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Abstract

Partnerships to lead on urban regeneration initiatives in the UK claim to facilitateagtmcy working
and local involvement. They are presented both as ways of ensuring the effective management of
ASNDAOSE GAUGKAY YySAIAKO2dzZNK22RA FyR a LRAISY(
different (and sometimes competing) interest groups. Regeneration partnerships are, therefore, ofi
the sites of unresolved conflict. This paper, which draws upon interviews with local regeneration
managers and local community representatives in Manchester explores possible strategies for res:
such conflict. In particular it suggests that the use of supervision in the public and community sectt
needs reforming in order to provide externality for those involved.
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Introduction

¢KS O2yOSLIi 2F aGLI NIYSNEKALE KIFa 06S02YS 02y«
the UK (especially after the 1997 General Election) the emphasis has been to encourage and to e
multi-- 3 Sy 0@ LI NIYSNEKALA® 2KAfald GKS bS¢g [ 062dz
through making funding conditional upon the creation of localandN@®3I A 2 y | £ G LI NIy
concept of a public/private/voluntary sector collaboration gitates the election of Tony Blair. Both
al NBFNBi ¢KIFIGOKSNI IyR S&aLISOAlIfte W2Ky al 22NJ
agencies work together. Since 1997 it has become the received way of working. It is now acceptec
(often uncritically) as the preondition for successful public/private/voluntary sector collaboration. Ye
GKS aadzYLlianz2zya oKAOK dzyRSNLIAY NBOSyYyid IyR Oc
the proponents of partnership working. These assumptions minimise the significance of the power
relationships within partnerships; the importance of developing strategies for anticipating and resol
O2y FEAOGT FYR (KSe& OfIAYXZ Y2ad AYLRNIFyGfexz
G@2tdzy G NB¢ aSO0G2NI N GKSNJ GKIyYy | YdzZ GALX A OA(
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professional assumptions. This almost inevitably generates conflicts of goals, ways of working, or
This paper discusses possible strategies for managing and resolving such conflicts within partners|
We can see that public/private working in physical regeneration dates from the 1980s. The shift tov
social regeneratiog people based or community based can be traced back to the early 1990s in the
{AYyOS mddpt bSg [F062dz2NJ KI S aiNBaaSR (GKS AYLR
the public and voluntary sectors. At a city or neighbourhood level this has resulted in a plethora of
different initiatives (for example housing, health, sport, crime and education). Some of these initiati
sit alongside each other adding to the complexities ebrdination and joint working.
This paper draws upon my observations of partnership working at a local level across the City of
Manchester (in north west England). My comments are based upon a number of face to face inten
with local regeneration managers, working in the voluntary sector and local residents. | asked then
reflect upon their experiences of partnership working and what they felt were its benefits and its
negative aspects.
The qualitative material is drawn from over 60 interviews with participants in three partnerships in
Manchester. Two of the these partnerships were established under the auspices of the single
regeneration budget (SRB) and the third is a new deal for communities (NDC) partnership. They
different geographical communities in the city (north, east and south). Each area has a different s
histories but each share similar social and economic problems. The local partnership boards prov
strategic advice and guidance to partnership managers and include local residents on the board.
interviewees were drawn from three groups:

1. (1) regeneration managers;

2. (2) local residents; and

3. (3) staff involved in service delivery (from both the public and community based sector).
Managers tended to be highly experienced (many had worked on similar initiatives either in Manch
or in other schemes across the north west). They were, therefore, familiar with the day to day
requirements of regeneration schemes. Local residents were usually involved in tenants or residen
groups. Most of them had not been involved in such initiatives before. This raised issues of the ext
which they were able to contribute to discussions at either a board level or in conversations with lo
managers. Front line staff or staff from community based organisations were often inexperienced &
partnership working. Those from the community based sector often expressed a sense of being
2O0SNBIKSEt YSR 6@ (KS RSYFYyRa 2F GKS daLJ NIySNEK
FSStAy3a (GKSe ¢SNB G GaGKSANI OF LI OAdGee G2 | O
start of their respective initiatives. But over time felt either marginal to the workings of the partnerst
or unable to contribute as effectively as they had hoped. | identified the key themes raised through
interviews and this has informed what follows. Two themes, in particular, emerged. First, how to
facilitate the involvement of local people and front line staff in the process and how to resolve potel
or real conflicts as they develop. Second, how to support existing models/systems of supervision. |
particular, there is a need for real (as well as perceived) externality in the process. Each group talk
GKS ySSR (G2 Gt loz2daZi GKS aLINRO6fSYasg 2F LI DN
latter point which is taken up in the paper and is offered here to encourage further discussion.
Setting a context
It might be useful initially to rehearse the arguments in favour of partnership working. The Audit
I 2YYAa44A2yQa omdphpy v a3IdZARSE (G2 LI NIYSNEKAL ¢
issues for participants to consider before engaging in partnership working. The central limitations ¢
audit model is its failure to explore the power relationships which exist within partnerships. The
/ 2YYAaaA2yQa 3IdzARStAySa R2 y2d | O00OSLIW GKIFG
g ead LI NIYSNEKALRA ag2Nl ¢ 2N aFlFAféd LYRSSR ¢
LIN22S0OGa ¢S YIFe y20 NBFHffte 0SS Ay | LRaAAGAZY
say that the specified outcomes of particular initiatives may be achieved regardless of whether the
GLI NIYSNRKALXE AGaStT Aa TFdzyOlAaz2yAy3a SFFSOGAC
established to meet already externally defined objectives. The SRB process, NDC, the recently
announced neighbourhood renewal initiative would be good examples of this.
There is, therefore, a contradiction at the heart of partnership arrangements within UK urban
regeneration. On the one level the case for partnership draws upon a language of inclusivity. It ma
case based upon the need for greaterameration and ceordination of service delivery based upon a
G02YY2yaSyasSe | LIN2I OK® ¢KA& OfFAYa GKFG RAL
resources can both improve the quality of service delivery and the life chances and opportunities o
people.
Carter (2000) set out very usefully the differing types of partnership. Arrangements can vary betw
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strategic goal setting (City Pride) and focused service provision in small neighbourhoods. As Car
notes, this latter approach has been central to the SRB model, and is the one which has shaped
number of initiatives from the Home Office via the Youth Justice Board (amongst others).
LY FTRRAGAZ2Y [/ FNIGISNI YIF{Sa GKS GStftAy3a LRAYD
notes that:
Without basic support the energies of partnership are easily subsumed by internal conflict and con
AGNHA3tESa (G2 aSOdNNB FTRRAGAZ2YIf NBaz2dNDSa X ¢
a@ LRAYG Aad (GKFEG adGNiA3IfSa G2 aSOdzZNB | RRA (A
y2i 060S GKS Ol daAaS 2F Al awSa2dNDS&déx gKAT Al
significance of a local partnership. Less obvious are the differences in status and power between tl
individuals present. Indeed focussing on the issue of resources may deflect us from understanding
2F (0KS GAy@OAarofSé 60o0dzi NBIfO GSyarzya oSieg¢c
Carter, usefully, illustrates this point by identifying different categories of partnership working. He
suggests that there are three which he labels facilitatingohnating and implementing partnerships.
IS ale&a GKFEG AaadsSa 2F aLRoSNE |NB fSaa NBI
partnerships. My argument is that issues of power are present in all three. It is the location of pow
difference and the opportunities to address it which vary.
C2NJ GKS LldzN1R2asSa 2F (GKAa RAaAOdzaaAz2y L Y adz
Inthe case of the groups interviewed for this paper itis assumed that regeneration managers can
Y2NB GLRoSNE GKFy (GKS 20KSNJ (g2 Ly Ylye O
through their line management functions, through their access to external agencies, and through tt
1y26ft SRIS 2F (GKS FdzyRAYy3 I NN})y3aSYSyiGaod [20!I f
critical moments in the life of a partnership when their support or opposition for a specific initiative
reveal the extent (or limit) of their power. | am not suggesting that they havpower but rather that
they may not always be aware of the significance of their role. Front line staff or community based
2NBIF yA&l GA2ya YI& KIFEI@S INBFGSNI aaldNBSGéE (1y2¢
realising their potential. | am aware that power is often contested (as well as abused). The central
argument of the paper is that for partnerships to work there needs to be a clear attempt to draw ou
these distinctions and to acknowledge power differences and to develop a deliberate policy and st
to resolve differences rather than to pretend that they do not exist, or that they will go away or that
GKSe Oly o6S aYlylFI3aSRé¢ o0é F+y F6dzaS 2F LR sSND
The common denominator in all of these approaches is that partnerships are created from the outs
They are the products usually of central government initiatives. But, they may also be a response t
European Project or local authority development (Chanan, 1997). The key developments in the Uk
and NDC) have been as a direct result of central government policy changes. Their establishment
contingent upon securing funding to delivery already defined services. We can see this in practice
partnerships are created and responsibility for the delivery of particular initiatives is devolved to a k
YFEYyF3aSNE 2N 2y0S GKS GO0ARRAy3IE adalr3asS xa 29S8t
ANRdzLJA Aa SadrofAakKSR (2 GRSEAQOSNE GKS 0ARO®
devise ways in achieving the already defined goals.
As practitioners and/or local professionals (who may not have been involved at the original stage ¢
LIN2OSaao YSSi GKSe KIFI@S G2 yS3a2GAF3GS GKSANJI
meet their respective responsibilities. Where a local partnership also involves neighbourhood grou
local residents they, too, will be engaged in this process.
In a very real sense, therefore, the potential for conflict is already built in to the process. This poter
not acknowledged and the fixed term nature of these projects can act as a powerful incentive to
marginalise those who question the way the partnership is working.
The potential for marginalisation may not only be experienced by local community groups. Duncar
Thomas (2000) and Purdue al. (2000) have identified the core issues which affect the possibilities
effective intervention by local groups. These issues will be familiar to those involved in neighbourt
working. They includenter alia

w the extent to which local groups are perceived as legitimate by professionals and the local
community;
the willingness of professionals to listen and to respond;
GKS jdSaidAaz2y 2F GodaNy2dzié o6& 20t | OGA DI
generation of activists; and

w the level of support available to facilitate real involvement in the partnership (which may incli

issues of the language, where and when meetings are held and the issues of power).

This listis not new. But itis necessary to remind ourselves that there are significant factors when
begin to consider the question of how conflict is dealt with within partnerships.

w
w
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In addition to these important concerns which are expressed by local groups and practitioners we
to remind ourselves that they can be applied to professionals and practitioners too. The emerging
preferred model within urban regeneration is one which devolves responsibility to a neighbourhooc
YEYylF3SNI 2N aadzZaNBY2¢é oO0wz23ISNAE YR t28SNE wHAan.
To some extent this approach draws upon both the experience of current regeneration initiatives ((
Challenge, SRB, NDC) and the past experiments in neighbourhood decentralisation inthe 1980s (
etads HNnnnO® LG LINBadzalrrasSa GKFG 4dadO0Saaé¢ OF
oFaSR Ay | 20t ySAIKOo2dINK22R 2FFAOS sK2 | (
02 NRUO FYR Fa Fy GSYF2NDODSNE (2 SyadaNB GKIFG (
The issues this raises have been discussed elsewhere (Diamond, 2001). But, for our purposes the
three key questions to consider:
1. (1) Canthe neighbourhood manager be an honest broker between the neighbourhood and-
partnership board?
2. (2) How does a neighbourhood manager reconcile differences of principle within a local
partnership which has its goals externally defined?
3. (3) Is there not a fundamental contradiction between this model of neighbourhood managemn
and a local partnership model?
Tensions within
This model of neighbourhood management has some attractions if you are looking at creating clea
2T NBaLRyaAoAftAGASAE GgAUGKAY |y 2NABFyAalGA2YL €
values. But experience should tell us that this is simplistic. Itis not the case that the public sector
agencies present within a partnership share the same set of organisational and cultural norms.
Differences exist within organisations and between them (Duffill, 2001).
Ignoring or failing to appreciate these differences may result in problems within the local partnershi
¢tKSe FINB ftA(1Ste G22 G2 FFFSOG GKS NBflIGA2YyarF
lead to tensions and difficulties in the development of good working relationships with local groups
with other nonpublic sector agencies or organisations in the partnership.
The differences within and between public sector agencies may, therefore, spill over into the workil
the partnership and may affectits ability to meet even the externally determined objectives.
The tensions between public sector agencies are ones which are often more explicit than the tensi
within2 NBF yAal dA2yad C2NJ SEFYLX S (GKS GLINAGFGAAL
resulted in competition between the podi6 sector. An SRB initiative which is looking to develop a
strategy based upon providing education and training for young people and adults may have to
YyS3I2GA1L 4GS 6AGK aS@OSNIf LRGSYGALFE LINPOARSNHE ¢
Fff 2F gK2Y INB aSS{Ay3a (G2 agAyé (GKS O2yiaNI C
tensions may be beyond the scope or power of the local offices or neighbourhood manager. This il
did happen in one of the areas reviewed for this paper.
Policies and processes for arbitration and resolution between providers may assist, but are likely
unsatisfactory for the local partnership. A key issue is the extent to which the local partnership ha
power to make its own decisions. It is likely that given the relative lack of status and power of the
partnership decisions will be taken elsewhere.
In failing to acknowledge that public agencies are organised in hierarchical lines the local partnerst
may fail to acknowledge the difficulties front line or neighbourhood based officers may have in mee
the agreed needs of the partnership. For all locally based partnerships itis not only the external ne
central government which are present in the form of the agreed bid document but also the local (bt
still external to the partnership) senior managers/directors of the providing services and agencies t
which local staff are accountable.
For local community groups these difficulties are present too. Indeed, itis their legitimacy which is
usually called into account more often than the local professional agencies. Clearly the voluntary n
of tenant or resident based organisations reflects a variety of interests. It may be that they are able
ddzadGF Ay | o6l &aS 2F NBLNBaSyalrdAzy KAOK STFSC
elected councillors or locally based professionals. But research and experience suggests that man
professional agencies ignore their own lack of accountability when dealing with locally based groug
Obviously, there are real tensions between a model of local representative democracy based upo
elections to a council via (usually) a party or ward system and tenant or single issue groups whict
representatives of the voluntary sector.
The struggle for legitimacy at the local level will, therefore, operate in a number of different levels
GKS LIN2FTSaaArzylf |3SyOAaSa LINBaSyid GKSNB oAt
gK2 GOflFAYE G2 NBLNBaSyd | LI NIAOdZ I NI 20 ¢
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legitimacy.
Atthe same time the reforms of decision making within local government may have the potential tc
reconnect locally elected politicians with their localities in a way which has been absent for some ti
6c2ftSe YR alNIAYS wnnnT [SFOK YR 2Afazys
agencies and in particular the neighbourhood manager will be one in which they have to negotiate
way between competing interests. We can predict that the more powerful interests will prevail. But
any one time it will be difficult to anticipate which interest groups these will be. And indeed we shoi
y2i Ftglea laadzyS GKIFIGd GKSasS gAaftt +fglea oS
professional/managerial interests will tend to dominate.
Possible strategies to explore
One possible starting point for this discussion is to read and then put to one side the conventiona
useful explanations for partnership working, but to retain two central justifications for this type of
approach:

1. (1) that there is a need for a emdinated approach to service delivery; and

2. (2) the involvement of locally based community groups and professionals in the development

implementation of such a eordinated approach is a necessaryjmendition for its success
(Toynbee, 2001).

The problem with maintaining the received explanations for partnership working is that they usually
ignore the issues of conflict and power. The ideal type of partnership working requires a shiftin po
held by professionals to a sharing of decision making between groups who have different interests
shared (time limited) goals. As a necessary first step we need to acknowledge the fact that conflict
inherent in the process. The question then becomes how do we deal with it? One option would be
ignore it and to deal with it (or not) on an issue by issue basis. The second option would be to cons
how we can build into the working practices of the partnership the fact that conflict exists and will b
present (in varying forms) from the outset. This is not to claim that conflict can ever be absent from
partnership but rather to suggest that we need to think about how it is possible to cope with conflic
and to seek, where possible, to address it and to look for resolutions. In an important sense then it
Fo2dzi aYFylFr3Aay3aé Ald gl @ 2N aO02y Gl AyAy3a AGE
presence and thinking about how it can be resolved temporarily until it appears again (Doherty anc
Horne, 2002).
¢tKAAa RAAGAYOlA2Yy 06SiG6SSy aYlyl3aay3a O2yFtA0ié
LI NOYSNEKALI 62Ny Ay3 aYlFyl3Aay3aeg 02y Ft A0G AYLX
GO2y i AYySReé YR aO2y(iNRffSRED . dzis 2F O2dzNA €
the central concerns which have generated the conflict are not addressed then they will emerge la
LI NI AOdzZ F NE ¢S ySSR (G2 | O0SLII GKIFG GKS &aaSSF
around issues of working practice (as well as personalities) shaped by differences of expectation a
understanding amongst professionals and practitioners. This is likely where there is little understan
2F 62NJAy3 YSGiK2Ra IyR FLILIN2IFOKS&ad Ly | RRAGA
making processes if the attempts to engage them are defined in a language and practice which is !
08 LINRPFTSaaArzzylfa odzi y20 aGNyyatlidSReé Ayaz |
groups.
¢tKAa YySSR (2 OKIFy3aS GKS afly3dad IS¢ 2F LI NIA
cultural norms and values of white collar middle class professionals is unlikely to shift the balance
power within partnership boards to local groups who do not share these values.
GwSaz2t gay3ae O2yFt AO00G YIeésx GKSNBT2NBZ o6S Y2N
resource hungry but in the medium to long term may prove to be more effective.
For example, one of the main criticisms of the SRB approach has been the nature of the bidding pi
At crucial stages in the development of the bid decisions have usually been taken away from the
YSAIAKOo2dZNK22R Ay GKAOK GKS AYyAGAFGAGS At ¢
who are directed from one area based initiative to the next or who seek employment as their fixed
contracts come to an end. It may not be possible to control this process of staff deployment but we
need to acknowledge the instability it creates. It precludes the opportunity for staff to develop a
working and personal knowledge of an area. It also reduced the potential for locally based groups
do not have the choice to leave) to gain knowledge of either the bid or the staff who will have
operational responsibility for it.
As part of this process staff themselves need to be aware explicitly of the differing models of practl
GKAOK o6Aff SEAAG 6AGKAY | aySAIKo2diNK22Ré (¢
identified above. It can become part of a training and developmental process which focuses upon
sharing knowledge, skills and methods of working with local groups. It may even become part of a
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process which starts the regeneration initiative. It could allow for a shared auditing of the local are¢
GKAOK (GKS aOF LI OAlGe LRGSYOGALFEE 2F (GKS 02YYdzy
the designated staff working in the locality.

The nature of these fixed term projects also significantly reduces the potential to identify and to prc
FRSljdz- S adl FF RS@OSt2LIYSyd FyR (2 FRRNBaa o:
contribute to the process of neighbourhood regeneration.

2 KAfad Ftf GKS FTR@G20F0GSa 2F LI NIYSNARKALI ¢2N)
and the physical presence of the initiative in a locality this may be counter productive if the relation
0SG6SSYy G(GKS LI NIYSNBKALI LI NOIAOALI yia FNB y2i
GAYSE (2 06S o0daAfd Ayd ¢KA& R2S&a y2G KI @S (2
first year. There are many examples from community involvement in planning to suggest that with
careful preparation this can be accommodated early on in a project and sustained throughout the
fAFTSOGAYS 2F +y AYAGAFGADS 6. d2NYya& FyR ¢F&f 2NE
with already existing initiatives and drawing upon the expertise and experience of others to share
knowledge. This already happens with some initiatives and should be (perhaps) the norm rather th
the exception.

¢KSNBE KFa 06SSy |y SYLKI&aira 2y RS@GSt2LAy3a (K
Such community development models are not new. But by focussing on community based group:
develop their knowledge to enhance their participation in local partnership the need to address
professionals and agencies is ignored. | would argue that at minimum it is more important for
LINEFSaaArzylfa (2 SELSNASYOS aidl ¥F RS@St 2LIS
working.

There is equally a need for a more informed discussion on how we draw conclusions on the
effectiveness of such initiatives. Most projects claim that they have an evaluation process. But in re
GKAa A& 2yfeée aY2YAU2NRAYy3IEéd ¢KS RAAGAYOGAZ2Y &
agreement about the form and methodology to be used. This would need to be shared, understooc
FANBSR o6& Iff LINIGAOALIYyGADP ¢KSNB A& | aaiAit
groups there is an assumption that they have evaluation processes. Indeed there has been a grow
GK2aS ¢6K2 2FFSN) aSOlftdd dAz2yée aijAftfaod . dziz Ay
they are meeting already agreed targets. An evaluation strategy requires evidence of how the proje
KIa af SENYyGé FNRBY A& SELISNASYOSd ¢KA& NBI dz
But it also (and much more significantly) provides the opportunity for all participants to discuss whe
working (or not) and why. It can contribute to a culture of debate and discussion within a project wt
may directly address those issues which give rise to potential conflict and tension.

The need for adequate and clearly defined policies on evaluation are linked to the need for clarity i
supervision arrangements for professional staff. Line managers are expected to supervise (and to
YEylF3S GGKSANE aGFFFod . dzi KASNF NDKAOFt Od# (
AdadzSa Yle& 6S (2 AaLINBaSyiaGéod 5AFFSNAYI Y2RSE 3
which are not based upon the supervisor having a-tm@agement function in relation to the
supervisee (Houston, 1995; Seden, 1999). In developing new forms of public sector support super
we may be able to develop a working practice which enables staff to discuss their work in a way wi|
facilitates their exploration of difficulties as well as successes which in turn provides for a discussit
potential and real areas of tension.

¢KS YySSR FT2NJ GSEGSNYIFfAGeeg Ay (GKS & dzLISNIIA & A 2
aspects of working practices and approaches away from the line management structures which ex
is based on a nejudgemental approach in which the supervisor facilitates individuals or working te¢
to explore their approaches in a reflective and supportive environment. It has the potential to redre:
power inequalities which will be present (whether they are derived by class, race or gender inequa
or hierarchical differences). It can seek to avoid the personalisation of problems by enabling indivic
2NJ GSIvya (2 SELX 2NB GKSANI 26y LN OQGAOS® Ly |
reminding staff of the aims and models of working which underpin the project. It draws upon indivic
who are external to the project in every sense. The supervisor should not be a line manager or em
GAOGKAY GKS O2yiNAROGdziAYy3d 3ISyOASad ¢KSe ySSR
project. They need, importantly, to be able to ensure that the power differences which do exist are
counterbalanced by a process which is actively enabling the participants to remind themselves of t
O2NB FAYa 2F (KS LIN22SO0 yR AT ySOSaal N (:
success.

Reforming the process of supervision and evaluation could also be linked to the need for projects 1
KI S ARSYGAFTASR I GONRGAOIFIE FNASYRE 2N) aK2y¢S
and act as a catalyst for developing ways in which the project could resolve such tensions. Identify

Political tensions workshop for Members Page 7



GKS adFrNI I GONRGAOIFE FNASYRe ¢g2dd R I faz NBI
difficulties. In essence these proposals are based upon the need to be open about the reality of cc
and to think through ways of coping and resolving it within the project.
The externalities within which projects work will, inevitably, create and sustain conflict. Whilst the
above will not remove conflict (how could they) they do at least have the potential of equipping
participants with some of the skills to address conflict.
Conclusion
The paper has been based upon my experience of evaluating a number dbaged regeneration
initiatives. During the course of interviews with participants it is evident that we expect too much ¢
local people and locally based staff. Whilst staff may be able to undertake their professional role 1
often lack the skills and knowledge to work successfully in partnerships. Local people are often le
confused and angry at what they see as indifference and neglect by professional agencies. One
consequence is that their expectations of public sector agencies diminishes. A consequence for ¢
that they are usually not aware of this fact. Thus, by acknowledging the fact of conflict within
partnerships we may be able to address it directly by a combination of change which directly focu
upon:

w establishing time for staff and local groups to develop an understanding of what the project
seeking to do;
understanding the differing models of working utilised by the participating agencies;
RSOSt2LIAY3 (GKS aOF LI} OAlGes 27F
ensuring that agencies too develop their capacity to engage in community based work;
clarifying an evaluation strategy which is understood by all participants;
introducing innovative models of supervision for public sector agencies;
ARSYGAFE@AYI + GONXRGAOIET FTNASYRE (2 GKS L
developing a conflict resolution strategy for the initiative.

geeeeege

Pasted from <http://www.emeraldinsight.com/Insight/ViewContentServiet?
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Developing interagency protocols and
service agreements

Introduction

Partnership orinter -agency agreements and inter -agency protocols are documents
that record the agreed terms and conditions of collaboration between separate

agencies and/or sectors. The terms 'protocols' and 'agreements' are sometimes

used interchangeably with guidelines and Memoranda of Understanding (MOU).

Inter -agency agreements or protocols can serve a number of purposes:

w clarifyingroles and responsibilities
W maintaining consistency of inter -agency relationships and practices
w explicitly stating what agencies and/orsectors have committed to
w providing a basis for negotiation of responses to a situation orresolution of
differences between agency approaches, and/or
w providing an agreed process for resolving inter -agency differences.
Definitions

Inter -agency or partnership agreement:
Aninter -agency or partnership agreement is a document outlining the
basis of a new relationship and the agreed objectives between partners.
Agreements can be developed at a statewide, regional or local level.

An agreement may be a broad, high -level agreement that documents the
relationship between groups of agencies. For example:
A state government and the non -government sector about their roles
and responsibilities
A local government and the non -government sectorabout community

development activities

government and a consumer peak body about the interests of service

users

peak bodies representing different interest groups identifying the

boundaries of their constituencies

professional groups such as social workers, psychologists, welfare

workers agreeingon inter  -professional practices

universitiesandthe non  -government sector agreeing to provide

learning and development pathways for community services workers

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islandercommunities and the non -

government sector or govermnment about sustainable servicing
practices to remote areas, or

A the non -government sector and business about pro bono
contributions and volunteers.

An agreement may also be a simple agreement betweentwo agencies
about specificaspects of theirwork. For example:

A ahomeless men's shelterhaving an agreement with the local
integrated mental health team for responding to crisis situations
involving their residents with mental healthissues

A adisability support service having an agreement with an
accommodation service to access weekend respite care services for
clients, or

A anetwork of after -school care programs having an agreement about
delivery and access of workers to a training program operated by one
of the agencies.

Agreements can be contractually binding if there are consequences for
partners for not complying with the agreed terms.

> > > >

p>
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Protocols:
A protocol outlines broad working relationships and more detailed
processes by which inter  -agency partners will work together. Protocols
document when and why partner agencies will interact, how they will
interact, and what each partner can reasonably expect from the other.
Protocols can provide legitimacy to relationships and processes alreadyin
place but have not been formally documented.
Protocols are practical, hands -on documents that outline specific
processes and procedures between service delivery agencies.
Protocols are not usually contractually binding but are usedto set agreed
good practice standards that parties should meet.
Agreements and protocols can occur together. A partnership agreement
might contain the general aims and commitments of the partnership and
the protocols outline how agencies work together.
Some examples of protocols include:

A awomen's refuge having a protocol with a specialistimmigrant
women's support service on how referral and ongoing support
procedures will include access to interpreters for women from
culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds

A anaged care provider offering community options having a protocol
with local hospital social workers and community health social
workers regarding the way eligibility criteria and referral processes
will operate, or

A anout -of-home care network of agencies having a protocol outlining
how each agency's role will operate in the continuum of care and
referral processes between agencies.

Reasons for developing service protocols and agreements
The reasons for developing service agreements and protocols are many and varied.
Sometimes itis in response to issues that are having adverse effects on partners.
Othertimes it will be to embark on a new initiative ortake action on a common
goal.
Agreements are most typically developed to:
outline strategic priorities and planned commitments
provide guidance around allocation of resources
clarify roles and responsibilities
signify a commitment to part of a process such as an integrated service
system

w respondto new legislation orother compliance requirements, or

w establishthe principles and agreements for co -location.
Protocols are most typically developed to:

w bettercoordinate local service delivery

w share information about service users across organisational and professional

egeee

boundaries

w obtain priority access to services for clients in crisis or where high -risk
circumstances exist
outline specific management and service arrangements for co -location, or

€€

manage case management and coordination responsibilities forclients with

multiple and complex needs where several agencies are involved. (Case
management protocols cover the roles and responsibilities of the various

agencies inclient eligibility, access and referral processes, preliminary and

ongoing assessment, delivery of care and support, ongoing care and support

and exit planning.)

Benefits of interagency service agreements and protocols

Formal inter -agency agreements improve inter -agency practice and benefit clients,
workers and agencies. The table 1 pelow can help agencies understand what they
andtheir clients gain from participatingininter -agency protocols.

For clients For workers For agencies

A coordinated case plan Sharing information, assessment Reduces duplication of
can address a range of knowledge and intervention services and allows for
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needs and provide more
seamless service delivery.

Cooperative efforts by
agencies improves access
to services and can reduce

responsibility is less stressful and
more rewarding than acting
individually.

The quality of problem  -solving and
service planning is enhanced when
all parties coordinate their efforts.

duplication.

Increased contactand better
relationships betweenservice

More diverse expertise is
available due to the united

resources ofagencies. providers improves communication
androle clarity, and easesthe
stress of individual workwith
clients in crisis orwith complex
needs.
Models cooperationto Breaks downdefensive ways of
clients, and exposes thinking, and reduces the undue
effective methods of responsibility or blame onany one

problem -solvingand
relating to other
professionals

workeroragency

Formats for interagency agreements and protocols

greater efficiency in the
use of public resources

Canassist in easing
workforce limitations and
barriers created by
agency mandates

Increased contactand
betterrelationships
betweenservice providers
improves communication
androle clarity, and eases
the stress of individual
workwith clients in crisis
orwith complex needs.

Produces a wider picture
ofa community's needs,
and can lead to shared
planning acrossarange
ofagencies

If your agency is drafting an agreement or protocol, these documents usually cover
a standard format. The following formats are provided as a guide to assistinthe

development process.
An agreement format covers:
w principles forthe agreement

3 Thetypes of principles that might be found in an agreement include a

commitment to:

A equity

diversity

interconnectedness

democratic decision making processes
open communication

cooperation

consistency of process

efficiency of processes

transparency and accountability, and
keeping stakeholders informed.
parties involved and their roles

desired outcomes

P2 B P PP

eee

focus on client outcomes and quality of life outcomes

achievement of desired outcomes or how the partnership agreement will be

enacted (such as activities to be undertaken or procedures to be followed)

review processes and time frames
life of partnership agreement
status of the agreement (whether it is legally binding or not)

egeeeg

the agreement, and
signatories and date.
Aninter -agency protocol format covers:

€

any terms the parties agree to abide by and any consequences for breaching

w background/ introduction

w purpose of the protocol, including aims and objectives

w parties to the protocol

w the protocol's perceived benefits

w principles that inform the protocol, such as committing to working together
and open communication

w the legal background or otherimportant contextual information about
compliance requirements

w aconceptual framework or map which provides a whole of systemdiagram
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w
w

outlining the agencies involved in the protocol

participating agencies'roles and responsibilities

any structures or existing networks that have a role and what that role is

a set of procedures that provide practical guidance on how the protocol will be
implemented

arrangements for monitoring and reviewing the use of the protocol and
responding to any breaches or grievances

complaints procedures, and

attachments, including forms, legislation, check lists, flow charts and a
glossary of terms.

Steps for developing protocols
There are some generic steps which can assistin developing inter -agency service
agreements and protocols. These are shown below:

1.

Identify the need for and purpose for establishing a protocol

2. Checkif there are existing protocols that are relevant or could be adapted and
used
3. Identifywho should be involved (government, non -government, and
community players)
4, Contactpotentialinter -agency participants and gain preliminary support for
the proposal
5. Organise aninitialinter  -agency meetingto discuss:
3 why a protocol is needed
3 issuesthe protocolis trying to address
3 purpose of the protocol
3 whoisinvolved
3 issuesorbarrers to protocol development
6. Establishashared commitment to working togetherto develop the protocol
7. Developa process such a working group with cross -agency representationto
develop the protocol
8. Developthe draft protocol document for circulation and feedback
9. Finalise the protocol and distribute
10. Develop a working/steering group to oversee and support the process of
implementation of the protocol including briefings and training to staff, staged
implementation processes, mechanismforearly detection of any problems,
any addi -tional resources/othersupports required
11. Implementthe protocol
12. Establish a mechanismfor regular monitoring and review the protocol
13. Revise the protocol accordingly
Resolving inter -agency differences

When implementing agreements and protocols itis inevitable that tensions will
occasionallyarise. This can be because of:

gegeegege

alack of clarity about roles

professional and organisational philosophies

different expectations about priorities and ways of working
perceived power differences between partners
communication failures, and

varying degrees of commitment to the agreement or protocol.

The early recognition of problems and a shared commitment across agencies to
deal with the problem are keys to resolving differences. Solving issues withinthe
inter -agency group is the preferred approach. Only in extreme circumstances would
the assistance of external mediators be sought

Pasted from <http://www.communitydoor.org.au/networks/collaboration/interagency-protocols. html>
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This checklist has been developed from the lessons learnt from the analysis-@fgetary (and wider
partnership) working undertaken as part of the 3 Dee Vision project. The checklist includes issue
consider at different stages in a partnership project, from the proposal, through planning and
implementation to completion.

For more information, please read the full report at: www.3deevision.org/report_partnership.asp

When developing a project proposal, are you thinking about:

Whether the project objectives are realistic for the resources and time available;

9yadaNAy3a GKSNB Aa | 06dzR3ISG yR O02YYAlY
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Building on existing projects and relationships (to avoithventing the wheel);

Building in flexible time and resources to resolve unexpected (but inevitable) problems;

9yadaNAy3a GKS INRPdzL) K& | 3I22R YdziidzZ £ d:

Different motivations for involvement in the projectk 2 ¢ R2Sa GKS LINR2S O
core business and can these expectations can be met;

Clarifying commitments from all involved, illustrating the critical interdependencies and getting
formal undertaking to honour these commitments;

Clarifying the capacities are required (influence, experience, skills, time available, enthusiasm-
objectives) to deliver the project and recruiting members accordingly.

When setting up the structure and procedures for the project, are you thinking about:

Establishing what kind of partnership is required (coordination, cooperation or collaboration), as
affects the structures (including the legal status) of the project;

Agreeing the specific roles and responsibilities of the individuals involved (especially the coordin
including: delegated authority, accountability; distribution of risks;

Recognising the nenegotiables (deadlines, statutory requirements, reporting requirements) witt
the project and plan accordingly;

Developing a standard format for meetings with informative agendas, progress charts and clea
minutes (and designating a chair and minutes secretary);

Setting up appropriate monitoring to allow evaluation of tangible and intangible outcomes to oc

Undertaking a stakeholder analysis to identify key contributors to, and audiences for, the projec
any conflicts that may arise as the project proceeds;

Establishing a communication plan to ensure efficient and effective information exchange with 1
appropriate people atthe appropriate time.

Whilst running the project, are you thinking about:

Investing in effective, targeted and coordinated communication within the group and within eac
partner organisation (recognising personal preferences vary);

Investing in effective decisiemaking including agreeing decision making and conflict resolution
protocols;

Investing in time for reflection and learnimgncluding recognising tensions and setting time aside
resolve issues that may be acting as a handbrake on progress;

Promoting group solidarity through formal team building, social events, hosting activities and
celebrating milestones;

9yadaNAy3d AYRAGARIZ fa KI@S aNAy3dI FSYyOSR (GAYS
and supports the expected level of commitment;

Revisiting the project objectives as these evolve through time;

Revisiting the composition of the project team regularly;

Practicing what you preaahfollowing the principles of Sustainable Development;

Planning for the future; what is to be the legacy for subsequent projects?

When finishing a project, will you think about:

How to pass on the lessons learnt, how to tie up loose ends, and how the outstanding actions
commitments will get finished?

Thanking all those involveginot just the project team but colleagues, stakeholders and the public
who contributed along the way.
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What you learned from the experience and how you might put this into practice in the future.
Take Home Messages:

w ¢KS LINR2OSaa 2F AYUSNY3ISyOe g2NJ 7

w LYGSN)3ISyOe g2NIAYy3I Oly KI@GS KAIK GNIFyal Ot
w 'ttt F2N¥ya 2F 62NJAy3d (23SGKSNI NBIjdzA NB  Ydzi
mean equality;

w L-ggérsyNdorking can take many forms so use an approach that is fit for purpose;

w 2KIFIGSOSNI GKS | LILINRF OKSE AdG @At ¢

w !'RFELIGIFGA2Y NBldANBa GKFG FEf Ay@2t @SR 6A)
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The Purpose of Partnership

The starting point must be a clear understanding of the purpose of partnerships.
Essentially, this purpose is the aim of achieving socially inclusive lives for people with
learning disabilities, based upon person centred principles. This has three implications that
need to underpin partnership development:

M® ¢KS | aLlsSoda 2F LIS2LX SQa fA@Sa SYoN
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2. The organisations involved in the partnership must therefore include all those with
an interest or responsibility across this full range of issues (see Figure Il)

3. The partnership must operate with the person with a learning disability and their
wishes and interests at the centre.

Key Messages

Following on from this, in reading and making use of these materials there are several key
messages that need to be given particular prominence:

g Partnership working must serve a purpose and not exist for itself. That purpose
needs to be a set of mutually agreed outcomes and changes that will result in
improved lives for people with learning disabilities.

g Organisational culture and personal behaviour are the most important factors to
influence partnerships. A willingness to share power and work to a mutually

agreed agenda is an unavoidable jpeguisite.

g Whilst structures for inteagency working are important, they are not the starting

point for partnership. Leaping into formalised structures without first considering

the cultural and behavioural dimensions may exacerbate rather than resolve interagency
tensions.

g Partnership takes time and effort. You will need a planned and phased approach to
dzZA S LI NIYSNEKAL® (2 KStLI I OKAS@S adzadl
y2G GNB yR 32 F2N

g Partnerships need to be broader than in the past. They need to engage stakeholders
OGNy RAGAZ2YLFEte FoaSyld WFNRY GKS dlot$S
education, housing and leisure and the independent/voluntary sector. At the centre

of this must be the partnership with people with learning disabilities

themselves and their families.

g Concentrate in the first instance on what you agree about and on initiatives where
82dz Oty €SINYy FyR 0SYSTAG FNRBRY S

g Partnership has to be seento deliver positive outcomes that are agreed by all
F3A3SyOASas gAGK a2YS SIFENie WgA
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Local Strategic Partnerships (LSPs)

The Department of Transport, Local Government and the Regions (DTLR) has produced
detailed guidance on the operation of Local Strategic Partnerships, available on the
websitewww.neighbourhood. dtlr.gov. uk

LSPs are intended to bring together under one umbrella the different parts of the public
sector and the private, business, voluntary and community sectors (to operate at a level
that enables strategic decisions to be taken whilst still being close enough to individual
neighbourhoods to allow action to be determined at community level) to create
strengthened, empowered and safer communities. They aregtatutory, nonexecutive
organisationg; they are intended to be powerful, but through their influence rather than
any executive powers in law.

The LSP brief is broad and will vary by area, but specific reference is made to deprivation,
social exclusion, a poor quality environment and health inequalities, as well as the national
strategy for neighbourhood renewal. Core tasks are described as to:

g Prepare and implement a community strategy for the area

g Bring together local plans, partnerships and initiatives

g Work with local authorities that are developing a local public service agreement

g Develop and deliver a local neighbourhood renewal strategy to secure more jobs,

better education, improved health, reduced crime and better housing.

Learning Disability Partnership Boards are to be located within the LSP framework. In
practice the most likely benefit of this arrangement will be enabling those responsible for
learning disability services to be in touch with the appropriate people from other systems
that need to be accessed.

[{t&a FNB (2 0S | OONBRAGSR FOO0O2NRAY3I (2 GK!
NELINBaSYyGulrdAgdS +FtyR OFLX¥otS 2F LIXF&Ay3d | 1
both inclusive and able to make decisions based on agreements. This is likely to involve
ways of working that do not involve all the partners all of the time. But as a priority LSPs
should ensure that local people and communities are effectively involved, using existing
networks of community and voluntary organisations.

Government Offices for the Regions will act as facilitators, mediators and accreditors to
LSPs. They will evaluate and accredit LSPs in the 88 local authority areas eligible for the
bSAIKO62dzNK22R wSySglf CdzyR OMHAAY AY HAAMI
and advise Ministers on how far LSPs meet requirements. To be accredited LSPs must
demonstrate that they:

g Are effective, representative and able to play a strategic role

g Actively involve all key local players

g Have established priorities, targets and milestones

g Have ensured that members have aligned their performance management systems

i wSRdzOS (KS &odzaNBI dz

g Build on best practice from successful partnerships.
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What Do We Know About Making Partnerships Work?

Summary

{dz00Saa¥FdA LI NIYSNEKALA | NB RS@St2LISR | &
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Itis important to devote time and resources to building this mutual confidence.
Partnerships have to be worked at.

Starting Points for Partnerships

In recent years we have learnt a great deal about how to develop real and effective
partnerships (Greig and Poxton, 2001a; Greig and Poxton, 2001b). Some of the most
important points are that:

g Partnerships do not just happen. It takes time and effort to get to a position where

they stand a chance of success.

g Nurturing and sustaining those partnerships requires energy and commitment.

g Partnership working cannot be successfully impasady partnership where key

players do not want to be there in the first place is doomed to failure.

DAGSY GKS NBLHIANBYSYyd Ay axlfdAay3a tS2L) S¢
delivery, a key challenge is to create a situation where local stakeholders want to be
working in partnership, rather than being forced into it. In order to help achieve this, there
must be something that all partners get out of the arrangement. If one party does not derive
a benefit, they will not participate constructively. Partnership working has to offer a
purpose and outcome that cannot be achieved otherwise.

Most important of all is that all the research and experience highlights the key partnership
challenges as being around culture and organisational behaviour, not around structures. It
is comparatively easy to develop and establish joint structures, policies and protocols. The
real issue is that of whether individuals and organisations can work in new ways that mean
partnerships are genuine and sustainable.

Getting Going with Partnership

Attempts by agencies to create intagency structures without paying attention to the
WodAf RAYI 06t201aQ 2F LI NOYSNEKALI gAfft )
down when early difficulties arise. Essentially we are dealing with complex

organisational, systems and practitioner/clinician change.

tKS&S WodAtRAY3 0f201aQ KIFIGS 0SSy RSaONJ
(Box 1).

Box 1. The Partnership Readiness Framework

1. Building and agreeing shared values and principles with a vision of how life should

be for people who use services.

2. Agreeing specific policy and service shifts that the partnership arrangements are
designed to achieve.

3. Being prepared to explore new service options and not be overly tied to existing
services or providers.

4. Being clear about what aspects of service and activity are inside and outside the
boundaries of the partnership arrangements.

5. Being clear about organisational roles in terms of responsibilities for and

relationships between commissioning, purchasing and providing in order to derive a
coherency that draws upon all appropriate expertise.

6. Identifying agreed resource pools, including pooled budgets, and agreeing to put to

one side unresolvable historical disagreements about financial responsibility.

7. Ensuring effective leadership, including political and other senior level commitment

to the partnership agenda.

8. Providing sufficient dedicated partnership development capacity rather than it being a
avyrftf YR YFENHAYIFIfAASR Lk

9. Developing and sustaining good personal relationships , creating opportunities and
incentives for key players to nurture those relationships in order to promote mutual
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trust.

The absence of these factors can create obstacles to sustaining partnerships. Thus, paying
attention to their development will allow and enable partnership arrangements to get
beyond the planning stage and survive early difficulties. As an early step there should be
an honest and shared appraisal of the extent to which these ingredients are present locally.
(See the Partnership Audit Tool in section 3). If a sound basis for partnership exists, then it
gAft 0SS LlRaaroftsS (G2 o6dAftR 2y SEA&GAY3 LI M
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A second important lesson from past studies is the need to recognise thelaydtied

nature of partnership working when itis put into action. Decisions are taken at various
levels within and outside organisations.

Box 2. Components for Partnership Working

1. The establishment of strategic partnerships that set the overarching framework and
objectives for the services in question, and that meet the necessary governance
requirements.

2. Means of engaging with users and other local people, including those beyond the
traditional service boundaries, in ways that make sense to them and that are properly
impacting on key resource and other decision making.

3. Ways of promoting ownership of the partnership from leaders, managers and staff,
through effective communication and a sharing of the potential benefits.

4. Clarity over how significant shifts in service patterns are to be achieved through the
planning and delivery of key strategic decisions that require macro changes in service
design.

5. Interagency assessment and care management systems that ensure shared

ownership of decisions to commit resources to meet the holistic needs of individuals.

6. Networks or systems that facilitate integrated information and other supports at
individual and aggregate levels.

7. A comprehensive shared local training policy and programmes.

8. Joint workforce planning mechanisms that consider how to develop a workforce that
can both deliver and strategically commission services.

9. An integrated monitoring and review system that results in a shared understanding

of the effectiveness of current services, and thus the evidence base for changes in the
future.

10. A clear and shared performance and audit approach to provide publicly visible

shared ownership of decisions and the use of resources.

Each of the above components must be in place. Most crucially, attention must be paid to
the linkages between these different elements, so that effective Hagency work at one

level is not undermined by its failure to be translated into joint action at another.
Understanding decisiemaking processes is a fundamental ingredient of effective intraand
inter-agency working.

Working with Complexity

Those charged with the implementation of partnership working have to learn how to work
with inherent and unavoidable organisational complexity, rather than trying to remove it in
ways that will make delivering on that complexity impossible. The socially inclusive
GAAA2Y 2F LIS2L) SQa fA@Sa 2dzif AYSR Ay azxl
complex web of organisations and individuals that need to work together in the interests of
the person with a learning disability. It is not feasible to turn that complexity into a simple,
linear arrangement in either organisational or process terms. Ways forward are likely to be
O2YLX SE N} GKSNJ GKIy WySIF{iQd {dzOK &AYLX A &G
or more partners feeling alienated or excluded and withdrawing from effective partnership
working.
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Auditing the State of Your Partnerships

Summary

You have to develop partnerships from where you are at. Using the frameworks from the
previous section, organisations can undertaken an audit of the strength of their current
partnership arrangements, in order to identify actions that are needed in order to ensure
partnerships are robust and will stand the test of time. This should be an important
precursor to entering new structural mechanisms.

Are We Ready for Partnership?

LF LI NIYSNBKALI Aa (2 o06S &adz00SaaTdZ = AL A&
place that help to build the trust and common purpose for an effective-teng

relationship. By asking the following questions, partners can identify the current strengths
and weaknesses of intergency relationships and thus develop an action plan to build on
strengths and address weaknesses.

A. Do we share the same values and aspirations?

Without a similar vision of the future for people with learning disabilities, the tensions
within partnerships will make it impossible to achieve change. Ask whether:

g There is a common vision that is set down and interpreted in similar ways between
a0F1SK2ft RSNA O6b. G+l fdzAy3a tS2LX S¢

g The full range of stakeholders has been involved through effective planning
processes in developing this vision.

B. Do we have agreed priorities for significant policy and service shifts?

Itis often easy to agree values, but is there a common interpretation of how this is to be
translated into service design and change? Ask whether:

g There is a common interpretation of where and how services are currently
d4dz00SSRAY3 IyR FILAEAYI Ay YSSi,

g There is agreement over the significant service changes that the partnership is
designed to help achieve.

g The necessary links are in place with other planning processes such as LSPs and
HIMPs to ensure policy and service changes are linked to the mainstream.

g You have established outcome criteria to inform you whether changes have led to
positive outcomes for people.

C. Is there a shared willingness to explore new service options?

If partners are tied to existing services or providers, tensions will arise and changes in the
interests of people with learning disabilities will be blocked. Ask whether:

g Partners are willing to open up all aspects of service and practice to scrutiny

through approaches such as Best Value and user led quality reviews.

g There is a culture of innovation and positive risk taking in terms of service

planning and design.

D. Is there agreement about the boundaries of the partnership?

A lack of clarity as to what is inside and outside the partnership boundaries will create
tensions and undermine change. Ask whether:

g Resources can be aligned to administrative/geographical boundaries so that flexible
sharing of those resources can be achieved.

g Boundaries with other services such as those for older people and people with

mental health problems are clear and agreed.

E. Are we clear and comfortable about who will be responsible for what within the
partnership?

Agreement about organisational roles and responsibilities for commissioning, purchasing
FYR LINPGARAY3A gAff KSELI G2 NBY2OS GSyaa
g It is clear where commissioning responsibility rests for each aspect of service and
there is a common definition and understanding of commissioning.

g There is a shared understanding of the nature of person centred planning, care
management and assessment and of who is responsible for aspects of this.
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g The nature of the relationship between commissioners and providers of services is
mutually acceptable.

g The role and place of people with learning disabilities and carers in decision

making is clear and acceptable to all concerned.

Cd L&A GKSNBP O2yFARSYOS GKFG SFOK LI NIe@
Argument over money has been the single greatest cause of breakdown in putative
partnership arrangements. Ask whether:

g Each party is confident and accepts that the resources committed to the partnership
FdzA £ @ NBFfSOG GKS LI NIy SNI
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g Financial systems are robust enough to monitor and track resource commitments.
G. Is there effective, committed leadership to the partnership vision?

Without effective leadership, including political and other senior level commitment to the
partnership agenda, partnerships will struggle. Ask whether:

g Key senior players understand the issues and implications around partnership and
are committed to its development.

g Senior officers are able and willing to make the time and space to build

partnership working into their organisational agendas.

g Key practitioners are committed to a myltiofessional way of working.

H. Are there people with the time and capacity to take forward the partnership

agenda?
Itis essential to provide sufficient dedicated partnership development capacity, rather than
A o0SAy3a | aylrtft FyR YINBAYIfA&ASR

g One or more individuals have been given a clear brief to lead on partnership
development.

[ tIFNOIYSNAKALI A& Ay AyaGSaNIf LI NI

I. Is there trust, openness and good will between key players?

Partnership can be undermined by the simple existence of a few key individuals who let
personal animosity getin the way of positive insgency working. Ask whether:

g Key players at all levels in all organisations are able and willing to work together
constructively.

g There are strategies in place for managing and addressing difficult relationships.

g Time and opportunity is being built into working practices to allow people to get to
1y26 YR dzyRSNAGF YR SI Ol

If these factors are broadly in place, or there is confidence that they can be put in place in
the near future, then your partnership has the potential to work effectively and stand the
test of time. You are probably in a position to consider detailed partnership arrangements,
including consideration of structural mechanisms to begin to institutionalise that
partnership.

If, however, you have a substantial agenda in relation to these pqidtsnot rush too far

too soon. Start your partnership working with smaller initiatives, around issues that you
agree upon. Create opportunities to build the necessary trust and mutual confidence that
will lead to more irdepth relationships at a later date. Do not leap into new organisational
structures like integrated provision or lead
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Whatis the Best Approach for Partnership?

LF GKS WodAfRAY3a 06f201Q FdzZRAG adA3Sada
partnerships, your will need to consider how to do this. The following set of questions will
help you to answer that question.

CKSNBE Aa y2 RSTAYAUGUADGS WNAIKGIQ LI NI YycSNEKAIL
the framework that effectively brings together decision makers at strategic, operational
management and practitioner levels in a coherent needs focused manner to ensure the most
effective deployment of resources (of all kinds).

In order to get a sense of an appropriate approach, consider the following issues:

A. What achievements are being sought?

A large, ambitious agenda for change is likely to benefit from a significant piece of
partnership decision making machinery that includes a strategic level component, probably
involving Councillors and Non Executive Directors. A smaller scale programme will not
require such sophistication and could operate at a lower level of delegated powers.

The key question is:

g Do the partnership structures and decision making arrangements accord with the

scale and nature of the changes being sought?

B. What is the local history of partnership working?

Be mindful of previous successes and setbacks at partnership working, so as to build upon
existing strengths and mainstream informal arrangements. In doing this it is important not
to aim too high too quicklg having a structure that is sustainable is crucial. Reluctant
participants can jeopardise progress.

Key questions are:

g Can you identify the current strengths and weaknesses of your partnerships?

g Are there any organisational or individual disputes that might get in the way?

g Is all useful local experience and expertise involved in helping to move forward?

g Do you need to take a step back to take a step forward? If key partners are

distrustful of current arrangements, you may need to start again and build a new
consensus over the way forward.

C. What does the current organisational and political geography tell you?
LRSYGATE YR 0dAfR dzRYy Wyl GdzNIfQ RSOA&A?2
localities within a wider geographical area or a particular grouping ofntikeled

agencies or individuals. Provider organisations willing to work ircaonpetitive ways

should be respected and given a prominent position in arrangements.

Key questions are:

g Has sufficient attention been given to considering the most appropriate

geographical and organisational boundaries and has the choice of focus been based

on best meeting user needs?

g Are service providers (statutory and non statutory) adequately involved in the
arrangements, and are they aware of respective responsibilities in the process?

D. How does organisational reconfiguration affect partnership structures?

Partnership working must be able to continue regardless of the inevitable organisational
and personnel changes. However, the continuing process of change does demand senior
and other staff time and effort, and it is important to be realistic about this when designing
new partnership arrangements.

Key questions are:

g How does current organisational reconfiguration impact on partnership systems

and structures?

g How much capacity do organisational heads have to provide partnership

leadership?

E. How broad should the local partnership structure be?

Partnership has to involve more than the NHS and Social Services. Structures should
allow for this outward looking element, involving other local authority departments and
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parts of the public services. This includes taking account of the housing aspects of
support, through the Supporting People programme. To do this it will be important not to
depend simply on what happens at meetings. Partnership working is crucially about what
happens on a day to day basis, outside meetings.

Key questions are:

g Who are the partners that are needed to achieve the changes required in the lives of
people with learning disabilities?

g Is there the capacity and capability to ensure that partnership development work is

not confined to what happens at meetings?

g Is there sufficient shared understanding of the different as well as the shared policy
agenda of the various partners involved?

F. How should users, carers, independent sector and local communities be involved

in the partnership model?

The strength of a local partnership may be determined by the extent of real power sharing
that takes place. Although this will be constrained by statutory requirements;stetutory
partners bring a great deal to partnerships. The depth of the commitment to working
together and sharing decision making (rather than the structural arrangements) will
determine whether their involvement is successful or not.

Key questions are:

j 1Fa FGaSydazy o06SSy 3IA@Sy G2 SyadaNAy3
dzLJQ G2 aKFNAYy3 LReSNI gAlGKAY GKS ai

g Are local people involved in ways that make sense to them rather than fit with the

usual way statutory agencies tend to operate?

g Are the different interest groups adequately engaged in some way?

g Are support arrangements in place to ensure that people can fully participate and

that processes and systems are fully accessible to all partners?

Partnership form should follow function and local arrangements must be able to deliver on
both national and local requirements. By undertaking an honest audit of these questions, it
should be possible to design and maintain a model that reflects local realities and can
deliver on future aspirations. The degree of shared (integrated) decision making should
grow as partnership strength develops. You could undertake such audits yourselves, by
200FAYAY3 SEGSNYIf KSELI 2NJ o6& WLIANARY3IQ ¢
20KSNDR&a WONARGAC

A number of other diagnostic tools or approaches can be found, such as:

j &a2KFG YF1Sa8 | D22R tFNIYSNERKALK |t
Institute for Health, University of Leeds, 2000).

g Work undertaken by the NHS Modemisation Agency, looking at different models

of partnership working.

g The European Foundation for Quality Management.
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Partnership BoardsMaking Them Work

Summary

Although not statutory bodies, Partnership Boards will be powerful entities and authorities
need to channel much decision making and consultation through them. If they are to be
effective, Boards need to be much more than a traditional joint planning group and new
ways of working need to be explored. Consideration needs to be given to a number of
important factors covering both the structures used and the underpinning culture of the
way the Board operates.

tF NOIYSNEKALI . 2F NRa KIF @S 0SSy 3IAGSYy adzai
| 26 SOSNE GKSe& |NB y20 WwWadal Gddzi2a2NE 062RASaAQ®
hold budgets or be responsible on its own for actions being carried out. (See section 7 on
We¢KS [SAFE CNIYYS@E2N] F2NI t I NIYSNAKALI 22
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The Power of the Partnership Board

Although Boards have no statutory powers, they are nonetheless highly important and
should become a powerful driving force for change. This will occur because:

M® G+l fdAy3d tS2LX S¢ aSSa tIFNIYySNERKALJ
guaranteeing partnership working and has given them a number of crucial roles (e.g.
agreeing the JIP, the PCP framework). Thus, whilstindividual organisations could

take action unilaterally, this will be viewed negatively by the Department of Health

(DH) in its performance management and monitoring role. DH processes will look for
evidence that plans, documents, ideas and actions have been developed and agreed
through the Partnership Board. If not, there may be implications for access to the
Learning Disability Development Fund and future JIP approval.

2. Organisations should agree internally that the Partnership Board is the vehicle for
L2t AO0& RS@St2LIVSYyld yR GKIFG GKS . 2FNR KI
the local authority has to agree the care management sysjémt as part of the PCP
framework. It could thus support establishing a PCP development process through the
Board, informing that process about the legal requirements upon the local authority for
assessment and the political expectations of elected Members. These would then be
2dzElil LRPASR 6AGK 2GKSNJ 2NHIyA&al GAz2yaqQ tS:
Board to agree a shared framework. In tandem with this, the local authority would give
its formal, statutory agreement to the care management framework. Similar approaches
would apply for issues led by other partners, such as the housing plan (housing

authority) and health action plan (Primary Care Trust). The key point is that an

authority should not agree a policy or initiative that does not have Partnership Board
support.

In summary, the power and authority of Partnership Boards exists because:

g The Government expects them to be the vehicle for local decision making.

g Organisations thus need to commit to channelling discussions and agreements

through the Board.

g A failure to do this could have negative consequences for performance monitoring

and management.

Boards will have a particularly important role in both influencing and interpreting other
local planning mechanisms, such as the Health Improvement and Modernisation Plan,
Joint Investment Plans (beyond learning disabilities), and community planning.

Making Partnership Boards Work

Partnership Boards may be developed by building on existing joint planning structures,
but to be really effective they will (in most places) have to make a quantum leap forward
in their structure, culture and practices. Experience from groups similar to Partnership
Boards, both in learning disabilities and beyond, suggests a number of factors that need to
be considered if this is to be achieved.
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A. The balance of power within the Board

The Partnership Board will not work if it behaves, or is perceived to behave, as though one
or more partners are in control or are dominant. If it does, people will withdraw from

active participation. In particular, the fact that partners do not bring as much money as
others does not make them less important. Each partner is crucial to the overall picture.
The Board should recognise the particular expertise and contribution of each participant.
Spend some time together identifying and agreeing those areas of expertise and

1y26ft SRIS® | ANBS K2g e&2dz FNB 3F2Ay3a (G2 62N
FOO2NR® ! ANBS WINRdzyR NizZ SaQ (2 SyadNB GKI
who may be less powerful in traditional terms.

B. Ensuring authority and decision making capacity

.2FNR YSYOSNAR VYdzad KI @S GKS ySOSaal NB I dzi
and commit their organisation to action, otherwise the Board will become a talking shop.
There will obviously be occasions when Board members may need to take issues back for
F2NXYEFE | LILINEGI 3 odzi GKS . 2FNR YSYOSNRQ 3|
give reasonable confidence that support will be forthcoming. This is a particular reason for
involving elected local authority Members in the Board. (See section 8D for more
information on delegation).

I & tS2LX SQa OF L) OAde G2

Structures such as Partnership Boards run the risk of working for statutory agency
representatives but not othersin particular people with learning disabilities, family carers
and the voluntary sector. Boards will need to consider:

g Establishing parallel fora for people with learning disabilities and family carers to

enable them to be well informed and representativperhaps by meeting shortly

before the Board to enable those stakeholders to discuss issues with their peers and
formulate their views. This will necessitate papers being produced well in advance

of meetings.

g Ensuring papers and the way in which meetings are conducted is accessible to all
participants.

g Ensuring that good support is available to people with learning disabilities through

the Board process.

g Giving specific space on the agenda to people with learning disabilities and family

carers to raise their own ideas and issues.

g Ensuring mechanisms exist for voluntary/community groups and provider agencies

to come together so that their voice on the Board is representative.

Further ideas on effectively engaging people with learning disabilities are contained in the
51 D22R t N} OGAOS DA RFYyOS a5SOARAY3

D. Capacity to take forward initiatives

¢tKS . 2FNRQa ONBRAOAfTAGE oAff 0SS LI NLEE& RS
action and change. Board members must therefore possess, or have access to, the capacity
G2 GFr1S F2NBINR AYyAUGAlIGAGSEa 0SG6SSy YSSa)
ensure the appointment of a senior officer (see below) to ensure that actions are taken
forward and that the Board is kept fully informed of issues.

E. Making it more than a meeting

The Partnership Board should be the reflection of the strength of partnership working that
takes place day by day, rather than the only place where partnership is visible. Itis
therefore important to create a culture whereby the Board achieves two particular things:

(i) the opportunity to initiate and explore ideas and (ii) subsequent decision making and
action.

g Consider formats other than a traditional meeting with a formal agenda. Explore
LR2aaAoAf AGASa adzOK a KIFI@Ay3a . 2FNR Y¢

people can break out into different discussions and explore them in depth.

g Develop opportunities for groups of people to take forward specific ideas and

initiatives. This need not be the traditional sgoup that goes on forever. Think

of it as involving people in what interests them. Find a way (for example) for

people from an employment perspective not having to sit through hours of

discussions about supported housing.
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g Create designated spaces to explore new ideas or hear about the experiences or
g2N] 2F LIS2LX S gK2 FNB y20 GKS dzadz

j /2yOSYiN}ryidsS 2y 6SO02YAy3a | WESINYyAyY:
something at a Board meeting that adds to the knowledge and understanding of the
majority of participants. Programme in feedback and evidence of the impact of the
.2 NRQa AYAGALFGAGSad {LISYR GAYS dzy RSN&A i
not and why that is the case.
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Resolvinghe Dramas of Collaboration

Sections

Mind over matter

Managing complexity

Partners in conflict

Relationships as Drama

Becoming successful collaborators

James W Bryant

Professor of Operational Research & Strategy Sciences abDd€@tor of the Change Management Research Centre at Sheff
Hallam University

Modernization agendas in the public sector continue to be fatally flawed by the dominant belief that transformation iwelycl
driven by ideas. Yet the Enlightenment assumption that change is a rational process ignores the human agencies by stic
0SS I O02YLX A4KSR® ¢KAA QAYLX SYSyidlFdAazy 3IFLIQ gl a T2NOSHEd
Change Management Research Centre (CMRC) in the health sector. We confronted very senior health service managers
challenge of multagencycollaboration in a simulated health economy. Their considered responses were professional and
entirely appropriate to the situation. Yet they left hanging the critical issues of achieving ahamthes instance in shaping fresk
attitudes to clinical governanagand saw their role fulfilled once they had issued relevant directives. Cascaded across the <
such a stance reduces ambitious political crusades andghigidzy RAy3 ARSI & G2 GKS Ne2dziaAyS
02EQ YSyidltAaded aSOKFIyAalGAO S@lItdd GAzy O2YLX SGSa G(KS O

Mind over matter

LG Aa yladNyt GKIG GKS LRfTAGAOLIE NKSG2NAO 2F GKS RSahe
SELINBa&AZY 2F WKSIFIRfAYS 3INIoO6oAy3IQ &f23Fya F2N RN} Yienias O
being to drive and control (and to be seen as driving and controlling) change through ordered programmes of developmer
However, this is a uniquely damaging combination of philosophies and practices, which doggedly refuses to acknowledge
chaotic, ambiguous, unpredictable characteristics of presiagt society, and which fails to come to terms, for example, with
RAGSNARAGETZ 6AGK YdzZf GALX S adl{SK2ft RSNE 2NJ gAGK RAALISNES
AYGSNIINBGSR GKS g2NIR Ay OFNAR2dza ¢l eaT (GKS LRAYyG Aa G2

Managing complexity
Staceyii and other complexity theorists have advanced an alternative approach that can promote innovative behaviours a
encourage generative relationships. It does this not by imposing control, reducing variation and erasing resistance tbwatha
by following natural attractor patterns, learning from the unexpected and providing minimum specifications rather thaedde
targets and plans. Governments and their agents are wary of such thinking through fear of relinquishing control, yetitfee p
of the complexity approach and its view of society as a complex adaptive system s that learning, evolution and adaptatio
produce far more effective outcomes that the illusory equilibria of the Cartesian mindset. The implications for managers o
adopting this new stance are iii:

w toencourage participatiorg but recognize that this creates a contested arena

w to exploit variety in wisdom and visia@but realize that values and perspectives may be irreconcilable

w toaccept fuzziness and parad@and thereby live with continuous but creative tension

w tovalue and put trust in process: in becoming, not bejrand so facilitate and listen rather than direct and demand.
Atthe CMRC, we have been working with one framework based upon these pre@qutsoutlined belowg that can help to
bridge the gap between rhetoric and reality.

Partners in conflict

Managing relationships successfully is fundamental to the transformation of public services. Relationships with altfieose ir
W@ f daScustoBersiusers, suppliers, competitors and complementpshape the development of systems. But invariably .
these stakeholders aspire to different futures. Inevitably there will be conflict. This is a healthy and positive siighsGong
that people care about what is going on and that they have their own views about both means and ends. Handled inappro
conflict can bring about futures that rane wants; but handled effectively conflict can be resolved to mutual satisfaction.

Our framework for exploring relationships builds on the metaphor of drama. So those involved, for example in service de
are seen as characters in episodes where they confront challenges and dilemmas and from which they emerge through
negotiation with others; just as in a stage play the plot is driven forward by the accommodations reached between chara

Relationships as Drama

Within this framework, it is of fundamental importance to be thorough in populating the drama. So we trawl comprehensive
capture all those who have an interest in what is going on. In a Community Safety Partnership (CSP), for instance, this wc
typically include: elected members, officers and relevant committees of local authorities; police and probation services;
educational institutions; voluntary sector organizations; chambers of commerce; trades unions; the local population plus a
coherent subgroupings (eg demographic, ethnic, residential, occupational); and so on. Note that these characters may be
within one another or overlapping. The key is that each character (and a character may be a group) has its own disditictive
in a situation. That is, it has an expressed view as to how it would like to see matters develop.

At any time, there are many bones of contention between characters in a typical collaboration. Taking up the CSP illustrat
again, there are likely to biensionsbetween police and local authority, not least because of their differing cultures, leaderst
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and management styles. There may be issues separating the partnership staff team and their policy board. Thetemsanbe
between the public sector lead agencies and participating voluntary bodies and so on. Each of these confrontations can b
considered as a dramatic episode to which various characters bring their own solutions (their positions) and in whictktteey
influence others through threats and promises.

[ SGQa G118 2dzad 2yS SEFYLXS (G2 AffdAGNYGS K26 Al O2deR
reluctant to confront statutory bodies in partnership working. Yet in many cases they could exercise a powerful sanction b
withdrawing participation. Since their involvement is often a key requirement of funding bodies, this threat should oginty we
with public sector leads (PSL) and inhibit the latter, for instance, from unilaterally dictating the partnership ageadeeié w
(realistically) to assume that the CO would most prefer to collaborate in a jointly shaped agenda and only reluctardly leave
partnership in which the PSL defines the agenda but that the PSL would find matters simplest if it could drive the padners
its own lines, though it would (reluctantly) share this lead with the CO rather than face the ignominy of the latter vitihdraw
GKSy 620K LI NGASa TIFIOS RAfSYYIrad ¢KS t{[ Aa dzyRSNJ LINBa
the partnership and its threat to define the agenda will be suspected as a bluff by CO. The CO, on the other hand, is unde
pressure to allow the PSL to define the agenda which it would prefer to the collapse of the partnership and it cannoy trust .
agreement by the PSL that it will implement collaboration on the agenda. Our theoryiv shows that there are just six generi
RAESYYIFLazZ Fye O2YoAylGAzy 2F 6KAOK Oly 068 SyO2dzyiSNBR
of them. The key to successful collaboration is therefore about the management of these dilemmas for all parties involved

A crucial lesson that emerges from drama analysis is that it is misguided to offer general prescriptions about the practice «
collaboration. Every partnership is unique and must be treated in its own terms. Modelled as unique dramatic episodsayn
that | have described above, however, itis possible to suggest effective strategiesdleingconflicts and for achieving working
collaborations.

Becoming successful collaborators

We have used the drama framework in a number of ways. Most obviously it has provided an analytical device for shapin
improving collaborative arrangements, either on behalf of one of the parties involved, or else on behalf of all of tinem (ie i
mediation mode). But such analysis gives-offesupport, whereas the complexity paradigm implies a need to develop agile
strategies for coping with and adroitly exploiting the opportunities that come along on the tide of circumstance. Fasthis re
we have concentrated on using the conceptual framework as a training and development tool.

Immersive drama (ID) is the name we have given to thepialg simulations that we have created to support collaborative
practice, especially in and between public sector organizationsi. In an ID, role players each take on the mantle ofackey ct
in a situation and, working from a briefing that sets out its position and predicament, they meet, exchange and negébtiate v
others to seek a resolution of the partnership challenge that we pose for them collectively. THisvrgeocess is quite distinct
FNRY | GGN}YRAGAZYLFE NRBES LXl & Fa AdGa F20dza A& vy 2 itumythel K
dilemmas of collaboration and their management. Our role players, however inexperienced, find it easy to get into role an
WgSIENI20KSNEQ Y200l aAyaQe ¢KS LINR2OSaa adAavdAZ I aSa RSol
be designed to incorporate specific dilemmas and thereby to enable people to develop their own responses to the challen
relationships within novel or altered partnership configurations. Most significantly the complexity of the whole systém s nc
compromised and successful resolution depends upon the actions of all participants, who gain both affective as welivas cc
appreciation of anticipated change. Our experience is that such approaches help people to achieve what they want rather
continually being disappointed that their words do not move mountains.

References

i Bryant, J.W. & Darwin, J. (2008)mersive drama: testing health system@mega: the international journal of
management science, 31, pp.1236.

ii Stacey, R.D. (2003trategic management and organizational dynamics: the challenge of compleotitjon: Pearson
Education.

iii Darwin, J., Johnson, P. & McAuley, J. (2@@2yeloping strategies for changeondon: Pearson Education.

iv Bryant, J.W. (2003J;he six dilemmas of collaboratidnter-organizational relationships as dram@hichester: John Wiley
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Tensions

Top downg Govt; Audit
Commission, CLG, Govt. Office

_ Squeezeg, fighting for_

the same ground

Pulling apart; alienation -
ment

breech of trustdisenchant

Bottom up pressure
Community pressures; activist
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Realpolitik& Ideological difference

National politicsLocal Community
wAspirational | politics priorities
wFighting for the wThe art of the w2yl WiK§
same ground possible sorted out
wFightingoverthe |l w5 2 y Qi Y dz{
same ground i who does it as
i long as it gets
done

Realpolitik& Ideological difference 2

\ 85% of decisions are

agreed by all

SRNSY

10% are debated and
F : R resolved by all /

L 5% are contested and
/ fought over by all
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Working Better Together?

Audit Commission 2008

identifies key aspectsf scrutiny practice that coulde adaptedand
adopted by councits

wUsing scrutiny at thetrategic, Executiveand operational level®
reducethe democratic deficit ithe LSP

wlnvolving partner organisatioran scrutinypanels

wDeveloping training fooverview andscrutiny members that
include introductiongo the workand governancef key partners.

wDeveloping joint training fooverview andscrutiny members and
members ofpartner organisations tencourage mutual
understanding.

wUsing overview and scruting identify risks to LAA delivery and
to recommendaction to mitigatethose risks

wOrganising joint council scrutiny thfe LAAIn a multitier area.

Oldham MBC improves scrutiny of
partnerships

A Inlate 2006 elected members in Oldham reviewed their overview and scrugimgngem ents.
Membersagreed that previous arrangements were inward looking and had no linkthéeo
OldhamPartnership. The council agreed a new structure in early 2007.

A Oldham now has three elected member scrutiny bodieséscrutiny managenbeatd,
performanceand value for money select committees, and the project board). Bheutiny
managementoard manages all overview and scrutiny. It decides on the issues to caveér
itsremit includes the LAA and the Oldham Partnership (which can suggesttopics for
scrutiny). Itholds the performance and value for money select committee and the project
boardto account It can also request Oldham Partnership to undertake scrutiny reviews.

The chair ofthe Oldham LSP board (currently a local community representative) is a member
of the scrutinymanagement board.

The 200708 work programme included scrutiny reviews of underage drinking andithpact

of vacant and derelict land on neighbourhoods. It enabled councillors to inject new ideas
into, anddevelop policy for, the LSP theme groups and operational partnerships.

A ¢KS NSOASs 2F @GOyl FYR RSNStAOG tFyR NSd2YYSy
vacantand derelict land and buildings; and the transfer of counmwned sites to sociadr
communityuse.

The new structure costs about £42,000 a year to run (the same asptieeious
arrangements.

A Source: Audit Commission, 2008
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A county approach to partnership
scrutiny.

InDorset the chairs and vieghairs of the scrutiny committees of the county councitl the
six district councils meet as an informal networking group.
InNovember 2006the groupdecided to undertake a joint scrutiny of the Dorset Strategic
Partnership (DSPyhe County 2 dzy OAf Qa F dzRA U | YR aONXziAyeé
the six districttouncils participatedThe group met monthly to scrutinise:
w adzZl2 NI FyR RS@St2LSyid 2F GKS 5{tT
® LISNF2NXNIFYyOS YIyl3aSySyid FNN}y3aSySyita 2F GKS 5
w O02YYdzyAde adGN}GS3Ie AYLESYSyiGldAazyT
w 5{t JI2GSNYIFyOS FyR dzaS 2F NB&2dz2NDSaT | yR
w GKS FdzidNB N2tS 2F aONHziAye (G2 Y2yAd2NI IyR R
A The reviewecommended:

i aDSP communications strategy to raise its profile and achievements (inctedingr information
to all elected members in the county

7 trainingfor DSP board members to increase their understanding of resqurces

T aperformance framework for the thematic partnershipsida programme of reviews of each
district LSP and its community planning capacity.

The LSP and partners accepted the recommendations. The LSP has now developed a
communications strategy and work is ongoing to develop a performance framework.
Source: Audit Commission, 2008

o To I

How well do elected members communicate back to
their executives, councils, and party groups?

A REDLimited or no communication between
elected members on the LSP andder
parties.

A GREEN LSP and LAA performance are
discussed at cabinet and scrutiny meetings.
Good feedbacho front-line councillors.

Managing complexity

A Theimplications fotMembersof adopting this
new stance are

T to encourage participatioq but recognize that this
creates a contested arena

T to exploit variety in wisdom and visi@but realize
that values and perspectives may be irreconcilable

T to accept fuzziness and paradpand thereby live
with continuous but creative tension

T to value and put trust in process: in becoming, not
beingg and so facilitate and listen rather than direct
and demand.
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Running order

15 May 2009
12:25

Purpose
1 Todiscuss the difference between “politics” and “party politics”.
9 Toconsider methods for resolving tension— both at meetings and through
relationship-building.
1 Toconsider the advantages of political discussion, and of taking an approach to
scrutiny which recognises political difference rather than trying to ignore it.

11.45-12.15
Intros
Objectives for the session
Who have we got [Need to keep a tally for each group]
Show of hands
Members from authorities with large majorities
Members from balanced Councils
Members from unitaries
Members from 2tier authorities

Members from authorities where Opposition members chair O&S committees

Members from authorities where political tensions in the Council hinder the work of O&S
Members from authorities where political tensions with partners hinders the work of O&S
Members from authorities who have got it sussed and manage the politics well

Desired outcomes Identify whether we have a clear majority of any one group i.e largemajority v
balance; unitary members v. 2 tier; internal v external tensions; people who have experience of
managing the politics well who we can use as resource people

What are the priority issues for people-Flip chart
Possibly four main clusters:
Powerpoint slide

Tensions between O&S &Tensions between O&S
Executive members and partnerships
within own group [including Exec members]

Tension between O&S | Tension between O&S
and Executive functions | and individual partner
within the Council organisations

ADD SCRUTINY v OPPOSITION IN CENTRE

®
12.15-13.00

Topics for discussion in the session
Core messages
Creating the political climate for effective O&S
Understanding roles and relationships
Functionally within the Council
Politically within political groups
Understanding the legitimate role of O&S a
‘debunker of myths' and received
organisational ‘wisdoms'
4 Principles of Good Scrutiny
Parity of esteem between Exec & O&S
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Understanding ways of workingExec and O&S
Conflict resolution

Intra party

Inter-party

Intra agency [the Council]

Inter agency[partnerships and partners]

Understanding the role of partnership working
One pot of public money for 'Xton'
Public don'tcare who delivers as long as
services are delivered efficiently and at
reasonable price
Don't thank politicians or bureaucrats for
playing turf war whilst Xton burns
Making the most of what we have
Cumbria and Birmingham 'whole budget'
analysis
Getting our priorities right
Progress before politics
Outcomes for citizens before process
Accountability, democratic legitimacy &TRUST
Public spending needs public scrutiny
Not double governance but
constructive and democratically
legitimate challenge to governors

Suggest we take names and email addresses so that we can email all participant with notes
session AFTER the session has taken place so that it accurately reflects what we talk about
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15 May 2009
15:53

Non Executive DirecterAnnual Appraisal
Year: 2008/09
Name: Robin Stonebridge

Strategic Direction:

Through out the year, | have feltthat I've been able to contribute to the work ofRig&ticularly in preparing for
World Class Commissioning, and in ensuring that we continue to focus on better outcomes for patients and focus
health improvement. In this and other work through the year, it has been important to ensure that the Board is
continuously aware that many of the outcomes we seek are and will continue to be better delivered through partn
working. The approaching CAA will mean that in terms of health outcomes as with many other areeR wNHf2
judged with partners, and will be assessed on the basis of their performance as well as its own. In this respect I fe
have been able to assistin focussing the Board's mind the need to mitigate risks associated with partnership worl
and the many challenges we collectively face.

In feel that the Board has worked effectively to understand more about the health care market, and to begin to po
itself more strategically as the main commissioner of health care in Rotherham . The year has seen substantial p|
in refocussing Practice Based Commissioning initiatives, with a clear and discernable shift in understanding away
practicebased provision to practiecbased commissionirgnd | look forward to seeing the outcomes of that work.

Holding To Account:

Much of the work emanating from Darzi requires that everything we do is focussed on service innovation and red
the name of putting the patient at the centre of the NHS. An essential part of thatis the willingness of Non Execs
constructively challenge and question the 'wisdoms' that many senior managers have absorbed over years of wor
within the organisation. One major element of this has been the willingness of Non Execs to challenge over conce
on process and steer the organisation to spend more time and effort on looking and reporting on outcomes. Thati
work, but something I think the Non Execs together have really stuck at, and which is showing results.

| occasionally become irritated by relatively senior managers seeming inability to realise that they really only ha
chance to influence the Board on a particular matter, and information errors and poor presentation can not be
apologised away. Thisis a cultural issue, and one | would like very much to see change in the next 12 months.

Effective Influencingand Communication:
| feel that as part of the Non Exec team, | have been able to work with others to communicate
Board's aspirations and plans for the future health of Rotherham.

Team working:

Self Belief and Drive:

Intellectual Flexibility :

Patientand Community Focus:

Non Executive Director:
Date:

Signatures

Reviewer
Date:
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Areas for consideration

Areas to work On.........ce......

Areas of potential tension Roles and Relationships Process and Practice Skills and Support
®

0&S and Partnerships

3 Does the LSP understand
the role of 0&S?

3 Does the LSP support
scrutiny of its activities?

3 Is scrutiny by O&S seen at
legitimate?

3 Is O&S engaged in the
scrutiny of LSP
performance?

3 Do O&S members engage é
work with other ‘governors’
of partner organisations?

0&S and individual partner
organisations

3 Do the 'governors' of
partner organisation have
contact with O&S?

3 Do 'governors' recognise
the legitimacy of O&S to
scrutinise activity &
performance?

3 Is there joint working
between O&S and
'governors'?

0&S and Council systems

3 Does the Council value O&¢
as a means of improving
services to the community?

3 Are the

Constitution
Forwrad Plan of Key
Decisions

fit for [O&S ] purpose?

3 Are systems in place to
respond to and act on O&S
recommendations?

3 Does the Council capture
learning from O&S work?

3 Does O&S have 'rights of
audience' at Cabinet?

3 Is O&S invited to comment
on reports to Cabinet from
their investigation work?

3 Does the O&S plan reflect
[but not ape] the priorities
of the Council and its
partners?

0O4&S and political groups

3 Do all political groups
recognise the value of O&$
to the Council?

3 Are there interparty
agreements about the role
of O&S in the Council?

3 Is there an intesparty
agreement on No Whipping
in Scrutiny?

3 To what extent do political
groups expect O&S
members to be
'independently minded' in
carrying out O&S work?
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0&S and the Executive

3 Is there recognition of the
Executive and O&S roles,
and parity of esteem in the
Council?

3 Are there good [ but not
necessarily close] working
relationships between Exec
members and O&S
members?

3 If there is an overall Chair o
0&S does that person
receive comparable
remuneration to a Cabinet
Member?

3 Are there mechanisms for
the Chair[s] of O&S to meet
with the Leader and Chief
Executive on a regular
basis?

3 How does the Executive
respond to
recommendations from
0&S? and when?

0O&S and Opposition

3 Do Opposition members
chair O&S?

3 Is there an understanding
about the difference
between O&S work and
opposition work in the
Council?

3 Do all Members share
similar perceptions of the
arenas acting as an O&S
member and as an
Opposition member?

0&S and Officers

3 Do Officers understand the
role of O&S?

3 Is O&S championed by a
senior officer within the
Council?

3 Are Officers supported in
preparing reports and giving
evidence to O&S?

3 How are officers supported
in managing the tension of
supporting the Executive
and at the same time
reporting to O&S?

0&S and Area based committees

3 Does O&S work with area
based committees
effectively?

3 Are there agreements about
how CCfA will be handled,
and any role that O&S may
have?

3 Do members of ABC's work
with O&S?

3 Can ABC's make an input
into the scrutiny work plan
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Pen portrait

ROBIN STONEBRIDGE
CfPS Associate

Robintrainedin social work and has worked in the fields of community
developmentand organisation developmentfor over 30 yearsin the public
and voluntary sectors.

He served as an elected member of Rotherham Metropolitan Borough
Councilin South Yorkshire until May 2008 where he chaired Performance
and Scrutiny Overview T the coordinating group for O&S in the Council,
throughout a period of very rapid and marked performance improvement.
WithDeA, CfPS and other organisations, Robin has worked extensively with
local authorities on peer challenge and to offer a wide variety of support and
development projects across the country, particularly around scrutiny
enhancementand partnership working.

Robinservesas a NED for a successful PCT where he leads on practice based
commissioning; has over a decade experience as a Trustee of a large
pensionfund; has served as a member ofthe LGA Scrutiny Panel, and was a
memberofthe Centre for Public Scrutiny Advisory Board from its inception
until May 2008.

When not working with Councils and their partners, Robin chairs the Board

of the Chesterfield Canal Trust, one of the leading voluntary sector canal
restoration bodiesin the UK.

P
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21 May 2009

13:54

Date & time Heart rater Systolic 7 Diastolic- Weight
02/02/09 79 141 94 88.9kg
14.00 BMI=29

08/03/09 74 139 92 88.1kg
10.00 BMI = 28.8

9/04.09 85 152 94 87.0 kg
10.00 BMI = 28.4

19/04/09 82 144 87 85.6kg
BMI =28.0

29/04/09 85 152 87 85.2kg
04/05/09 74 139 89 86.6kg
14/05/09 70 138 88 86.0kg
Date& time Heart rate Systolic Diastolic
18/05/09 76 151 86
85kg

20/05/09 109 109 76
After 1% hrs cycling

20/05/09 79 114 79
21.00
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