, 
but they often represent significant 
departures from traditional ways of thinking 
about service design and delivery. One 
comment made by a service provider 
during the evaluation demonstrates how 
revelatory even an apparently modest 
service change can be – “I would never 
have believed that effective service 
management would come down to this 
very local level – but it does”. 

 • Additional testing opportunities offered and
 prompted: the Pathfinders facilitated the 

service changes – not primarily through 
the provision of funding but by building an 
infrastructure and capacity that offered and 
prompted opportunities for providers to 
pilot and test neighbourhood-based and 
new models of working. The Pathfinder 
‘additionality’ or value added was, 
therefore, in setting up the mechanisms 
for providers to test their ideas, to work 
with others and to take risks that otherwise 
would not have been pursued as readily 
or robustly or at all. As was stated in 
the Springbourne & Boscombe West 
(Bournemouth) 2004–05 Delivery Plan, 
“NM is like a Research and Development 
Project – it allows agencies to do the things 
they could not risk doing themselves: 
We’ve said to all agencies: We’ll accept the 
risk if it doesn’t work but, if it does, you 
agree to sign up and implement it.”
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Changes to services by theme
4.5 Figure 4.2 provides some specific case 

studies and examples of the more significant 
cases of service changes being reported by 
the evaluation team for each of the five main 
themes in the last year or so. We provide an 
overview commentary here for each theme, to 
complement these illustrations.

Crime
4.6 The police have been the most responsive 

service across the Programme, with different 
types of response. Many Pathfinders have 
secured additional police officers and 
community support officers allocated to 
their neighbourhoods, mainstream-funded, 
with some also paying to provide additional 
officers at their own expense. In a number 
of areas, the increase in policing has often 
gone hand in hand with a more area-
based, neighbourhood-focused policing 
approach, with the police officers dedicated 
to the neighbourhood and sometimes even 
based there and sometimes co-located with 
other services. A local base can mean that 
officers are able to make better contacts 
with residents and other providers in the 
neighbourhood. This provides a more high 
profile police presence in the area, and 
greater accessibility and continuity of contact 
with the same officers.

4.7 The increase in policing resources, and 
greater emphasis on visible ‘community 
policing’ is part of a national trend, and is an 
example of neighbourhood managers working 
with a trend, and adding value to it, rather 
than necessarily being solely responsible for 
prompting it. A question for the future will 
be the sustainability/permanence of these 
increases in resources, and the prospects for 
mainstreaming those officers currently funded 
by Pathfinders.

4.8 A few Pathfinders have also worked with 
their local police forces to pilot new working 
practices, with a view to rolling out methods 
that work. Examples include property marking 
initiatives to deter burglary (as in Hattersley, 
Tameside) and new protocols to improve  
the detection of domestic violence (Great 
Lever, Bolton).

Health
4.9 PCTs have also been very responsive across 

the Programme, although the nature of 
changes to services to date is generally on 
a smaller scale and perhaps less obvious 
than with the police. The similarity that PCTs 
have with the police is that they tend to see 
in neighbourhood management a route 
to achieving their own objectives – they 
recognise that a neighbourhood focus can 
help them with tackling health inequalities, 
improving take-up of public health services 
and involving local people more in service 
planning. This has contributed to them being 
open and responsive to approaches from 
neighbourhood managers.

4.10 There are three typical sorts of response 
that PCTs (and other associated health 
organisations sometimes) have been making. 
Firstly, they are the service provider that is 
most likely to support or even undertake a 
local assessment of need. They are interested 
in gathering better evidence on local health 
needs, for example through ‘health audits’, 
and are explicitly interested in making local 
services better attuned to evidenced need. 
This has still to work through the service 
planning system to deliver much change to 
services yet, but underlines the importance 
for Pathfinders to better equip themselves 
in regard to gathering or generating local 
data on needs and services. This sort of 
exercise has the potential to see local health 
services realigned in favour of deprived 
neighbourhoods. So far, PCTs have been 
working with neighbourhood managers to 
undertake these needs’ assessments.
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4.11 The second common type of response 
is for the PCT, often jointly with the 
Pathfinder, to fund a new, or re-locate an 
existing, community health worker into the 
neighbourhood, to be based there and work 
to improve the take-up of services. This 
represents a modest increase in resources for 
the neighbourhood and can result in closer 
networking with other services.

4.12 The third type of response, less common, 
but happening in some neighbourhoods is 
for local GP surgeries to make changes in 
working practices, for example more flexible 
opening hours (Greater Hollington, Hastings) 
or referring patients on to a wider range of 
non-medical services – e.g. sport/exercise 
opportunities (Staveley, Chesterfield).

Housing and environment
4.13 With respect to environmental services 

(particularly street cleaning and waste 
removal), local authorities have generally been 
responsive and in some cases have completely 
reorganised the way that their service is 
delivered. In terms of the scale of change, 
these are some of the most significant changes 
to local services that Pathfinders have been 
involved in. Addressing local environmental 
issues has been a consistently high priority for 
most of the local communities in Pathfinder 
neighbourhoods. There is some evidence that 
those Pathfinders that have done so have not 
only been able to achieve local recognition 
for this, but have significantly changed local 
people’s perceptions of their areas.

4.14 Common changes include:
 • more responsive ways of listening to local
 residents’ concerns about ‘grot spots’  

and fly tipping;
 • greater mechanisation of street cleaning
 to improve speed and efficiency (e.g.  

using ‘green machine’ sweepers); and
 • more co-ordination between different
 environmental services – street cleaning, 

graffiti removal, waste removal, etc –  
with some even integrating.

4.15 Pathfinders have often funded some of these 
improvements, such as the initial capital 
investment in new equipment, and have 
sometimes funded a short-term increase 
in services, but the mainstream service 
providers themselves are generally funding 
the continuation of these improvements. 
Prospects for sustainability seem good. 
Pathfinders involved in these sorts of 
significant changes include Great Lever 
(Bolton), Springbourne and Boscombe 
West (Bournemouth), Hattersley (Tameside), 
Parkfield/Mill Lane (Stockton), Staveley 
(Chesterfield), Poulton (Lancaster) and 
Changes in Common (Greenwich). 

4.16 Pathfinders have benefited from a national 
trend within local government towards the 
modernisation of these services, but have 
clearly added value as well in prompting and 
accelerating these changes, highlighting their 
importance to neighbourhood renewal and in 
some cases, identifying the need for additional 
services. In many cases, the improvements 
are being rolled out across the relevant local 
authority. In these cases, the neighbourhood 
manager’s role has been to assist the piloting 
of change, although they often do not play any 
ongoing role in service delivery.
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4.17 Local housing managers of social housing 
have generally been responsive to 
neighbourhood managers, although the types 
of changes made vary between areas, and 
can be modest in nature. Local managers 
do not always seem to have much flexibility 
over how they can deliver their service. 
Interestingly, local authority housing managers 
seem to have been more responsive than 
RSL managers, so far.

4.18 Where more significant changes have been 
tried, for example a new choice-based lettings’ 
scheme for council housing (Gospel Oak, 
Camden), the initiative has come from the 
housing provider, with a view to using the 
Pathfinder neighbourhood as a pilot, before 
rolling out, if successful. In these cases, the 
Pathfinder supports and adds value to the pilot 
and seeks to improve the chance of success. 

4.19 Local housing managers often have some 
funds at their discretion, and a number of 
Pathfinders are working with local housing 
managers to jointly fund environmental 
improvements or new play areas (e.g. Greater 
Hollington, Hastings). In some cases, modest 
capital budgets have been delegated to 
Pathfinder-based theme groups (Poulton, 
Lancaster) for them to shape and approve. 

4.20 With respect to more significant redevelopment 
or investment in social housing, a few 
Pathfinders are working with their local 
authority to influence capital investment 
strategies (Changes in Common, Greenwich), 
or to work as part of Housing Market Renewal 
Pathfinders (Knutton Cross Heath, Newcastle 
under Lyme) but these are longer term 
initiatives, with few results to show to date. 

4.21 A handful of Pathfinders, particularly those 
in coastal towns, have identified poor quality 
privately rented accommodation as an 
issue and have found ways to persuade the 
local authority to invest more resources in 
addressing this problem. In Springbourne and 
Boscombe West (Bournemouth) a Pathfinder-
funded housing survey of local privately rented 
housing has led to a new strategy to improve 
the regulation and refurbishment of privately 
rented properties. This is another example 
of information about local need (in this case 
a survey) influencing a service provider to 
change its focus. 

Education
4.22 There is a national move to see schools 

become more involved with their local 
communities and see them become 
‘extended schools’ with closer links to other 
services. This fits well with the neighbourhood 
management agenda. However, although a 
number of Pathfinders have good links with 
local schools, progress to date in securing 
changes or improvements to services has 
proved more difficult than in other themes. 

4.23 The most common sort of initiative has been 
the joint funding of projects, for example, 
outreach workers to promote basic literacy 
and numeracy with pre-school children 
in playgroups (Eastwood and Springwell 
Gardens, Rotherham) and improving transition 
arrangements from primary to secondary 
schools (Interlock, Basildon). Projects are 
perhaps more likely to be concerned with 
tackling the social context within which 
schools work than they are to address 
educational attainment in schools directly. 
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4.24 The exception to this is the Full Service 
Schools initiative being implemented in 
Greater Hollington (Hastings) where schools 
are the centre of work to improve access to 
services. However, this is not a typical initiative 
within the Pathfinder programme. It is possible 
that the independence of schools (each 
needs to be engaged with separately) and the 
number of existing education initiatives and 
area-based programmes has made it more 
difficult for Pathfinders to identify a clear role 
for themselves thus far. 

4.25 In a handful of areas, local colleges of FE/
HE have also responded to neighbourhood 
managers, with improved outreach services 
to increase the take-up of adult learning 
opportunities by local residents or improved 
links with other services, such as schools. 

Worklessness
4.26 Responses from job centres have been 

decidedly mixed within the 20 Pathfinder areas. 
Some have been very positive; in Hattersley 
(Tameside) the ‘step ahead’ one-stop-job-shop 
has been opened, with job centre and other 
related training and employment services co-
located in a neighbourhood centre, to make 
their services more accessible and more 
joined up. Others have provided more modest 
support, through location of job advisers part-
time in a neighbourhood facility or piloting 
new ways of outreach (Changes in Common, 
Greenwich). Generally, however, job centre 
managers have not been very responsive to 
neighbourhood managers. 

Other services
4.27 Pathfinders have also worked with a wide 

range of other providers on a smaller scale, 
and to varying extents. One of the more 
common examples is local youth services. 
Improving provision of such services is a 
priority in many Pathfinder neighbourhoods, 
and this has been recognised as a 
programme-wide issue. Some Pathfinders 
have secured increased provision from the 
local authority (e.g. Great Lever, Bolton and 
Changes in Common, Greenwich) but many 
have so far tended to respond by funding 
their own increased provision. Ways to secure 
sustainable improvements to local youth 
services are still being sought. 
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Figure 4.2: examples of service changes

Crime 

Improving services to tackle crime in Greater Hollington (Hastings)
The most obvious service change is the enhanced local presence, and visibility, of officers with a clear ‘community 
policing’ role. Other changes reflect the move towards a multi-agency response to crime. The input of information 
from various agencies has led to a greater awareness of the holistic nature of the problem – for example: 
• the connection between poor housing and estate design from a security point of view, and inability to afford 

alarms, with the higher risk from burglary;
• the role that improved housing management practices, for example acceptable behaviour contracts,  

can play in preventing or reducing the risk of anti-social behaviour; and
• the role that sports activities and after-school recreation programmes can play in achieving the same outcomes.

Other initiatives developed and in the course of development by the Pathfinder, such as parenting programmes, 
mentoring schemes to motivate young people and a restorative justice programme to increase offenders’ 
understanding of the effects of crime on the victims have all contributed to the improvement in outcomes.

The changes show clear signs of producing reductions in crime and improved personal safety. There has been a 
sharp reduction in car crime and theft from vehicles as a result of the Car Crime Reduction Action Plan operating 
from July 2003, a reduction of 20% by December 2003 in criminal damage on the industrial estates and a reduction 
of crime at crime ‘hotspots’.   

The chief inspector concedes that the level of policing input is not strictly justifiable in terms of the rates of crime and 
anti-social behaviour in the area. But, his view is that real benefits have resulted from the multi-agency approach and 
that there will be a longer term payoff for the police in providing a more cost-effective service generally in the future. The 
Pathfinder added value in very significant ways by facilitating the development of good practice in this ‘laboratory area’.

Other examples of service changes:

Gospel Oak (Camden) Reallocating mainstream services: the area has been made a priority for the Step 
Change Programme by the Metropolitan Police with policing resources increasing 
from two PCs to a sergeant, four PCs and eight police community support officers 
(only two of which are being funded by the NMP).

Dewsbury West (Kirklees) Reallocating mainstream services: there has been an acceptance of the value of 
Community Beat Officers and of Police Community Support Officers – the police 
will resource the CBOs that are currently funded by the Pathfinder

Great Lever (Bolton) Reshaping mainstream services: piloted new ‘zero tolerance’ protocols on 
domestic violence with involvement of other agencies.

Eastwood and Springwell 
Gardens (Rotherham)

Changing corporate policies: developing a coherent crime reduction strategy with other 
agencies has led to prioritising the NMP area as part of a two-year pilot linked to a 
wider geographical policing strategy.

Knutton Cross Heath 
(Newcastle under Lyme)

Reshaping mainstream services and reallocating resources: more visible policing 
including officers personally delivering crime prevention packs to every household 
– culminating in an SLA that allocated additional resources and involved the NMP 
in directing policing priorities. 
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Health

Accessing health services in Basildon
The Pathfinder promoted an initiative with a number of other agencies to provide a drop-in facility offering young 
people access to advice on sexual and mental health, drugs and alcohol awareness, and access to counselling. 

The intervention grew out of discussions in the health and community theme group led by the PCT and was a 
response to the needs identified in the baseline and in local consultations. It was preceded by a feasibility study 
led by a multi-agency planning group including Essex County Youth Service, Basildon and Thurrock Hospital Trust, 
South Essex Partnership Trust, Basildon District Council, Basildon MIND and Relate.

Young people are responding positively to the better access to services: initial monitoring shows that, in the nine month 
period to December 2003, 188 young people have used the service (of whom 130 were young men) – 35 people have 
made repeat visits. Anecdotal evidence suggests that the initiative is getting through to the people who need it.

The Pathfinder added value in providing funding to help the process get off the ground but the service has been 
promoted through all the agencies involved including a health outreach worker and youth workers who are known 
and trusted by local young people. The drop-in service runs every Tuesday from 4.30-6.30pm, a time that appears  
to suit the young people and the providers.

Bringing statutory and voluntary agencies together in this way appears effective, although further analysis is needed. 
The drop-in is responding to a precise gap in service access, identified in the delivery planning process and in 
consultation with young people. The service was designed on the basis of lessons learned from other similar facilities, 
including one in Harlow.

Other examples of service changes:

Stanley Green 
(Derwentside)

Changing corporate policy and reallocating resources: appointment of community 
health worker supported by the NMP on a tapering basis with funding transferring 
to the PCT.

Heart of Burton (East 
Staffordshire)

Changing corporate policy and improving service access: PCT assessing what its 
focus on inequalities means operationally in a deprived area – appointment of a public 
health practitioner to review the nature of local needs (especially hard to reach groups) 
and the appropriate response in terms of improving access – the Health Audit.

Hattersley (Tameside) Reallocating resources and reshaping services: joint funding of the neighbourhood 
health worker between the PCT and the NMP and the development of innovative 
methods for assessing needs and responding to them

Blacon Together 
(Chester)

Changing corporate policies: PCT agreed to employ staff on behalf of the NMP, 
changed its appointment process to allow resident participation, consented to the 
co-location in the neighbourhood.
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Housing and environment

Cleaning up in Poulton (Lancaster)
Baseline residents’ surveys revealed that litter, fly-tipping, graffiti and discarded syringes were viewed as pressing local 
problems and a major reason for deteriorating living conditions in Poulton. The main reasons for this included rubbish 
from split bin bags and difficulty accessing communal yards, narrow streets and back alleys. Lack of co-ordination 
between bin lorries and street sweepers was exacerbating the situation. The Pathfinder board felt that decisive action 
was necessary to bolster community confidence and improve regeneration prospects, especially since the city council 
was not planning to revise waste minimisation and recycling arrangements in the immediate future. 

The clean-up project was initially a ‘quick win’ event but its popularity led to the development and subsequent 
implementation of a longer term solution – a new refuse collection system. It comprised a mixture of wheeled bins 
with kerbside collection boxes for dry recyclables, communal bulk bins with mini-recycling centres and continuation 
of black sack collection for properties with restricted access or limited storage and increased provision of ‘bring’ sites.  
At the same time, a more mechanised street cleansing system was introduced, along with alley gating and better methods 
of tackling drugs-related litter. Also, educational initiatives were introduced in which street wardens played an important 
promotional role as well as being given responsibility for monitoring street cleanliness and exercising enforcement powers. 
The Pathfinder worked with the local council to research, develop and encourage these changes to improve services. 

Along with related measures, these resulted in 96% of streets achieving an A or B (good or satisfactory) standard 
of cleanliness in August 2003 compared with 19% in October 2002. Poulton is already slightly exceeding Lancaster 
District’s recycling target of 18% for 2005–6; a survey in July 2003 showed that 21% of properties received a 
fortnightly collection of garden waste whilst 71% received a fortnightly collection of dry recyclables diverting 200 
tonnes of waste from landfill.

Other examples of service changes:

Poulton (Lancaster) Reallocating resources and reshaping services: bending of housing capital 
programme and devolving responsibility for approval of the programme to the NMP 
housing and environment sub-group.

Parkfield/Mill Lane 
(Stockton)

Reshaping services: joint review of housing/environment needs in the area leading 
to the appointment of housing regeneration officer and housing market renewal 
manager – one funded by NMP and the other by the housing department.

Change in Common 
(Greenwich)

Reshaping mainstream services: the Cleansweep service has now been implemented 
across the borough integrating a range of services. 

Staveley (Chesterfield) Reshaping services: the NMP was instrumental in delivering joint working 
and improved services in different parts of the borough’s street cleaning and 
environmental services. 
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Education

Raising educational performance in Parkfield/Mill Lane (Stockton)
The Pathfinder analysis showed that children from the neighbourhood performed well below the borough average 
at primary level with the performance of pupils from BME families slightly worse than the neighbourhood average. 
Moreover, performance of both BME and non-BME pupils deteriorated further in relation to the borough average 
when the transition was made to secondary school.  

This information was new to the education authority whose previous assessments had been by school rather than by 
geographical origin of pupil. The new cut into the analysis by the Pathfinder revealed for the first time that there was a 
spatial aspect to pupil performance that clearly raised issues that had not previously been a source of concern or action. 

The main action that has now been taken is the appointment of two advisers – one mainly orientated to the primary 
schools and the other working with the secondary schools – with a support worker to liaise with parents and the 
local community. 

The advisers work directly with the schools in developing an action plan for inclusiveness and performance 
improvement – involving, for example, the development of new educational materials. Each of the schools now has 
an action plan. Together with the support worker, they also work with parents to enhance parental engagement. 

Services have changed to the extent that they have now been augmented in the above and other ways. This would 
not have happened without the intervention of the Pathfinder – in carrying out the data analysis that drew attention 
to the underachievement of pupils from the neighbourhood in the first place and then taking the initiative to bring 
the head teachers and others together to generate and support initiatives to address the issue. It has enhanced 
the LEA focus on the neighbourhood and the hope is that changes in practice will continue even if neighbourhood 
management funding does not.

Other examples of service changes:

Coastal Area Partnership 
(Easington)

Changing corporate policies: opening up schools to wider agendas – e.g. young 
person participation or drugs misuse education.

Kendray (Barnsley) Improving access: using NSPCC run scheme to support students making transition 
to secondary education to demonstrate the benefits of this support and the need for 
improved education services.

Parkfield/Mill Lane 
(Stockton)

Reshaping services: the Heartstone project to promote multi-culturalism among 
young people; and the STAR project to improve school attendance.
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Worklessness

Stepping Ahead in Hattersley (Tameside)
‘Step Ahead’ is the first of its kind in the North West region and Jobcentre Plus sees it as a flagship of its efforts to 
locate its services “out in the community”. The idea for the initiative came from the Pathfinder’s Jobs and Training 
Theme Group to improve access to employment and training opportunities for local people. A senior manager from 
Jobcentre Plus who chaired the group used her powers of persuasion to get a range of service providers to agree to 
co-locate staff in a single advice centre – the ‘Step Ahead – One-Stop-Shop’.

The centre opened in the local Jobs, Education and Training Centre in October 2003 and is staffed by officers 
from Jobcentre Plus, Tameside MBC, Tameside College, the Pensions Service, Inland Revenue, NHS Head Start, 
Connexions, and the local (‘Moneyspinner’) credit union. They offer advisory services with regard to:
• employment, housing, council tax and disability benefits;
• income tax, in work benefits and pensions; 
• job search and guidance (including access to a freephone service);
• basic skills, life skills and employability training; and
• debt advice/counselling.

The initiative also involves an ‘outreach’ adviser working directly with lone parents at the Sure Start nursery.

In January and February 2004, Jobcentre Plus figures show that 168 people used the service. 50 of these attended a 
‘Step Ahead’ sponsored ‘Jobs Fair’ that was attended by ten employers and produced 59 job applications. ‘Step Ahead’ 
seems to have quickly established itself in the locality because of a real need for the accessible and supportive advice and 
guidance that it provides.

Other examples of service changes:

Great Lever (Bolton) Re-shaping mainstream services: Bolton Outreach Advisory Team is now delivering 
Jobcentre Plus services more locally, improving take-up of services. 

Kendray (Barnsley) Improving access: testing new approaches, involving home-based survey visits 
to those not working in order to better understand barriers, explore options, and 
introduce possibilities. 

Barriers to improving service provision –  
and the ways to overcome them
4.28 When considering the barriers to improving 

service provision, there is an important 
distinction to be made between improvements 
that depend on increased allocation of 
provider resources to the NMP neighbourhood 
(‘bending’ the mainstream) and those that rely 
on changing the way services are delivered 
(‘reshaping’ the mainstream).

4.29 The barriers are likely to be greater with 
respect to the first for the simple reason that 
allocating more resources to one area is very 
likely to be at the expense of another and 
to do so would be seen as ‘unfair’ and a 
challenge to the prevailing resource allocation 
criteria and processes adopted by the 
relevant service provider. This point was made 
in a number of the evaluation team reports 
(see Figure 4.3).
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Figure 4.3: barriers to resource reallocation (bending the mainstream)

The Blacon (Chester) Pathfinder Evaluation Report: most service providers find it difficult to bend mainstream 
resources into an NM area and it is often unrealistic to expect them to do so. Most organisations already target 
their services where they are most needed or can make the biggest impact. As there are competing demands for 
these (often statutory) services that cannot be ignored, it is often logistically and politically impossible for additional 
resources to be channelled into an NM area.

It is certainly unrealistic to expect service providers to commit to mainstreaming a new service once NM funding runs 
out three years hence when they neither know its effectiveness nor what budgetary pressures they will be under. The 
reshaping of existing mainstream provision through the co-location of staff, linking up of activities and participation in 
small-scale joint projects appears a more realistic expectation of NM.

The Changes in Common (Greenwich) Evaluation Report: what is interesting about the process (i.e. lobbying for 
change in the youth service) is the nature of the dialogue between the Pathfinder and the service. Constraints on 
change cited by the service included:
• the need to provide the service in a way that is seen as ‘fair’ across the borough and in a way that satisfies 

councillors, not showing favouritism to one area; 
• the difficulties of being flexible where most resources are deployed in the form of employed staff across the 

borough (‘not easy to dedicate to particular neighbourhoods’);
• the challenge of providing a flexible service with insufficient resources; and
• the problems with involving local voluntary groups in provision, due to their lack of compliance with council and 

national policies on youth service delivery.

4.30 Moreover, where bending of mainstream 
funding has been observed, there are some 
legitimate reasons for doubting its additionality 
(i.e. a concern that the resources would have 
been allocated to the area anyway in total 
or at least in part or at some later date). The 
comment was made by the evaluation team 
with respect to a number of Pathfinders that 
the service providers which engaged most 
closely with them were those that shared the 
neighbourhood approach to service delivery 
and the priority for service improvement in the 
particular Pathfinder area, for example: 

 • “It is important …not to overstate the
 impact of the NMP on mainstream change 

as most of the service providers concerned 
have a history of collaboration, albeit limited 
in many cases, through fora that predate 
neighbourhood management” (Blacon 
Together, Chester) 

 • “There are many larger-scale service
 improvements in Great Lever (BIP, 

extended schools, housing renewal) 
which in general would have gone ahead 
without NMP, although the Pathfinder has 
effectively locked in and added value to 
these developments” (Great Lever, Bolton)

 • “The police also identified Gospel Oak
 (Camden) as an area where their additional 

investment would be supported by the 
Pathfinder both in terms of resources and 
the political will to drive forward change in 
the area” (Gospel Oak, Camden)

 •  “The Council and other service providers
 (e.g. the police) were going down this road 

anyway but it has been tried out more 
intensively in Parkfield/Mill Lane” (Parkfield/
Mill Lane, Stockton)
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4.31 Some element of ‘non-additionality’ along 
the above lines is inevitable in the Pathfinder 
Programme and, in our view, this should not 
be of undue concern if it is associated with 
sustained changes in the ways the services 
are delivered (especially if they are then rolled 
out more widely) to the benefit of Pathfinder 
and other residents. However, the inference 
we draw is that Pathfinders are less likely 
to be effective in influencing mainstream 
service provision if they only seek to increase 
the allocation of provider resources to their 
neighbourhood. They are more likely to be 
effective if their focus is on changing service 
provider corporate policies, reshaping service 
provision and/or improving access to services 
and, by these means, increasing the volume 
and/or quality of service provision.

4.32 The barriers that Pathfinders will have to 
overcome to do this include the following:

 • Provider capacity constraints: a good deal
 of emphasis has been placed on 

community capacity-building by some of 
the Pathfinders but the evaluation indicates 
that service providers may not have the 
historical tradition, the institutional and 
procedural mechanisms nor the resources 
for responding to the voice of local residents 
and community groups or to other service 
providers. Moreover, there are an increasing 
number of strategic initiatives to which 
providers are being asked to respond and 
they have limited capacity to do so.

 • Provider risk aversion: changes to service
 provision of the kind and to the extent 

required for neighbourhood management 
are likely to require innovation and 
flexibility from service providers. This will 
be at odds with those whose operational 
methods have developed around 
centralised approaches designed to secure 
economies of scale through the delivery 
of standardised services across broad 
geographical areas.

 • Short-termism amongst the service
 providers: it is a common theme across 

the evaluation reports that it takes time to 
build relationships between providers and 
residents and other providers and that 
progress can often only be made at the 
pace of the slowest participant. Service 
providers that are resource-constrained are 
unlikely to have the patience to go down 
this route especially where addressing 
more pressing claims will more readily 
enable them to meet centrally determined 
performance targets. 

 • Incompatibility of targets: the national and
 or regional targets set for service providers 

may not necessarily be compatible with the 
priorities within the Pathfinder areas nor, 
indeed, with the Pathfinder area relative 
to other areas in the region or sub-region. 
Those providers most able to respond to 
the Pathfinders’ agenda will be those with 
local operational flexibility. 

 • Local authority constraints: in some
 Pathfinders it was reported that there 

was a political and cultural unwillingness 
on the part of local councillors to work 
in partnership and/or cede influence 
and control to local communities on the 
grounds that this would be in denial of their 
democratic mandate.

 • Information deficiencies: the baseline
 assessments carried out by the Pathfinders 

reveal that service provider information is 
deficient with respect to the volume and 
nature of need at the neighbourhood level 
(especially amongst ‘hard to reach’ groups) 
and with regard to their allocation of funding 
and services at that level. Moreover, this 
information can be time-consuming and 
resource-intensive to gather (or retrieve 
from existing systems) and analyse. Service 
providers will be reluctant to make the 
necessary investment to do so where the 
pay-off to them is uncertain.
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 • Vertical and horizontal communication
 failure: the observation was made in a 

number of evaluation team Pathfinder 
reports that vertical communication within a 
service provider did not sufficiently commit 
different levels of the organisation to the 
neighbourhood management initiative. 
For example, those engaged with the 
Pathfinders could be specialists with no 
direct line responsibilities for the operational 
budgets that finance the delivery of the 
services to the local area. In addition, 
horizontal communications between service 
providers were quite often insufficient to 
provide the basis even for consideration 
of ‘joined-up’ options – let alone their 
implementation.

4.33 These barriers are less severe for some 
providers compared with others. The 
police, health, educational and housing/
environmental services tend to be more 
focused on delivery at the local spatial 
level and to have command structures that 
allow for more experimentation at that level. 
Nevertheless, on the basis of the Pathfinders’ 
experience, even in these cases it has proved 
difficult to achieve joint working between 
providers. In general, the initiatives to change 
corporate policies, reshape service provision 
and improve service access have been 
pursued with single providers rather than with 
providers working together.

4.34 From the various observations and 
recommendations in the evaluation team 
reports on the Pathfinders, we have derived a 
composite picture of the ways in which these 
barriers can be addressed and overcome 
through neighbourhood management. The 
main elements in the approach are as follows:

 • Achieving consensus on the aims of
 neighbourhood management: a number 

of the evaluation reports noted that there 
was still lack of clarity, especially among 
service providers but even in a few 
Pathfinder boards, on what neighbourhood 
management was about and thus what 
was expected of them. It would help to 
have a succinct statement on this agreed 
by the Pathfinder board and used in all 
promotion and communication activities. 
The Springbourne and Boscombe West 
(Bournemouth) 2004–05 Delivery Plan 
simply says: “We take seriously the 
mainstreaming agenda and minimise any 
risk that our interventions will only be short-
term. We aim to improve existing services 
rather than create new ones”.

 • Specifying a strategic, focused and
 continuous approach to NM: the 

agreed consensus on the purpose of 
neighbourhood management needs to be 
translated into a clearly articulated set of 
strategic priorities based on neighbourhood 
needs and on acknowledgement of 
particular service provider responsibilities. 
The report on the Eastwood and Springwell 
Gardens (Rotherham) Pathfinder noted that 
it was in “the process of developing an 
Intervention Development Model in which 
they will promote Intervention Development 
Workshops to bring service providers, 
the private sector, voluntary/community 
sectors and the wider community together 
in building an intervention strategy…an 
important feature will be the feedback 
in which the monitoring of sustainable 
outcomes, partnership working, local needs 
and mainstream engagement will inform 
future intervention activity.”
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 • Securing commitment from political
 and provider champions: the importance 

of engaging local councillors has been 
recognised by a good many Pathfinders 
but it is equally important to secure 
(as early as possible) service provider 
champions with the influence to commit 
all levels of their organisation to the NM 
purpose and to involve other providers from 
within their networks. It is particularly critical 
that this is done in the priority themes 
where the Pathfinder boards should feel 
able, as the evaluation report on Knutton 
Cross Heath (Newcastle under Lyme) put 
it, “to ask service providers to take on 
more responsibility themselves to identify 
service-related problems that, if solved, 
could impact on the priority outcomes in 
the NMP area and to work individually and, 
where possible, together on solutions”.

 • Setting up structures for co-operation
 between key providers and between 

them and the community: we have 
already noted the significance we attach to 
the establishment of theme groups below 
Pathfinder board level and we observe 
that this was endorsed in a number of 
the evaluation reports. For example, the 
report on Stanley Green (Derwentside) 
concluded that “the process for developing 
interventions has been delegated more 
effectively to the theme groups…more 
substantive discussion involving the 
service providers…better thought through 
interventions…wider consideration of the 
options…a better balance between service 
providers and residents has tended to work 
more effectively”.

 • Making a business case for changing
 service provision: service providers 

(especially their budget managers) will need 
to be persuaded of the case for change and 
this will require the Pathfinder to put together 
the strongest business case possible with 
the support of the relevant providers. As 
was concluded in the evaluation report on 
Great Lever (Bolton) “The primary route 
[for change] has occurred through service 
providers using the Great Lever Pathfinder 
as a means whereby they can pilot and test 
new, especially neighbourhood based and 
multi-agency models of working…made 
possible and improved in terms of resident 
engagement, design, multi-agency working 
through the Pathfinder infrastructure”. 

 • Learning and disseminating the good
 practice lessons: it is generally 

acknowledged that learning is a ‘good thing’ 
but there is less agreement on how it should 
be implemented. Some of the evaluation 
reports suggest that the more effective 
methods are largely informal – “learning by 
doing” and “learning by association” – others 
that formal methods are more appropriate 
such as working through Service Level 
Agreements (SLAs). The evaluation report 
on Hattersley (Tameside) Pathfinder (which 
has negotiated a good number of SLAs) 
is interesting in this regard. It notes that 
“SLAs are important but are potentially time-
consuming, technically demanding…and 
disruptive to partnership building…they need 
to be negotiated from the outset and…the 
less detailed the better (more as short 
Memoranda of Intent)”.

 Whatever the merits of SLAs per se, it is 
our view that performance measurement 
must feature in the learning process in  
“a constructive way, capable of gathering 
evidence on what works (and doesn’t) 
from the NMP experience and providing 
a mechanism to secure mainstreaming 
commitment…it should help to cement 
relationships between the NMP and 
individual service providers” (Knutton Cross 
Heath (Newcastle under Lyme) evaluation 
report). It also provides for continuity in  
the event of key staff moving on.
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Better connections between service 
providers and the local community
4.35 To what extent have the results achieved so 

far (as reported earlier in this section) been 
associated with and/or helped to foster 
stronger connections between the community 
and the service providers? The picture across 
the Pathfinders is a mixed one – some have 
made good progress and others virtually none 
at all. The kind of progress that has been 
achieved is exemplified in Figure 4.4.

Figure 4.4: connecting residents and service providers

Great Lever (Bolton) High-profile activities that succeeded in re-engaging local residents with service 
providers such as the watermarking scheme establishing greater trust, confidence 
and contact between police and residents. The Safe and Clean Charter set out 
transparently to the community the services they can expect from service providers 
and provides key contacts to discuss standards of service in Great Lever (Bolton).

Greater Holllington 
(Hastings)

Resident participants on the board are now more aware of service provision 
processes and who to contact and how/when information and/or new service 
development is required. The partnership has been active in disseminating 
information about how and by whom services are provided – resulting in a  
growing capacity for residents to contact service providers directly.

Hattersley (Tameside) In housing management, members of Hattersley (Tameside) and Mottram People’s 
Association worked directly with Manchester Housing on environmental and estate 
management audits (through the Association’s specially formed ‘Grass Roots’ sub-
group). It now has two members on the advisory group of the district assembly. 
Residents are directly involved in putting together the ‘sustainable lettings initiative’ 
of Manchester Housing and Portico. 

Poulton (Lancaster) Most consultation has surrounded individual projects – Operation Groundwork 
Planning – household survey in the Home Zone – helped local authority officers 
develop a more refined set of design proposals. A concerted attempt has been made 
to consult local youth – e.g. Morecombe fire station and anti-bullying research.

Springbourne & 
Boscombe West 
(Bournemouth)

The tenants’ forum, the youth forum and the traders’ forum have been consolidated and 
a 50+ forum set up and provided with ‘Voices’ training by Age Concern. The tenants’ 
forum has ensured that tenants contribute to the landlord accreditation scheme and 
other housing initiatives. It is planning to provide advice and advocacy for private tenants 
in the area as an independent organisation with its own resources. 

The street improvement co-ordinator’s post was seen as an ideal opportunity 
to reconnect people with a whole range of service providers. The accreditation 
scheme will undoubtedly be different because of tenant input and surgeries at the 
NMP office allowing greater access. Service providers underlined the importance  
of hearing issues directly from residents, because this had more impact. 
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4.37 This is clearly as much a matter of the 
willingness of the service providers to engage 
with residents as it is with the capacity of the 
residents to work with the providers. Where 
more radical options have been explored, 
it has tended to be with respect to police, 
housing and environmental services. This 
reflects the observation already made that 
these service providers appear to have 
more capacity and inclination for operational 
flexibility at local levels. 

Figure 4.5: hierarchy of community and provider engagement possibilities

Categories of engagement Mechanisms and processes

1. Informing providers: to get detailed and segmented 
information about residents’ needs, especially ‘hard 
to reach’ groups of people and ‘hidden’ needs (e.g. 
mental health).

Household surveys, citizens’ panels, focus groups, user 
and resident lobbying through e.g. tenants’ associations, 
community-led research.

2. Informing and motivating service users and potential 
users: to promote awareness of available services and 
how to access them and to advise on rights and eligibility 
conditions; to provide support and increase motivation 
and capacity to use available services effectively.

Open days, road shows, exhibitions, posters, leaflets 
and information technology – focus groups and user 
representative groups, supporting independent advice 
centres and self-help groups, mentoring, training and 
family/community support.

3. Engaging providers and users at the point of service 
delivery: to enhance user experience of the specific 
service, to improve access and to link to or join up with 
related services both to meet users multiple needs,  
to reduce transaction costs and reduce providers’  
unit costs.

One- and first-stop-shops, decentralised service offices, 
joined up front-line service deliverers, co-location of 
related services, outreach services, piloting changes.

4. Consulting users: to get feedback on user experience 
with the service and proposals for improvements, to 
give opportunities for user complaints and redress.

Customer complaints and redress, customer comments 
and suggestions, customer contact and exit surveys, 
user panels and surveys, focus groups. 

5. Engaging providers with specific communities of  
place and/or interest: to establish priority service 
needs, to design service features and improvements, 
to plan service implementation and to work together  
on service delivery:

 • Passive 
 • Deliberative 
 • Participative 

Passive – household and user surveys, citizen panels, 
focus groups
Deliberative – citizen juries, citizen forums (e.g. focused 
on specific communities), area committees 
Participative - neighbourhood management boards, 
regeneration partnerships, estate management boards, 
Sure Start partnerships.

6. Devolving service delivery to communities and 
establishing community enterprises: to provide the 
relevant communities with devolved responsibilities  
for service delivery and budgets and/or to invest in 
social enterprises.

Community development trusts, CBOs, social 
enterprises, housing cooperatives, civic entrepreneurs, 
school boards, care services.

 Note: This classification has been taken from an SQW review of the literature and evidence on the extent and nature of community involvement in 
public service provision. The review was carried out for the NRU as part of a study into Improving service delivery in deprived areas. 

4.36 The examples in Figure 4.4 not only 
demonstrate that the extent of resident 
connection with service providers is relatively 
limited at this stage in the Pathfinders’ 
development but they also suggest the 
connection has been of a simple and 
passive form in which residents are informed 
about service provision, consulted on their 
satisfaction with services and involved to 
modest degrees in the design of the services. 
In terms of the possibilities for community 
involvement in the provision of services, the 
Pathfinders have rarely moved beyond level 4 
in the hierarchy set out in Figure 4.5. 
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4.38 It is noticeable from the more general 
experience with community-provider 
engagement that it takes its most radical and 
far-reaching form with respect to housing 
and environmental services. We suggest 
that the Pathfinders might want to consider 
pushing out the boundaries of community 
engagement (along the lines of levels 5 and 6 
in Figure 4.5), especially where environmental 
and housing services are a priority for action. 
We are aware that Pathfinders have not 
been encouraged to consider provision of 
services themselves or through intermediaries 
(level 6 in Figure 4.5) and we appreciate 
that the reason for this is to ensure that 
solutions are sought through changes in 
mainstream service provision. However, we 
think the more robust Pathfinders ought to 
be given the flexibility to negotiate contractual 
arrangements with providers that delegate 
or devolve delivery responsibilities to the 
neighbourhood level if appropriate.

  
Primary issues to be addressed
4.39 The key issues for the Round 1 Pathfinders 

with regard to the results they can achieve 
through the future development of their 
programmes are:

 • whether they can increase the scale and
 scope of service changes in ways 

that are additional for those service 
providers that are most willing to engage 
with the Pathfinders at the level of the 
neighbourhood;

 • the extent to which they can be successful
 in joining up service providers to achieve 

scale economies and better customer 
service on the ground; 

 • what the prospects are for the Pathfinders
 engaging with providers less willing to get 

involved and more reluctant to operate 
at the spatial level of the neighbourhood 
and bringing about additional changes in 
service provision; and

 • the potential for neighbourhood
 management on the Pathfinder model to 

bring about radical realignment across 
service providers and to deliver holistic 
neighbourhood renewal.  

Key lessons
4.40 The key lessons arising from the Pathfinders 

are the importance of understanding and 
addressing the constraints under which the 
service providers operate in order to do what 
is necessary to influence them to change 
service delivery and performance. 

4.41 Neighbourhood management can be an 
effective way of overcoming these constraints 
if approached in a systematic way that works 
through a sequence involving: consensus 
on the role of neighbourhood management; 
embodiment in strategically-focused and 
continuous interventions; engagement 
of political and provider champions; 
establishment of mechanisms for resident 
and provider interactions; preparation of a 
business case for change; and dissemination 
of good practice lessons. 

4.42 Pathfinders are not advised just to seek 
reallocation of funding and resources 
by providers because it is more difficult 
to achieve in its own right and, where it 
happens, is likely to be associated with low 
additionality in the sense that the reallocation 
would have been likely anyway – albeit at a 
smaller scale or at a later date.
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Contents
There are three cross-cutting issues that we 
considered in the evaluation of the Pathfinders 
– issues that relate to their work within the 
neighbourhoods in terms of:
• race equality;
• engagement with local authorities; and
• engagement with Local Strategic Partnerships.

Overview
The key issues for the Round 1 Pathfinders  
are that:
• they must pay more attention to engaging 

with their BME communities and residents 
(no matter how small a proportion they are  
in the population of the neighbourhood);

• they should seek to press influential 
councillors and officers into their service 
and worry less about matters of status and 
structures; and

• their relationship with the LSPs should 
be focused on demonstrating what works 
well and enlisting their help in influencing 
service providers to support neighbourhood 
management – the LSP could have a key  
role to play in this process. 

Cross-cutting issues

51
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Engagement with race equality issues
5.1 The 20 Pathfinder neighbourhoods taken 

together have a black and minority ethnic 
(BME) population that represents some 10% 
of the total population (Household Survey 
2003). The proportion varies considerably 
between the Pathfinders. 

 As Figure 5.1 shows, the proportion is over 
20% in Changes in Common (Greenwich), 
Dewsbury West (Kirklees), Gospel Oak 
(Camden) and Great Lever (Bolton) and 1% 
or less in the seven Pathfinders listed at the 
bottom of the figure.

 

Figure 5.1: engagement of Pathfinders with BME issues

Pathfinders 1) % 
BME in 
population

2) BME 
needs 
assessment

3) BME 
involvement

4) BME benefits 
monitored

5) BME impact 
measured

(a) (b) (a) (b)

Changes in Common (Greenwich) 38% Partly No Partly No No No

Dewsbury West (Kirklees) 27% Yes No Partly No No No

Gospel Oak (Camden) 26% Partly Yes Yes Partly Partly Partly

Great Lever (Bolton) 24% Yes Partly Partly Partly Partly No

Community Counts (Gloucester) 18% No Partly Partly No No No

Eastwood& Springwell Gardens 
(Rotherham) 

17% No Partly Partly Partly Partly Partly

Parkfield/ Mill Lane  
(Stockton on Tees)

16% No Yes Partly No Partly Partly

Heart of Burton (East Staffordshire) 15% Partly Yes Partly Partly Partly No

Springbourne & Boscombe 
West (Bournemouth)

5% Yes Yes Yes No No No

Interlock (Basildon) 4% Yes Yes Partly Partly No Partly

Greater Hollington (Hastings) 2% Yes Yes Yes Partly Partly No

Kendray (Barnsley) 2% No Partly Partly No No No

Hattersley (Tameside) 2% No No No No No No

Stanley Green (Derwentside)

1% or less

No Partly No No No No

Coastal Area Partnership 
(Easington)

No No No No No No

Blacon Together (Chester) Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes

Knutton Cross Heath (Newcastle 
under Lyme)

Partly Yes Partly No Partly Partly

Kirkby (Ashfield) No No No No No No

Poulton (Lancaster) Partly No Partly Yes Partly Yes

Staveley (Chesterfield) No Yes Partly No No No

 Notes:
 1. Taken from the Pathfinder Household Survey 2003
 2. Pathfinder has gathered and analysed information about BME needs
 3. (a) Pathfinder has an explicit equal opportunities policy in place
  (b) Pathfinder has sought actively to involve minority ethnic groups in its activities
 4. (a) Pathfinder monitors and measures benefits of its own projects for different ethnic groups
  (b) Pathfinder actively encourages providers to monitor how services benefit different ethnic groups
 5. Pathfinder collects information to measure the impact of its work on different ethnic groups
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5.2 The figure paints a mixed picture across the 
Pathfinders: 

 • Eleven of the Pathfinders had carried out a
 partial or complete assessment of BME 

needs in their neighbourhood. Of those 
Pathfinders that had not undertaken an 
assessment, three had a BME population 
representing more than 15% of the 
population. 

 • Six Pathfinders had no equal opportunities
 policy in place and four had not actively 

sought to involve BME in their activities. 
Of those eight Pathfinders with a BME 
population of 15% or more of the total, 
there was only one Pathfinder where BME 
involvement had been actively sought (the 
others were assessed to have sought to 
engage their BME residents only partly – e.g. 
with little activity other than getting reasonable 
BME representation on the board).

 • There were only two Pathfinders where
 the evaluation team considered they were 

monitoring the effects of their activities on 
the BME population and only six where this 
could be partly claimed (i.e. 12 Pathfinders 
were not monitoring in this way at all). No 
Pathfinder was assessed to have been 
actively encouraging service providers to 
monitor the effects of their services on the 
BME population and for only eight was it 
reported that they were partly seeking to 
do this (e.g. with specific service providers).

 • Evaluation of the impact of Pathfinder
 activities on the BME population was 

carried out by only two Pathfinders and 
partly carried out by another five.

5.3 These observations are not consistently 
encouraging in terms of Pathfinder efforts 
to engage with their local BME population. 
Some of the findings might be attributable 
to the low level of general activity in, for 
example, quantitative needs assessment 
and monitoring/evaluation. But, this does 
not explain the limited extent to which equal 
opportunities policies have been put in place 
across the Pathfinders nor does it explain why 
the assessments of BME involvement efforts 
are generally weak.

5.4 Finally, it should be noted that it does not 
necessarily follow that the various measures 
of BME engagement are more positive 
where the BME proportion in the population 
is higher. Blacon Together (Chester)’s 
neighbourhood has a BME proportion that is 
1% or less of its total population and yet the 
Pathfinder has sought to engage positively 
with the BME population on all but one of the 
indicators in the figure.

5.5 Most Pathfinders need to put a concerted 
effort into improving engagement with their 
BME residents and communities. 

Engagement with local authorities
5.6 Figure 5.2 presents the pattern of 

engagement with the local authorities across 
the Pathfinders and reveals a mixed picture 
on this cross-cutting issue as well.
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Figure 5.2: local authority engagement

Pathfinders LA status No. councillors  
on board

Total 
no. on 
board

Commentary on strength of engagement

Cabinet Other

Changes in Common 
(Greenwich)

1-tier 
(Borough)

1 2 22 Mixed on board – weaker elsewhere

Heart of Burton  
(East Staffordshire)

2-tier 0 3 33 Strong – engaged at variety of levels

Stanley Green 
(Derwentside)

2-tier 0 5 27 Strong with the district – weaker with  
the county

Great Lever (Bolton) 1-tier  
(MBC)

0 3 22 Strong at a variety of levels – political  
and executive

Gospel Oak (Camden) 1-tier 
(Borough)

1 2 26 Strong on board – needs strengthening  
at officer level

Community Counts 
(Gloucester)

2-tier 1 0 16 Chequered at political level – supportive  
at officer level

Coastal Area Partnership 
(Easington)

2-tier 0 8 25 Strong at board level (too strong?) –  
no cabinet rep

Dewsbury West (Kirklees) 1-tier  
(MBC)

0 3 18 Weak at board level and needs 
strengthening elsewhere

Eastwood & Springwell 
(Rotherham)

1-tier  
(MBC)

2 0 16 Strong at both political and executive levels

Blacon Together (Chester) 2-tier 1 1 23 Strong at board with city but weak  
with county

Kendray (Barnsley) 1-tier  
(MBC)

1 4 18 Strong at political and executive; levels

Interlock (Basildon) 2-tier 1 4 21 Positive relationships at both district  
and county levels

Springbourne & 
Boscombe West 
(Bournemouth)

Unitary 1 0 15 Mixed at political level – needs 
strengthening elsewhere

Hattersley (Tameside) 1-tier  
(MBC)

1 1 21 Strong at board level and through  
executive support

Greater Hollington 
(Hastings)

2-tier 1 1 23 Strong and no evidence of tensions  
from 2-tier structure

Knutton Cross Heath 
(Newcastle under Lyme)

2-tier 1 1 19 Mixed and disadvantaged by the  
2-tier structure

Kirkby (Ashfield) 2-tier 0 6 26 Mixed – partly a reflection of confusion  
as to roles on board

Poulton (Lancaster) 2-tier 0 4 16 Relatively weak – nature of board 
representation

Parkfield/ Mill Lane 
(Stockton on Tees)

Unitary 1 1 25 Strong at political and executive levels

Staveley (Chesterfield) 2-tier 2 5 22 Strong at district level – weaker at county
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5.7 The following key points can be made with 
respect to the strength of the engagement 
with the local authorities and the influence 
it can bring to bear on the progress and 
effectiveness of the Pathfinders:

 • A two-tier local authority structure may
 hinder the development of Pathfinders. 

The evaluation report on Blacon Together 
(Chester) had this to say on the issue 
– “The two-tier nature of local government 
is of huge significance – although the city 
council is the accountable body, it delivers 
very few services in Blacon – the county, 
in contrast, is responsible for a range of 
key services – over 80% of all services 
delivered in the neighbourhood – on a 
purely practical level the size of the county 
and competing demands for resources 
makes engagement with neighbourhood-
level initiatives very difficult for the council”. 

 
 However, this is not always the case. The 

evaluation report on Greater Hollington 
(Hastings) observed that the level of inter-
service collaboration and the closeness of 
the working relationships between service 
providers and special programmes (like the 
Pathfinder) was nothing like as effective in 
a unitary authority in the same region as 
it was in Hastings. It drew the conclusion 
that “it is the quality, attitudes and vision 
of key service providing personnel and the 
capabilities of the regeneration scheme 
manager, rather than unitary versus two-tier 
structures, that is the decisive factor”.

 

 • The role of councillors can be a critically
 positive factor in the development of the 

Pathfinders. The degree to which this is 
so is dependent less on their formally 
constituted position within the authority 
(e.g. in the cabinet or executive) or on 
the Pathfinder board than on the clout 
they can exercise and are prepared to 
exercise on behalf of the Pathfinder with 
service providers. This requires them to 
understand and champion the purpose 
of neighbourhood management and 
the role of the Pathfinders in testing and 
exploring how the purpose can best be 
served. The evaluation report on Hattersley 
(Tameside) was emphatic on this point 
– “Both councillors are champions 
of Neighbourhood Management and 
stressed that [it] needs the involvement 
of the “right type of councillors” – ones 
to whom local residents can relate and 
trust and ones that recognise that part of 
the role of local councillors is to empower 
local residents (and, as a consequence, 
give up some of their own power). They 
accept that Neighbourhood Management 
is fundamentally about changing service 
delivery to what residents want but 
recognise that some councillors see this as 
a threat while others see it as a vehicle for 
doing things differently”.
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 In contrast, where councillors are unclear 
about their roles or see their role primarily  
to champion the case of the neighbourhood 
for additional funding, their contribution to 
Pathfinder progress tends to be weaker or 
even counterproductive.

 • Support at officer level is important not
 just in serving the Pathfinder well as its 

accountable body (especially in terms 
of line management) but also in making 
sure that lessons learned are understood 
and that opportunities are exploited for 
disseminating good practice and rolling 
out successful initiatives more widely. 
This can be done through a mixture of 
representation on Pathfinder board and/
or groups, council secondments to the 
Pathfinders, formally constituted groups 
and integrating Pathfinder activities into 
Best Value assessments.

5.8 The main lesson that emerges from the 
Pathfinder experience is that political and 
executive support from the local authority 
is a major contributor to Pathfinder 
progress and success. This contribution 
rests on understanding and championing 
neighbourhood management objectives and 
processes and needs councillors and officers 
with influence. This is rather more important 
than ensuring cabinet/executive councillors 
are on the Pathfinder board or giving 
councillors voting rights. 

Engagement with the Local  
Strategic Partnership
5.9 There has been little by way of significant 

change in the Pathfinder links with the LSPs 
over the last year. There are still about a 
quarter or more of Pathfinders that have no 
formal links with their LSPs – in most cases 
because the LSP has yet to develop fully or 
has competing demands for representation. 
The main types of links were as before 
– through mutual representation on the LSP 
and Pathfinder boards, through Pathfinder 
representation on LSP sub-groups or 
committees, or through arrangements for 
Pathfinder reporting to the LSP. Whilst the 
rhetoric recognises the potential for working 
arrangements between the Pathfinders and 
the LSPs (especially for learning about the 
opportunities and constraints presented by 
neighbourhood management), there is little 
evidence of practical manifestations of this. 

5.10 So, the challenge laid down in the 2002–03 
Annual Review remains, namely “for the 
Pathfinders and LSPs to continue to develop 
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”. However, we 
have to say that, given the other demands on 
Pathfinders’ time and resources, our view is 
that they should put effective management of 
their neighbourhoods first so that they are in a 
better position to show the LSPs what works 
well and to persuade them to roll out the 
good practice lessons.
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Conclusions and implications
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Overview of progress
6.1 By the end of Year 2, most Pathfinders 

had successfully developed and built their 
institutional capacity to a point where 
they could clearly focus on programme 
development and delivery, without distraction. 
Pathfinder boards, community and 
service provider engagement structures, 
neighbourhood managers and teams were 
all largely in place. Most Pathfinders had 
established offices in their target areas. Most 
had good working relationships with their 
accountable bodies. The process of firmly 
establishing the Pathfinders as credible 
working partnerships took longer than 
originally envisaged, but has now largely been 
achieved across the Programme. 

6.2 During Year 2, the Pathfinders also improved 
their ability to plan and deliver a range of 
activities, achieving 90% of their planned 
expenditure. Relationships with service 
providers were deepened, and some 
new service providers were brought into 
partnerships. The year saw less ‘quick win’ 
projects delivered with a greater emphasis 
on the delivery of longer term projects and 
activities. In many areas it has been possible 
to identify some changes being made to the 
way that local mainstream services are being 
delivered. To date, many of these changes 
have been relatively modest in scale, with the 
majority of changes being delivered by the 
more responsive providers – the police, local 
authority environment and housing services 
and PCTs. 

6.3 On the basis of the Pathfinders’ performance 
so far, the evidence suggests that they are 
well placed to bring local residents and 
service providers together to tackle local 
issues relating to crime and the environment 
– ‘liveability’ issues – but that progress on 
addressing wider issues has been much 
slower and more uncertain. 

6.4 In the rest of this section we draw together 
our findings to present a summary of the key 
lessons that can be learned from the Round 
1 work so far, identify some key issues for 
the Round 1 Pathfinders and the NRU to 
consider, and look forward to consider what 
the longer term implications of these findings 
might be for neighbourhood management 
more generally. 

Key lessons
6.5 There are some key lessons emerging from 

the Round 1 Pathfinders which are relevant 
for the Round 2 Pathfinders and any new 
neighbourhood management initiatives. We 
have listed these key lessons in Figure 6.1.
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Figure 6.1: key lessons

Pathfinder capacity-building
• The Pathfinder model of neighbourhood management 

has achieved progress with a structure which has a 
board representing residents and key service providers 
and an executive comprising a neighbourhood manager 
and team. These need to be nested in horizontal 
networks that involve service providers and residents 
and within a vertical set of relationships that foster 
political and provider championing at the strategic level, 
and interaction between key providers and residents at 
operational levels. 

• It is more important to put these basic building blocks 
in place – and quickly – than to enter into often 
protracted discussions about the detail of structures 
and procedures.

• The neighbourhood management boards need to 
include resident and community representatives, local 
councillors and service provider executives (at levels 
that can commit their agencies).

• Residents need to be engaged in a variety of 
ways (including elections) that are participatory 
and deliberative (not just consultative) and equal 
opportunities issues must be addressed.

• The boards must exercise leadership and delegation 
and this will be assisted by the establishment of theme 
groups to carry forward service provider engagement 
and of networks and forums for resident involvement.

• The neighbourhood management team should aim to 
get to a steady state of a minimum of five staff (including 
the manager) providing direct support to the manager 
and covering finance, administration and monitoring, 
policy and programme development, community 
development, and communications and learning.

• The team’s office should be located within the target 
neighbourhood and preferably involve sharing of space 
with others engaged in community development 
and/or service provision (to avoid the creation of a 
neighbourhood management silo).

• Neighbourhood management needs to build in a 
culture and process for learning that involves the 
community and the key service providers so that they 
‘own’ the results.  

Pathfinder programmes need to be strategically 
focused in three distinct but related ways:
• identifying and understanding those specific aspects 

of the neighbourhood’s environment and facilities and 
their use where improvements are most likely to meet 
the priorities of local residents;

• engaging with the relevant key service providers to 
understand how they allocate and use their resources 
in the neighbourhood and what evidence they will 
need to change behaviour and practice to bring about 
the desired improvements; and

• preparing and demonstrating the evidence and the 
business case most likely to be persuasive in bringing 
about the desired improvements in service provision by 
the providers either singly or jointly with other providers.

Pathfinder programme results
• Service providers are constrained from improving 

services in the neighbourhoods for a variety of 
reasons – short-termism and risk aversion, information 
and communication failures and a lack of capacity 
and inclination to manage change in ways that are 
innovative and involve local communities. 

• These constraints are more severe for some provider 
agencies than others and interventions should, in the 
first instance, be focused on those themes that matter 
most to local residents and involve those providers 
most sympathetic in culture and organisation to 
devolved and flexible delivery. 

• Neighbourhood management can be effective in 
overcoming these constraints if it works through a 
sequence involving: 

 - consensus building amongst all partners on 
  the role of neighbourhood management; 
 - embodiment of the consensus in 
  strategically-focused and continuous interventions; 
 - engagement of political and provider champions; 
 - establishment of mechanisms for resident and  

 provider interactions; 
 - preparation of a business case for change; and 
 - dissemination of good practice lessons. 
• Pathfinders are best advised to seek changes in 

the ways services are delivered (particularly joining 
up services) – not just reallocation of funding 
and resources by providers to the Pathfinder 
neighbourhoods. The latter is difficult to achieve and  
is likely to be associated with low additionality – i.e. the 
reallocation would have been likely anyway – albeit at  
a smaller scale or at a later date. 

• The potential for Pathfinders to manage their 
neighbourhoods across a number of services 
(through one- or first-stop-shops, unified back offices, 
community engagement and social enterprises) needs 
to be thoroughly explored. 
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Primary issues to be addressed
6.6 There are some outstanding issues that the 

Round 1 Pathfinders, in whole or part, will have 
to address if they are to maintain progress.  
The following are the most significant:

Pathfinder capacity
 • Some Pathfinders may not have sufficiently
 large core teams and some have teams 

that are likely to be too large to be 
sustainable – probably a minimum of five 
FTE staff is required.

 • Pathfinder boards have generally grown in
 confidence, but need to continue 

developing and learning, particularly with 
respect to growing in their leadership role.

 • There is an ongoing need to deepen and
 broaden resident engagement to improve 

accountability to the local community 
through a variety of means (including the 
use of elections).

 • Most Pathfinders need to put concerted
 efforts into engaging with BME issues 

and residents in a variety of sometimes, 
simple ways (e.g. putting in place equal 
opportunities policies).

 • The Pathfinders links with the LSPs have
 so far been uneven and in many cases 

need a more proactive approach by the 
LSP to promote and champion the work of 
the Pathfinders.

Pathfinder delivery
 • Strong relationships with local authorities
 can prove to be very effective partnerships. 

All Pathfinders need to engage those 
councillors and officers who have the 
commitment and clout to champion 
neighbourhood management and influence 
key service providers.

 • Although some Pathfinders have prioritised
 their programmes to good effect, and 

secured momentum in key areas, others are 
still spreading their limited resources too thinly 
and need to have a clearer and sharper focus 
on priority issues and key providers.

 • The relationships that have already been
 established between service providers 

and Pathfinders require ongoing work 
to strengthen and deepen them to 
increase the scale and scope of service 
improvements especially in terms of joining 
up services to achieve scale economies, 
better customer service on the ground 
and tangible outcome improvements. 
As relationships develop, more changes 
may become possible. Pathfinders also 
need to consider whether there are key 
service providers who have not yet been 
significantly involved in discussions and 
negotiations about their service delivery 
practices and methods but should be. 
There is an ongoing challenge for all 
Pathfinders to see what more may be 
possible from engagement with providers.

 • Whilst there are clearly mixed views on
 the use of SLAs (on legitimate grounds 

with regard to both their strengths and 
weaknesses), there is a general need for 
more transparent accountability between 
service providers and local residents so 
that there is greater clarity about provider 
responsibilities and resident rights. This is 
an area that many Pathfinders have not 
focused on much to date. 

 • Pathfinders are generally not sufficiently
 focused on, or skilled at, collating and using 

local data (baseline, service performance) 
or evidence (what works) in decision-
making procedures. Some Pathfinders 
have used research, learning and evaluation 
processes to good effect in persuading 
service providers to review their services.
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Final conclusions and longer-term implications
6.7 The interim evaluation provided the opportunity 

to observe the development of the Round 
1 Pathfinders at close quarters and offered 
insights into whether neighbourhood 
management as envisaged in the fourth Policy 
Action Team (PAT) report was an appropriate 
policy instrument to be adopted more generally 
to “enable deprived communities and local 
services to improve local outcomes, by 
improving and joining up local services, and 
making them more responsive to local needs”. 

6.8 The experience of the Round 1 Pathfinders to 
date leads us to the following – albeit interim 
– policy conclusions on this question: 

 • The PAT 4 Report correctly identified
 underperforming public services as 

a key challenge for deprived areas: 
mainstream service providers are 
presently not responding adequately to 
the needs of residents in deprived areas. 
However, evidence shows that the type of 
interventions that seek to compensate for 
these inadequacies simply through project-
based and time-limited initiatives in deprived 
areas are unlikely to work effectively and will 
be unsustainable over the longer term. The 
provision of mainstream services in deprived 
areas needs to be transformed directly in 
ways that enable and prompt providers  
to respond more effectively to 
neighbourhood needs. 

 • Neighbourhood management has been
 most effective to date at engaging 

providers and residents in addressing 
‘liveability’ issues: there is a convergence 
of the priority concerns of residents 
and the capacity of service providers to 
be innovative at local levels that makes 
the ‘liveability’ issues a particularly 
appropriate early focus for neighbourhood 
management. There will be differences of 
emphasis between areas but these issues 
are mainly to do with crime and community 
safety and environmental services. The 
most effective Pathfinders have proved 
capable of working with providers to deliver 
tangible benefits to their neighbourhoods in 
terms of cleaner and safer streets. 

 • So far, the neighbourhood management
 approach is making slower progress in 

securing changes from a broader range 
of public services: the involvement of the 
Pathfinders with some service providers 
such as social services, Connexions, 
the LSCs, further education institutions 
and public transport agencies has been 
relatively limited. In part, this is because 
some Pathfinders have not prioritised their 
involvement. But, there is also evidence 
that these providers are less inclined to 
respond positively to the neighbourhood 
management agenda. Even with those 
other providers that have been fairly closely 
involved – such as PCTs, schools, housing 
departments – they have not so far delivered 
many significant changes to their services. It 
remains to be seen whether the Pathfinders 
can succeed in prompting significant 
change from a broad range of services. 
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 • The principal ‘added value’ from
 Pathfinders appears to be in identifying 

and raising local issues to service 
providers, and facilitating pilot projects: 
the experience to date suggests that 
Pathfinders are well placed to undertake 
the following tasks:

 - Identifying and raising local issues –
 To engage local people and groups, 

work with them to identify and 
understand key issues about local 
conditions and services and then 
communicate these to service providers. 
The evidence shows that Pathfinders 
are becoming more adept at channelling 
information about local needs in ways 
that providers find helpful and are not 
well placed to do themselves. It also 
provides an additional ‘push’ for service 
improvements.

 - Raising local aspirations – To develop a
 ‘vision’ of how the neighbourhood could, 

and should, change for the better and raise 
aspirations amongst both residents and 
service providers about achieving this. 

 - Facilitating pilot projects – To work
 alongside some providers to help deliver 

pilot projects in their neighbourhood  
and test new ways of working locally.  
In most cases, the initial drive for service 
improvement comes from the provider 
organisation, with the Pathfinder adding 
value to the process, using its wider  
local links.

 - Improving local links – To improve informal
 links and communication between 

frontline workers in the neighbourhood, 
improving local flows of information. 

• Deprived neighbourhoods require large-
scale improvements in many of their 
mainstream public services. The Pathfinder 
neighbourhood management approach may 
not be able to deliver this scale of change 
without significantly more support and 
flexibility from service providers: the Round 
1 Pathfinder experience demonstrates that, 
even where service providers are willing and 
able to work in partnership, it still takes time 
and resources to make service improvements 
that, even though beneficial, can be relatively 
modest in scale. Pathfinders have also not 
been very effective in promoting the joining 
up of different services, beyond improving 
informal links. At this stage, it remains to 
be seen whether Pathfinders will be able to 
drive the scale or breadth of service changes 
required in some neighbourhoods, particularly 
for services that are not oriented towards 
area-based delivery or do not benefit from 
local flexibility in decision-making. 



63

6.9 These conclusions about the experience of 
the Pathfinders to date lead us to the following 
suggestions with respect to the Programme 
itself and the prospects for neighbourhood 
management more widely: 

 • The Pathfinder Programme should continue
 to experiment and be given greater support 

by providers: the Programme is only in its 
third year and has the potential to deliver 
further changes. The NRU and GORs should 
continue to push for greater support from 
those service providers yet to fully engage 
with the Pathfinders. We also believe that 
there would be merit in allowing the stronger 
Pathfinders to experiment with the direct 
delivery of services if they wish to do so. 

 • Rolling out neighbourhood management:
 neighbourhood management is becoming 

an increasingly popular approach in 
neighbourhood renewal. It is a concept 
that makes a lot of sense to both policy-
makers and practitioners. This evaluation 
has highlighted the sort of benefits that 
the Pathfinder approach in particular can 
bring to deprived areas. It has also raised 
questions, on the basis of what has been 
achieved so far, about the sorts of changes 
that the approach may have more difficulty 
in delivering. 

 We suggest that the discussion on how to 
‘roll out’ neighbourhood management now 
needs to become more sophisticated, as we 
learn more about it in practice. There are, 
in fact, several different approaches being 
piloted at present – at different geographical 
scales, with different types of partner and 
using different tools. Some focus on the 
direct delivery of specific services at a very 
local level, whereas some focus more on 
influencing those services, without becoming 
part of the delivery chain. 

 The challenge for policy-makers is to 
understand which approaches deliver which 
benefits, so that the most effective solutions 
can be identified. The findings from this 
evaluation – reflecting the ground-breaking 
work of the Pathfinders – are an important 
source of evidence, and should be brought 
together with learning from other neighbourhood 
management experiments to allow a thorough 
discussion of how best to improve mainstream 
services in deprived areas. 



Annex A

This Annex outlines a basic model for 
understanding what Neighbourhood 
Management Pathfinders do, what sort of 
changes they might effect, and how this might 
happen. It identifies a chain of events (or 
‘channel of influence’) and seeks to establish 
clear terms which can be used to describe 
different features of the process. 

Neighbourhood management 
model of change
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Figure A1 – Model of NM influence on services and outcomes

Model of change

Resource inputs
• NRU, NM, M&A and Leverage fund
• Matched funding from others
• Support in kind from others (office space, time, etc.)

NM pathfinder activities
Manager, team, board, sub-groups and other Pathfinder-specific 
groups engage in following activities:

1
Improving local 
services

2
Community 
engagement

3
Delivering 
quick wins

4
Learning and 
development

Each stream of activity will have a sequence of events.

Changes to local services 
Types of improvements that could be made to 
services include:
1. Changing corporate policies and practices
2. Re-allocating mainstream resources
3. Reshaping and joining up services 
4. Improving access to increase take-up

Changes to area conditions/outcomes
Including changes to:
• Changes in local conditions
• Community development 
• Capacity for delivering regeneration

External influences
• General economic and social changes
• Interventions by the Local Strategic Partnership and/or  

use of the NR Fund
• Interventions from other area-based initiatives
• Government initiatives, changes to public spending  

and initiatives to reform
• Events!

Direct 
project 
impacts

Evaluation questions

1. What are the resource inputs?

2. What activities is the Pathfinder 
pursuing? How do these fit into 
the categories? What is the  
sequence of events for each 
stream of activity? (Defined)

3. What are the barriers,  helping 
factors and issues that influence 
success in securing changes? 

4. What improvements are being 
made to services? How can these 
be measured? (Defined)

5. What changes are occurring  
in the area?

6. To what extent are changes in 
area conditions traceable to the 
Pathfinder, compared with other 
external influences?

1. General process of change 
Figure A1 illustrates the main process of change 
and the basic concepts. It also highlights the key 
questions for the evaluation as a whole. Not all  
of these questions will be answered through the 
case studies. 
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2. NM Pathfinder activities of influence
This is a categorisation of the various activities 
that Pathfinders can engage in to secure change 
in their neighbourhoods, whether directly through 
their own expenditure, or indirectly through 
influencing others. 

(1) Improving local services through influence  
and demonstration
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:
• 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. 

• Lobbying – raising awareness of the Pathfinder and 
neighbourhood management objectives, creating an 
environment conducive to change, and seeking changes 
by persuasion. 

• 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. 

• 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. 

• 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 the ongoing discussions and 
relationship with service providers. 

• Pilot/demonstration projects - 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. 

(2) Improving community engagement
There are different types of activity that a Pathfinder might 
engage in with respect to engaging the local community:
• building the capacity of local people to get involved with 

the Pathfinder itself (on the board, through fora, etc.);
• promoting community development more generally; and
• improving community engagement 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) Learning and 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.

Pathfinders should have 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?’). This could 
include a range of activities from informal feedback, use of 
statistics to formal evaluation and self-evaluation. 
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(4) Improving service access to increase  
take up
• increasing general awareness and take-up of 

services; and
• increasing awareness and take-up of services 

amongst particular groups or in particular areas 
of the neighbourhood.

It may be possible to measure and monitor 
changes to particular services with regard to 
various hard indicators, as follows: 
• level of service expenditure;
• level of service provision; 
• improved quality of services;
• changes to the nature of services;
• better take-up of services;
• better take-up of services by particular groups 

within the community, or from particular areas  
of the neighbourhood; and

• improved value for money.

These indicators allow changes to services to 
be monitored and understood. As such, they 
represent ‘interim outcomes’, as they are a sign 
of change but are not the ultimate objective of 
neighbourhood management. The main aim 
is to change neighbourhood conditions (e.g. 
unemployment, crime levels, etc.) and these are 
measured through local condition indicators. 

Within this, particular issues to be alert to,  
in terms of clarifying benefits, are: 
• is there anything particularly innovative or 

unusual about the changes?
• are any public expenditure savings likely to 

be made across service or organisational 
boundaries (will spending by one body save 
another one money)?

• is there any shift from reactive to preventative 
expenditure or any recognition that the balance 
between the two types of expenditure is an issue?

3. Types of changes to services
This is a categorisation of the various changes to 
services that Pathfinders might seek. These are 
changes/activities undertaken by service providers 
themselves and are the desired immediate end 
product of the Pathfinder’s activities:

(1) Changing corporate policies amongst 
service providers
• securing changes to corporate policies 

(recruitment, procurement of services or 
goods, style of approach, etc.) that benefit 
the neighbourhood and overcome previous 
stigmatisation or discrimination.

(2) Re-allocating mainstream resources
• increasing expenditure on services; and
• moving expenditure between services, to 

improve ‘fit’ with nature of local needs.

(3) Re-shaping mainstream services
• improving co-ordination between services:
 i. sharing data
 ii. referral of beneficiaries
 iii. operational co-ordination of services
 iv. co-location of delivery teams
 v. changes to area boundaries of services
• filling gaps between services;
• reducing overlaps of services;
• joint working arrangements between services;
• joined up working at the point of delivery;
• devolved decision-making;
• devolved delivery of services; and
• pooling of budgets.
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