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Executive Summary

In April 2007, Meridienpure were invited to undertake a short, focused evaluation of the Peak District Pathfinder (Hereafter ‘The Pathfinder’).  This report sets out the findings of the evaluation. It is important to note that the evaluation is essentially limited to reviewing management and partnership processes and decision making. The evaluation attempts to focus on lessons applicable outside the Pathfinder, but the nature of this Pathfinder is such that the unique, cross-regional boundary nature of the initiative is itself continually highlighted.

· The core of the evaluation is based on a set of in depth qualitative interviews with members of the Pathfinder Officer Group (‘POG’, also referred to as the ‘Pathfinder Partnership’);

· These interviews are reinforced by a questionnaire survey to members of the POG and representatives of other interested agencies;

· An audit of programme management files and processes, as a method of identifying key issues over the initiative’s lifespan, and how these have been dealt with.

Our overall conclusion is that this has been a dedicated and committed partnership, which has pursued the objectives and spirit of the Pathfinder initiative.  The Pathfinder has clearly made a positive contribution to partnership working, irrespective of differing views of previous success of such working.  Supported projects have been well suited to the [very focused] challenge the Pathfinder self-scoped. The cross-regional nature of this Pathfinder has presented significant challenges in finding solutions which have been acceptable to the complex range of stakeholders.  
The Pathfinder business plan set out the following tasks

· To explore the benefits and resource implications of a single point of access (such as a web-based information portal) to make service delivery more streamlined and effective. 

· To develop opportunities for co-location / tandem service delivery 
· To simplify advice and the grant giving “maze” for businesses and the community.
The Pathfinder Partnership

The Partnership has a wide membership, and its Partnership meetings attract a large core of committed partners who have contributed to driving the Pathfinder forward.  It is clear that the Pathfinder works hard to maintain a clear line of communication between itself and (i) the Rural Action Zone (RAZ) Steering Group, of which the Pathfinder is a supporting sub-group and (ii) the Project Manager who is responsible for delivering activity on a day-to-day basis.  In this task he is supported by a core working group.  

The partnership itself has been well managed and led, though with a lack of (i) private sector (except for the presence of Business Link and NFU organisations) input, in particular (ii) IT expertise to communicate and champion the Web-based ‘flagship project’, Peak Directions. 

Stakeholder Views on the Partnership

Information was collected through (i) a questionnaire and (ii) a series of one-to-one consultations.  Through these techniques, the partners showed that they believed that the Partnership had added value and been complementary to the RAZ and had become an influential body in its own right in that it had engaged a wide range of partners and addressed a narrow policy focus during a time when key delivery agents (i.e. Business Link) were undertaking a significant national reorganisation.  

What is particularly noteworthy are the views on progress of both the partnership and the projects it has supported.  For the majority, the Partnership has been a clear success, formulating projects and engaging partners which has brought a coordinated, consensual approach to the challenges it set itself when the Pathfinder was launched.

Whilst a smaller group would not, on the whole, disagree with this view, they have been frustrated by the progress made, seeing the consensus and consensual projects the partnership has generated as compromise and ‘muddle’. It will be the success of the flagship projects (i.e. Peak Directions, the Partnership Protocol and co-location) which will be crucial in providing evidence which could underline one of these points of view.

The Future of the Partnership

Even though some felt the lifespan of the Partnership will expire when the Pathfinder draws to a close, this is very much a minority view.  For most, the work of the Pathfinder in supporting the RAZ could continue, and there are several suggestions, outlining a role for the Pathfinder Partnership put forward in the report.  Of these, the forthcoming LEADER programme (for which it is likely the Pathfinder will have to submit bids to both emda and AWM) would probably offer the greatest opportunity to extend the work of the Pathfinder Partnership, keeping all partners on board and active in the group.

In addition, the Pathfinder Partnership could address the need to promote the case for the Peak District in respect of Local Area Agreements, a policy which is increasingly being promoted by National Government – but in the Peak District boundary issues make it difficult to maximise the benefit of LAAs.  The development of Multi-Area Agreements (MAAs), may be a mechanism which will benefit the Peak District, and the Pathfinder Partnership would be an ideal body to push this agenda forward.

Key Lessons for the National Pathfinder

The [Phase 1] Pathfinder evaluation has identified a number of lessons for the National evaluation.  Of these, the below are lessons which may be applicable to any Pathfinder partnership:

1. For smaller authorities, a resource needs to be bought in to deliver time limited activity on this scale;

2. It is important to baseline the standing/status of the local delivery partnership, to have a clear idea of what the distance travelled over this (or any other) initiative’s lifespan has been;

3. Stakeholders, both inside the Pathfinder partnerships and the wider public need to be kept informed of project progress and partnership progression - success should be celebrated;

4. Project based solutions to service access issues should be based on the acceptable-suitable-feasible paradigm;

5. The role of Pathfinder partnerships as a lobbying body should not be undervalued but seen as an integral part of its role;

6. The progress of the Pathfinder should be framed against its [self-defined] objectives.  Certainly in this example, the Pathfinder’s narrow focus, with fewer delivery options, has left the Pathfinder more open to external ‘shocks’ and barriers (such as organisational change).  The above step-changes need to be properly acknowledged in this light.

In addition, this cross-regional Pathfinder also highlighted the following:

7. The medium/long term objective of Pathfinder partnerships should be to head towards more closer aligning of agency strategies rather than focus on changing administrative systems and internal processes, especially where agencies cover a larger territory and where boundaries cross regions;

8. To remember that “new ways” of doing things include step-changes as well as radical solutions – the greater the administrative complexity, the more likely that change within a partnership environment will be incremental;

9. This is especially prescient in those instances where it makes sense to work across cross-regional boundaries.  Where there is equal importance attached to such working by regional partners across the boundary then these complexities can be tackled more comprehensively, but in reality, these instances will be rare.  

10. Contrary to experience elsewhere, the LAA process can work against Pathfinder areas where the boundaries do not overlay each other.  In this case for example, the Pathfinder area has to reflect two LAAs, each with its own priorities and objectives:  This also emphasises the need to reflect on impact or ‘distance travelled’ in terms of the local context, and to find a consensual approach to finding project based solutions.

1.
INTRODUCTION

In April 2007, Meridienpure were invited to undertake a short, focused evaluation of the Peak District Pathfinder (Hereafter ‘The Pathfinder’).  This report sets out the findings of the evaluation.
1.1
Evaluation Brief

This report represents ‘Phase 1’ of a two-stage evaluation.  Among the core issues to be examined are:
· A review of the processes and actors which defined the RAZ vision (see below);

· How that vision was translated into a [obviously successful] set of working proposals;

· An examination of the partners and successful partnership working involved in delivering the Pathfinder;

· An early look at how the Pathfinder is being delivered

It is important to note that the evaluation is essentially limited to reviewing management and partnership processes and decision making.  As projects are only now beginning to generate outputs, a full ‘Output & Expenditure Review’ or detailed examination of individual projects is not required.  

1.2
About the Pathfinder
The role of the pathfinders is to test practical ways of improving local delivery, tackling disadvantage and social exclusion, helping underperforming economies to begin to catch up with the levels of growth experienced elsewhere in Britain, without jeopardising natural heritage - all within locally agreed outcomes.
The Pathfinders are a key component of DEFRA’s response to the Haskins Report, which outlined how rural delivery arrangements should evolve, taking account of wider developments in government, in particular the commitment to devolution and moves to make public services more accountable and locally responsive.
Lord Haskins’ report outlined how rural delivery arrangements should evolve, taking account of wider developments in government, in particular the commitment to devolution and moves to make public services more accountable and locally responsive. The achievement of these two objectives is intended to benefit both customers and service providers because customers will benefit from having to contend with fewer points of contact, and service providers would have greater local knowledge, be able to provide more flexible responses to local needs, and have a better understanding of their obligations, with fewer unnecessary burdens to face. 

Lord Haskins’ review identified the following: 
· Poor accountability – policy was not understood, delivery functions were confused, customer needs were not recognised sufficiently well, and management information was poor. 

· Failure to satisfy regional and local priorities - there was a lack of rigorous standard setting and accountability in the provision of business advice meaning that quality was variable. 

· Too many players – leading to confusion about the roles of the many organisations involved in rural delivery.

· Lack of co-ordination - too many regional strategies, delivery was unduly complex, too many initiatives, schemes and services, many initiatives are insufficiently tied into the regional agenda and deliverers had a patchy understanding of the strategic objectives of their work. 

· Confused customers - customers lacked clear information on relevant products and services, land managers and rural business owners complained about the bureaucratic approach to regulation and poor co-ordination between regulatory agencies, there was poor communication between agencies resulting in service delivery delays, including the processing of grants, and there was a lack of on-going help and support for projects once the initial grant/service is received. 
The policy emphasis within Whitehall is on implementing change in the delivery of services, here aimed at: 

· Delivering rural services more efficiently, in a more streamlined and customer focused way, 
· Through a smaller number of organisations with clearer and more accountable roles, 
· Working in partnership within an overarching sustainable development context.  
· Achieving the PSA targets set through the 2004 Spending Review in rural areas (which are now under review).

In its prospectus DEFRA identifies the main priorities for the Pathfinders:

· How to make delivery more effective (that is, that delivery activities and outcomes match agreed policies and resources match need);

· How to make delivery more efficient (that is, that proportionately more resources are available to delivery);

· How to ensure that delivery is customer-focused (that is, the needs of customers are met rather than those of the delivery organisations); and

· How to achieve greater local accountability for public investment in rural areas.

There are the following key points to be made about the Pathfinder initiative:
· The initiative aims to support sustainable development;

· The need to ensure genuine community involvement;

· The goal is to improve the delivery of services and;

· Enhance market towns and their links with their rural ‘hinterlands.’

Perhaps most significantly is the fact that whilst project outputs and impact on the beneficiary are important, the success of the Pathfinder will in large part be based on a value judgement of whether and how the Pathfinder has successfully brought together an appropriate range of agencies.

1.3
The RAZ’s Pathfinder Programme

The business plan Executive Summary identifies the Pathfinder area as 

“[comprising] the districts of Derbyshire Dales and High Peak (East Midlands), significant parts of Staffordshire Moorlands and the Weaver ward of East Staffordshire (West Midlands).  Together these districts house 93% of the population of the Peak District National Park.  The area has a population of 175,000 and covers 1,750 km2.  There are tracts of open countryside, many small and medium sized villages, and market towns, which serve the whole area.”

The vision for the Peak District Rural Action Zone (RAZ) Pathfinder is:

"To enhance access to services that support business and community enterprise in rural areas."

The RAZ Support Unit has pulled together the Business Plan for the initiative which identifies a number of potential initiatives to improve delivery of services.  These are:

· To explore the benefits and resource implications of a single point of access (such as a web-based information portal) to make service delivery more streamlined and effective. 

· To develop opportunities for co-location / tandem service delivery (based on the recommendations of research commissioned by the Derbyshire Dales and High Peak Local Strategic Partnership and funded by the Derby and Derbyshire Economic Partnership)

· To simplify advice and the grant giving “maze” for businesses and the community (either through remote access points across the area and/or streamlining existing organisational structures to make them fit for Pathfinder purposes).

To this end, among the specific projects the pathfinder has either supported or considered have included:

· A web portal offering links to business support providers, local authorities and support providers;

· The development of a protocol agreement to continue partnership working beyond the lifetime of the Pathfinder;

· The development of a Pathfinder Enterprise Fund – to add value to existing grants through the promotion of networking and joint working;

· The hosting of a number of public events, including ‘rural careers fairs’, & advice for public-contract seeking small firms;

· A range of multi-agency projects serving to improve service access by making co-location easier.

The Pathfinders provide funding for two years from 2005 to 2007.  The initiative was scheduled for completion in Mach 2007.  Fundamental changes to the Business Link service and uncertainty about how that restructuring would impact on service delivery led to the granting of a six month extension to the national Pathfinder initiative until September.  The Pathfinder’s initial business plan projected income over this period to include:

· £100,000 available through Defra to support the development / running of the Pathfinder.

· £100,000 available through Advantage West Midlands “Rural Innovation Initiative” running into 2006/07.

· A commitment from emda to support the Pathfinder with £100,000 funding over the duration of the Pathfinder.

· Up to £100,000 Partner In-Kind contributions from both Staffordshire and Derbyshire to Pathfinder actions (subject to the specific actions / activities developed).

· A possible Objective 2 bid (ERDF) of up to £130,000
[Note that the terms of reference for this study does not include a review of the achievement of meeting these projected income figures].

1.4
Approach
The client’s brief focuses on charting the achievements of the partnership to date, up to the actual delivery phase of core projects.  As such it is an essentially qualitative review of activity – and as will be seen, is a snapshot of opinion about some fundamental debates about the delivery of rural services from a local perspective.  
The evaluation attempts to focus on lessons applicable outside the Pathfinder, but the nature of this pathfinder is such that the unique, cross-boundary nature of the initiative is itself continually highlighted.

· The core of the evaluation is based on a set of in depth qualitative interviews with members of the Pathfinder Officer Group (‘POG’, also referred to as the ‘Pathfinder Partnership’);
· These interviews are reinforced by a questionnaire survey to members of the POG and representatives of other interested agencies;
· An audit of programme management files and processes, not so much as a quality check, but as a method of identifying key issues over the initiative’s lifespan, an how these have been dealt with.

2.
PARTNERSHIP FILE REVIEW

To add to an understanding of the Pathfinder Partnership, often referreed top as the Pathfinders’ Officer Group (POG), reflecting the standing of the group in respect to the Rural Action Zone, we undertook an audit of Partnership management, strategy and control.
Given this is a near-end of programme evaluation we undertook this review to:

· Give more detail about the Pathfinder partnership and management arrangements 

· Add depth to the value judgements given by the partners on the success (or otherwise) of the Pathfinder Partnership in Section 4;

· Benchmark partnership activity against established best practice

· Inform partners about how well the secretariat function is supporting their task;

· Inform future initiatives on best practice.
The approach used is a scaled down version of a more complete ‘Evaluation Template’, redefined by Meridienpure, but which follows Audit Commission guidance.  The template (in this instance) is based on the following dimensions:

1. Strategic management of the partnership;

2. Project appraisal, approval and monitoring;

3. Financial monitoring and management;
4. Scheme monitoring;

Some key observations from the audit are reported below, with the completed template then presented.

Given the nature of the initiative, it is essentially administered as a single project rather than as a small programme and its administrative systems are commensurate with this fact.  It should also be remembered when reviewing the audit that the partnership is essentially a sub-group of the Rural Action Zone (RAZ).  As such the administrative systems, processes and written policies are naturally also in line with those of the RAZ.

2.1
Strategic Management of the Partnership
The partnership has a wide membership; private sector representation is via the NFU and what was Derbyshire Enterprise Agency but now East Midlands Business Link.  Both are regular attenders.  As a sub-group of the RAZ, the following organisations supported the Pathfinder Business Plan – these are also members of the RAZ:
	Derbyshire Dales and High Peak Local Strategic Partnership 
	Derbyshire Rural Community Council

	Moorlands Together LSP
	Peak Partners for Rural Action

	Derbyshire Dales District Council
	Community Council of Staffordshire

	Derby and Derbyshire Economic Partnership
	East Midlands Development Agency 

	High Peak Borough Council
	Advantage West Midlands

	Staffordshire Moorlands District Council
	Natural England Confederation

	East Staffordshire Borough Council
	Derbyshire Chamber & Business Link

	Derbyshire County Council
	NFU

	Peak District National Park Authority
	


In addition the partnership has brought in some significant additional partners:
· Government Office East Midlands 

· Government Office West Midlands

· Staffordshire Moorlands CVS

· Derbyshire Dales CVS

The POG meets regularly, and, though venues do change, these seem to be usually hosted in Derbyshire.  Agendas, meeting minutes and supporting papers appear to be dispatched promptly.  It should be noted that written reports and summaries on progress are regularly presented to the RAZ. 

The minutes are detailed and action points clearly defined – the attendance of the project officer who makes regular verbal and written presentations ensures a clear line of communication between steering group and project management.  

Between POG meetings, a small ‘working group’, comprising a representative of the Derbyshire SSP (DDEP), the accountable body (DDDC) and the project officer (externally appointed on a fixed term contract), meet regularly to discuss short-term issues and agree recommendations for the partnership to consider. It is clear from the minutes (and the attendance at a POG meeting) that the partnership is a careful scrutineer of the actions and recommendations of the working group.

Commitment to the partnership is highlighted by high levels of regular attendance, though for the 12-month period examined, only one of the two RDAs attended a single POG meeting.
As a ‘project’ rather than a ‘programme’, there is no delivery plan or written strategy other than the Business Plan.  Quarterly returns are submitted to emda and Defra.  Standard returns are supplemented by detailed progress reports, which are broadly identical for both funders.
2.2
Project Appraisal, Approval and Monitoring

As commented on above, the working group, specifically the project officer regularly presents options (or rather recommendations) on how the Pathfinder could proceed to the POG. These recommendations have been well researched and detailed papers are produced.  We understand that ‘dummy’ web sites have been produced as an aid to assist the partners to grasp some of the concepts of Peak Directions.

However the options presented tend to have no clear risk assessment nor a review of ‘opportunity costs’.  Projects do not go through a formal appraisal process, but are thoroughly discussed by the whole POG.  It should be said that this approach does not contradict established procedures, which have been adhered to (including a transparent tendering process).
Emda and Defra have both made frequent formal fact-finding visits to the Pathfinder.  These have reviewed activities and provided what appears to be a positive input to the initiative’s development.

2.3
Financial Management and Control

Note that, in line with the client’s brief for this assignment (see the introductory remarks), we have not examined the finances of the initiative in any great detail.  We can make the following points however:
· Standard financial controls of the accountable body are in place;

· Written progress reports on progress are presented to the RAZ;

· Finance is a standing item on the POG’s agenda;

· It is clear from the minutes of POG meetings that the Pathfinder’s finance are carefully considered and reviewed;

· An important element of matched funding is derived from the time contribution of partners attending meetings and making (since the appointment of the project officer) minor contributions to the Partnership within individual agencies.  However the formal system to record this contribution was said by the client to be only a partial record of time committed since June 2006, which needs to be brought up to date.  No records up to that date have been seen by the evaluators, despite a request.  
2.4
Scheme Level Monitoring

Many of the points highlighted have been covered above, it is appropriate to point out that there is a formal link between the POG and the RAZ through the manager of DDEP.  However, many of the same (non-elected) partners of the RAZ are also members of the Pathfinder group.  There are regular, comprehensive written reports presented to RAZ Steering Group meetings
3.

SYSTEMS CONTROL TEMPLATE
	SYSTEMS CONTROL OBJECTIVE NO 1: 

STRATEGIC MANAGEMENT OF THE PARTNERSHIP

 - To ensure a management Board is established with executive powers and all decisions are recorded and responsibility defined.



	EXPECTED CONTROL
	QUESTIONS TO ASK
	ACTUAL CONTROL

	Q1. Does the Partnership Board
 demonstrate a fair representation from each constituent body?
	· Can I see the membership of the board/steering group?

· How do you deal with member changes?
	Partnership has a wide membership – regular attendance from all sectors.

Private sector representation via NFU and Derbyshire Ent. Agency both regular attenders.

	Q2. Is there a memorandum that sets out 

clearly the respective responsibilities 

and roles of the accountable 

body and Partnership?
	· Can I see a copy of the written constitution of the Partnership?

· Read it – does it clearly state the role of the accountable body and the role of the Partnership?

· Is it up to date?
	The partnership’s role and remit is set out in the Pathfinder business plan. The Business Plan also makes clear the relationship between the Pathfinder Partnership [The Officer Group] and the RAZ Steering Group  The Partnership was formed to specifically oversee Pathfinder.  DDDC is the accountable body 

	Q3. Is there a memorandum that sets out 

clearly the responsibilities and roles of 

the Partnership Board (and sub-Board), 

the Partners, the Partnership Executive 

Team and project deliverers?


	· What decision-making groups are there underneath the Board (e.g. Sub Board, Co-ordination groups, Pathfinder executive team)?

· Is the role of each set down in an up to date memorandum?
	The partners work through the Pathfinder Officer Group (POG) which is linked to the Rural Action (RAZ) Partnership.  The RAZ steering group did amend their memorandum to fit with the Pathfinder project.

Ad hoc steering/sub-groups are established by the POG for specific functions.

An informal ‘working core’ team of three (with the Partnership Chair drafted in only if needed) have driven the day-to-day workings of the Pathfinder

	Q4. Are all strategic decisions referred to 

The Partnership Board?
	· Ask to see the Minutes of the Board meeting that approved this year’s Delivery Plan.

· What major alterations have there been to projects since this year’s Delivery Plan was approved – ask to see the minutes of the Board Meeting that made the decision.
	The POG take all decisions relevant to the Pathfinder.  Giles Dann provides updates to the RAZ – they have chosen to exert no formal influence nor veto over the decisions  taken by the POG in relation to the Pathfinder (though they do have such a veto, this has never been exercised)

	Q5. Does the Partnership Board (or sub-

Board with delegated powers) 

meet regularly?
	· How often does the Board meet?

· Are agendas drawn up, minutes taken and distributed in a timely fashion?

· Are action points clearly marked on minutes with individual responsibilities clearly defined?

· Is attendance monitored and action taken against persistent non-attendees?
	Typically the POG meets every eight weeks.  The venues for these meetings change but are typically in Derbyshire

Agendas are circulated, minutes are detailed and circulated [usually] quickly following a meeting.  

The minutes provide an overview of the discussions held within meetings and incorporate points of discussion as well as being a record of decisions taken.  

Action Points are typically to give the Pathfinder Officer direction – they are clearly mapped in the minutes of the meeting.  Feedback on Action Points is given by the Project Officer

There is a record of attendance and apologies in the minutes.  There is no evidence of attendance being ‘Policed’.  Non attendance at meetings would not seem to have been an important issue for the partnership – there has been a large ‘core’ of regular attenders 

There is recognition that emda/AWM have not been frequent attenders at POG meetings:  However both meet with the Project Officer and members of the POG at regular intervals



	Q6. Is information on progress in the achievement of KIs, financial status and the whole Delivery Plan regularly updated and reported to the Board/Sub-Board?
	· Does the Board/Sub-Board receive a regular monitoring report showing progress on the Delivery Plan (ask to see it)

· Is there a structured process for verifying the information on Key Indicator reports?

· Minutes should provide evidence that key questions are asked to aid management decision-making and project control.

· Do progress reports identify deficiencies in performance?

· How often?
	The POG discuss only the progress of the pathfinder.  Written progress reports are tabled, and circulated to the RAZ 
Issues of concern are discussed in detail, with a lot of experience around the table.

Supporting papers are, when required, circulated in advance.  It is clear POG members use advance material well and act as a ‘critical friend’ to the Project Officer and the wider ‘core’ team.

	Q7. Are procedures in place to ensure 

the Partnership scheme continues to meet 

local priorities through, for example, 

appropriate consultation in drawing up and rolling forward of the Delivery Plan?
	· How does the partnership maintain contact with stakeholder groups?

· Is it asked to comment on the draft Delivery Plan before it is finalised?
	There is no Delivery Plan:  Quarterly returns provide a framework for future action


	SYSTEMS CONTROL OBJECTIVE NO 2: 

PROJECT APPRAISAL, APPROVAL AND MONITORING

- To ensure projects are appraised, approved and monitored in a controlled manner.


(A)
PROJECT APPRAISAL SYSTEMS

	EXPECTED CONTROL
	QUESTIONS TO ASK
	ACTUAL CONTROL

	Q8. Are there/HAS THERE BEEN formal, agreed and widely understood arrangements for appraising projects?
	· Ask if there is a statement that describes the Partnership’s project appraisal systems? (for example a memo to all appraisers and project leaders). 

· Is there an appraisal Panel or Sub-Committee in place?

· Does a Panel or Sub- Committee make recommendations to the Board?
	Irrelevant:  The Pathfinder is viewed by emda as a single project.  The activities within Pathfinder have developed ‘organically’ and do not have their own business plans or targets

The strands of activity have been defined through an on-going, iterative process.  A core working team of three have identified options, researched and developed by the Project Officer and then discussed at length by the full Partnership

	Q9. Do these arrangements ensure a clear 

separation of responsibilities for 

developing/implementing projects on the 

one hand and appraising/reviewing 

projects on the other?
	· Who is responsible for project development?

· Who is responsible for project appraisal?

· Are they different people?
	The project officer takes responsibility for delivering Pathfinder activities.  Project progress is reviewed by the Pathfinder Partnership

	Q10. Do all appraisals set out potential risks, provide an assessment of VFM and appropriate options?
	· Examine for each project.

· Is there written guidance on risk assessment?

· Is there evidence that risks have been identified and addressed at project development stage

· Is a risk assessment carried out on the competency/performance record of Project Applicants – is it acted on?
	The project officer has presented a series of options papers which have been circulated in advance and discussed in detail by the full POG.  These documents do not fully cover risk assessment.  Minutes of meetings suggest these are discussed by the POG in some depth.


(B)
PROJECT APPROVAL SYSTEMS

	EXPECTED CONTROL
	QUESTIONS TO ASK
	ACTUAL CONTROL

	Q11. Are all projects formally approved?


	· Who approves the project?
	Each project strand has been approved by the full partnership.  The activities are then reviewed on an on-going basis

	Q12. How is grant paid to projects?


	Do project files contain a formal grant offer letter/ agreement between the Accountable Body?

· Is it signed/dated by the Partnership ?

· Is it signed/dated by the project leader ?

· Does it clearly state the duties of the project leader ?

· Does it contain Conditions of Grant.

· Requirement for Competitive Tendering.

· Outputs and Milestones

· Monitoring Arrangements
	There is a grant letter issued by emda to the partnership.  This makes clear that the Pathfinder is viewed as a single strand by the RDA (administered via its single programme).

Consultancy reports and other contracting  are put out to competitive tender.  Anything over the value of £20k goes to a panel (appointed by the Officer Group).  Under £20k – quotes are collected and considered by a smaller panel.  This is in-line with the accountable bodies strategy and financial regulations


(C)  
PROJECT MONITORING SYSTEMS

	EXPECTED CONTROL
	QUESTIONS TO ASK
	ACTUAL CONTROL

	Q13. Are arrangements for monitoring forecasted project outputs included in project appraisals?
	· Check for evidence.
	There are no output targets 

	Q14. Do project managers or deliverers provide information regularly on their projects’ activities, outputs and expenditure?
	Ask to see the latest original quarterly monitoring returns (if any exist) for the three projects

· Is it present?

· Is it completed for outputs and spend?

· Is it completed for project milestones?

· Is there an analysis of private/public sector investment?

· Does it report on expenditure?
	Quarterly monitoring returns on the Pathfinder Programme are submitted to emda on a ‘project return’ [Single Programme] form which meets all standard requirements and provides an adequate progress report. emda are a member of the POG and so have the option to attend meetings and discuss progress

There is no report of matched funding receipts submitted

	Q15. Does the Partnership keep records of this information and update them regularly?
	· Ask to see the Partnership’s combined quarterly output and spreadsheet.

· Do they keep their own internal system or rely on a prescribed package
	Not relevant: Claim form reporting is sufficient for a ‘project’ of this size.  Records of match funding need to be improved

	Q16. Are systems in place specifically to record and monitor the ethnic origin of individuals and groups who benefit from projects?
	· Are ethnic origin outputs recorded?
	Not relevant:  People/Business assisted are not required output targets

	Q17. Is the output information supplied verified by the Partnership?
	· Is there evidence (e.g. a signature) on the monitoring return to show that the monitoring officer has checked each quarterly return?

· Is there documentary evidence (a file note) that the Partnership have visited/ will visit projects?


	Monitoring returns/grant claim forms are produced by the project officer and verified by his line manager.  Emda and Defra have made frequent formal visits to the Pathfinder and have both offered advice to the POG via the Project Officer which has been valued by the Partnership

	Q18. Is the Partnership able to identify projects where there is a shortfall in performance and then act appropriately?
	Ask to see:

· Evidence of procedures to monitor and act upon underperforming projects

· Evidence of reports to Board/Sub-Board discussing variance between planned and actual outputs/spend.
	Project officer has regular formal review meetings with two members of POG (every eight weeks).  These are minuted and signed off and progress re-reviewed This arrangement steers the programme.  Chair of POG can be called to resolve particular issues if necessary


	SYSTEMS CONTROL OBJECTIVE NO 3: 

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT AND MONITORING SYSTEMS

- To ensure financial arrangements are in place to adequately record transactions and monitor compliance.




	EXPECTED CONTROL
	QUESTIONS TO ASK
	ACTUAL CONTROL

	Q19. Are systems in place to clearly distinguish between grant income and expenditure from other transactions (i.e. coding structures)?
	· Ask to see evidence.
	Standard DDDC controls are in place

	Q20. Are procedures in place to record matched funding?
	· Check the receipt of any matched funding?
	Significant levels of matched funding comes from the time of officers who attend Pathfinder meetings.  The value of this time will be calculated at the end of the programme.  No records were presented 

	Q21. Are clear up-to-date records maintained of grant claimed by and paid to projects, split by capital and revenue?
	· Ask to see the combined record of grant claimed by and paid to each project to date this year.
	The Pathfinder initiative is administered by the RDA as a three-stranded single project NOT as a three-project programme.

Claim forms do reflect this split 

Claim forms to the RDA are in need of official signing by the accountable body

	Q22. Has an assets register been established and is it kept up-to-date?
	· Ask to see the assets register

· Is a policy in place to determine what should be included in the register?
	No asset register required – small revenue purchases only

	Q23. Have clear guidelines been set out for the Partnership on competitive tendering?
	
	Yes – see Q12 above

	Q24. What system is in place for agreeing the use of the Management and Admin. Allowance?
	· Who is the Budget Holder for the management/administration allowance?

· Is the M&A Budget formally approved?
	Project Officer salary (the only significant overhead) agreed by the POG

	
	
	

	CONTROL OBJECTIVE NO 4: 

SCHEME LEVEL MONITORING

- To ensure established scheme and project outputs, outcomes and objectives are achieved.




	EXPECTED CONTROL
	QUESTIONS TO ASK
	ACTUAL CONTROL

	Q25. Are desired outcomes and Key Indicators of performance clearly defined and understood by all those involved in the management of the scheme?


	· Ask to see evidence that the performance of Key Indicators are highlighted in regular reports to the Board (inspect a quarterly monitoring report to the Board)
	Quarterly monitoring reports completed by Project Officer and approved by line manager.  A separate written reports is circulated in advance.  This details progress.  Monitoring reports available to POG members for inspection

	Q26. Is overall progress across all 

projects summarised and reported to 

the Board/sub-Board regularly?
	· Who provides the Board/Sub-Board with strategic and policy advice?

· What evidence is gathered to directly link project performance to attainment of lifetime outputs?
	Review of progress through:

(i) Review of Project Officer’s performance and progress

(ii) Discusssion at POG



	Q27. Do these progress reports clearly identify any deficiencies in performance?


	· Do reports to Board/Sub-Board propose action on under performance of the programme?
	Progress reports are thorough and circulated in advance of the meeting where issues need to be discussed at greater length


	EXPECTED CONTROL
	QUESTIONS TO ASK
	ACTUAL CONTROL

	Q28. How is the Partnership managed?
	· Is there a full time/dedicated scheme manager?

· What other resources are dedicated to the Programme?
	Full time officer delivers Pathfinder.  Overseen by two members of POG

The Pathfinder Officer is line managed by a POG member – who also sits on the RAZ group

	Q29. In rolling forward its Delivery Plan, does the Partnership carry out a 

comprehensive, strategic review of 

progress towards the output and outcome goals of the scheme?
	· Ask if each project is reviewed systematically before the new annual Delivery Plan is drawn up or are they simply all carried forward?

· Ask to see evidence 
	No delivery plan.  Review of projects at POG meetings


4.
CONSULTATIONS

This section reports on the feedback of a selection of key stakeholders.  In total, eleven members of the Pathfinder Officer Group (hereafter ‘the Partnership, or POG) were interviewed on a face-to-face basis, with a further interview conducted by telephone.  

Interviews were typically of 45-60 minute duration, in line with a semi-structured interview pro-forma (see Appendix X).  In fact, a number of interviews, particularly later in the process moved some distance from this pro-forma to reflect on specific agency-perspectives and to comment on issues arising from preceding interviews.

Inevitably in any exercise such as this, those willing to spare time and participate are amongst those who have been most involved in and/or most enthusiastic about the Partnership’s workings and impact.

This notwithstanding, interviewees are experienced policy makers, with nearly all in senior positions within their agency, and we do feel the comments and issues reported below accurately reflect opinions about the partnership.  

Perspectives on the Formation of the Partnership

Consultees agreed that the Pathfinders’ Officers Group (POG) has emerged from a local culture of partnership working, established even before the Rural Action Zone was created.  The overlaying of the Peak District National Park has long meant local authorities, agencies and more recently RDAs working together.  This success was seen as being the reason why the Peak District was nominated by GO-EM for Pathfinder status. 

However, in practical terms, getting the partnership up and running was somewhat more complex.  As one might expect, existing partnerships in the Peak are under permanent and considerable tensions given the complexity of the area.  In addition, the presence of the National Park as a planning authority with an emphasis on environmental protection, rather than economic development also adds to the complexity.  

Thus the Peak District area has to respond and deliver activity to renew and strengthen communities in line with regional, local authority, county authority and National Park objectives.  For many stakeholders this is a constant challenge, depending not just on the agencies and their own objectives but also the personalities of individuals who represent those organisations. 

Thus the Pathfinder was seen to have emerged because:

· The area’s stakeholders DO have experience of working successfully in partnership;

· This experience notwithstanding, aspects of partnership working in the Peak was seen by some [albeit a minority] stakeholders as being fragile and ‘at risk’ – in large part because of the political framework it operates in, as well as what were seen as specific strains on the RAZ.  The pathfinder was thus described as ‘oiling the wheels’ of partnership activity;

· The area through being so complex, fitted in (through being distinct) with a national ‘portfolio’ of Pathfinders from other regions which were based on more standard political boundaries;

Scoping the Partnership

Once the Pathfinder Partnership had been created as a sub-group of the RAZ partnership, the POG had to identify a policy area in which the objectives of the Pathfinder (which consultees agreed was about “new ways of working”) could be met whilst bringing benefit to local stakeholder groups.

A number of consultees therefore felt this ‘scoping’ process was worthy of being singled out for special mention:  Many in the POG saw the chosen Pathfinder challenge (i.e. the simplification of Business Support) as being particularly challenging because:

· Local partnerships in the Peak were already tackling many of the issues other Pathfinders were creating Partnerships to address:  Housing is a good example of this;

· The topic field, in contrast to many Pathfinders, is narrow and highly focused;

· The organisation and delivery of Business Support within the Pathfinder area added a dimension of complexity: Mapping, auditing and streamlining business support services is an issue which has vexed many urban as well as rural areas, even within a single local authority area;

· The Pathfinder coincided with a period in which Business Link was in a state of flux;

· Local Area Agreements, seen in other Pathfinders as complementary to Pathfinders, has in fact presented problems for the Partnership (discussed in greater detail below);

· The Pathfinder initiative has been delivered against a backdrop of the launch of The Local Government White Paper – Strong and Prosperous Communities which has created further uncertainty
Perceptions of the Management of the Partnership

There was unanimous agreement that, on a day-to-level the partnership had been well run and managed.  Evidence pointing to this included:

· The progress made on pushing projects forward;

· The circulation of detailed minutes and accompanying papers which gave participants time to assimilate and make contributions in Partnership meetings;

· A well led partnership which sought genuine consensus among stakeholders;

· Regular attendance levels indicating confidence that it was a ‘can-do’ partnership;

· Clear linkages through DDEP representation with the RAZ;

· Regular attendance of the project manager, ensuring a clear line of instruction and feedback enabling iterative decision making with the agreement of the full partnership;

· Sustained confidence what became an unofficial ‘working group’ of the Partnership – a group consisting of the Project Manager, line managed, directed and supported by a representative of DDEP and DDDC (with where necessary the Chair of the POG providing further support)

It should be noted that confidence in the partnership grew once a full time Project Officer was appointed following a lengthy application process which went to re-advertisement.  Prior to appointment, the partnership tried to push forward through utilising resources to the respective participating organisations, particularly the local authority.  However, compared to urban authorities, economic development departments of partner authorities are small and there was insufficient capacity to drive forward at an operational level.

We also sought views on whether stakeholders felt the private sector were sufficiently represented on the POG. The following comments were made:

· It was difficult in an area like the Peak to identify and engage a private sector ‘champion’ – there simply are no dominant local employers outside of the agricultural sector;

· The RAZ Steering Group rather than the Pathfinder was where the private sector should be involved;

· Business Links and the NFU were said to have made excellent contributions to the Pathfinder Partnership putting forward a clear business perspective;

As something of a counterpoint, it had proved difficult to steer an IT-based project through a steering group, which at times, was unfamiliar with some of the concepts and terminology.  It was felt that some specific expertise could have been of benefit 

The Pathfinder and the Rural Action Zone Partnership: Relationships and Identity

The Pathfinder ‘Partnership’ is a working sub-group of the Rural Action Zone Steering Group (The RAZ – see Section 1).  The most noticeable difference between the two, although they contain many of the same participants, is that the Pathfinder Group has no elected members and so is essentially local government officers and representatives of local and regional agencies.

A representative of Derby and Derbyshire Economic Partnership (DDEP) was formally responsible for communication between the two groups, though of course, there are many representatives who sit on both groups.

Though we have not spoken to anybody who sits on the RAZ but not the Pathfinder, it is clear that, at least once established, the RAZ have allowed the Pathfinder to continue its work without negative interference and have been a positive partner.

Amongst those who have been most committed to the process, there is a consensus about the benefits accruing from the creation of the sub-group.  These include:

· The focus on the Pathfinder objectives a separate group has brought;

· The Pathfinder Group is composed of agency representatives able to make decisions and commit their organisations within the remit necessary of the Pathfinder;

· Further to the above point, the leadership of the partnership has generated a positive outlook among partners about the value of their individual and collective contribution towards meting the Pathfinder objectives;
· The achievement of the Pathfinder needs to be considered against the narrow business support focus it had scoped for itself – in contrast to other Pathfinders which had taken a wider thematic approach.
· The group has furthered opportunities to network, particularly with the voluntary sector. 

More subjectively, this group of consultees felt: 

· The Pathfinder group had better engaged the voluntary and community sector than the RAZ;

· With the RAZ focused on achieving their own, economic focused, targets, the Pathfinder Partnership provides a forum to discuss wider issues and facilitates ‘joined up’ activity across agencies

The distinctiveness of the Pathfinder from that of the RAZ amongst this group is essentially that of seeing the RAZ as focusing on programme delivery, with the Pathfinder’s role being that of finding new ways of working.  Other consultees however feel that there is some way to go with the Pathfinder for that distinction to become clear cut.

A smaller group of consultees did not disagree with these comments, but were more cautious about the ultimate additionality of the Pathfinder Group and typically felt that while the partnership had progressed along at least most of the above benchmarks, the ‘distance travelled’ was perhaps not as far as the [larger] group of Pathfinder enthusiasts felt.  This is not a criticism of the management of the programme, but a manifestation of some of the issues identified in the opening set of points about the Partnership’s formation.

Clearly views about the additionality of the Partnership and the success it is had in meeting its objectives frames views on the achievement of the partnership as well as its future.  What consultees see as evidence relevant to this debate is discussed further below

Successes of the Partnership 

Consultees were asked to give an overview of what they considered to be the successes of the Pathfinder initiative.

Responses divided into two – based on (a) the creation and development of the partnership itself and (b) identifying project-based solutions.  On the first of these, the previous two sub-sections have already identified the benefits of the partnership on which stakeholders agree - though there is more disagreement on the ‘distance travelled’ by the Partnership against these benchmarks – the debate is not whether the Partnership has been a success or not but whether the partners have agreed on what ‘success’ is and how it should be defined.

Opinion of the Peak Directions web-site echo that of the partnership, in that whilst concerns exist about the ‘distance travelled’, the majority of those who have a made a contribution to this section do believe the Pathfinder to have (or rather will prove to have) made a positive contribution to improving service access for the intended client groups of both land based and non-land based businesses. The Web Site is considered in greater detail in the following section.

Another dimension to the definition of success is, in fact, what consultees consider as ‘failure’.  For example, a number of consultees:

· Were frustrated that projects only moved so far down the ‘single-entry’ point perspective;

· Felt that engagement of regional partners had not simplified administrative systems and rules for the Peak District area;

· Proposed innovations such as a single application/expression of interest form for business grants and schemes never came to fruition;

· The concept of ‘co-location’ has shifted from a physical, permanent presence for a host of agencies to the sharing of mobile assets

· Had not seen the Pathfinder usher in progress towards a standardisation of service and access across Peak District local authorities and agencies;

However to those more upbeat about the Pathfinder, the fact that each of these had been tested within the programme had demonstrated meeting the objectives of the initiative, that is testing new ways of working together to deliver services.  Thus the Pathfinder had bumped against the boundaries of achievable partnership working, the fact that these particular boundaries have not been pushed back as far as many have hoped should not be considered a failure within the context of the initiative.

The next sections look at some of the key issues which the Pathfinder has addressed (successfully and otherwise) during its lifetime.

Views of Key Impacts (1): Development of Peak Directions

There was agreement that once the Pathfinder business plan had been submitted and approved, the Pathfinder got off to a slow start and only really began to address the fundamental challenges it had set itself on appointment of the full time project officer: Previously two ‘caretaker’ officers had deployed, but unable to work full-time for the partnership, though they did win emda funding during late 2005 and early 2006.  Following this appointment the Partnership could then focus on working towards achieving benefits for the target client group.

The Partnership were more than aware of the challenges to be faced in delivering these objectives, these were added to by the reorganisation – in effect a regionalisation - of Business Link across the country.  Regionalisation is of course a ‘double whammy’ given the cross-boundary nature of the Peak District.  

A number of partners had championed a more radical approach to delivering an enhanced business support service – the ‘flagship’ for the programme.  These ideas included the establishment of a single number entry point, as well as a local telephone ‘hotline’ for queries.  During this evaluation, some consultees continued to champion this approach, feeling the actual chosen IT-based model, though laudable in its own right, represented something of a compromise.

Here again an alternative view was put forward, the Pathfinder said by stakeholders to be testing the boundary of Partnership working.  An independent consultant’s report was said to have assisted the Pathfinder in working towards a solution which was, yes less radical and less of a fundamental demonstration of agency transformation through partnership, but also kept the coalition of stakeholders involved in the Pathfinder process.    

A small number of stakeholders also felt that the web-based proposal presented its own challenges to the Partnership, with it being difficult to convey the scope and ambition of the web-site to individual members – this might also explain why there are doubts about the sustainability of the project among members of the group.

Nonetheless the development of the Peak Directions web site was said to have brought the following benefits:

· It kept Business Links on board – they had previously been a cautious partner in the Pathfinder, not just because of their reorganisation – but because of concerns about the initial proposed solution;

· There are advantages in the Peak context through offering a service not badged by any one organisation, or located in a specific location;

· Contrary to the views of a number of consultees, the web site has considered a clear forward strategy in its design to minimise site maintenance and on-costs;

· The web-site itself was delivered by High Peak CVS, who will also maintain the site for two years  

Views of Key Impacts (2): Impact on individual agencies

A number of stakeholders were able to identify examples of where the activities of the Pathfinder had been an important influence on individual partners own activities in terms of both their offer to businesses and in their own partnership workings.  Examples include:

· Natural England have aligned their Land Management Advisory Service to the workings of the Pathfinder and are anticipated working much more closely with Business Link than would have been anticipated before the Pathfinder process;

· AWM have invited the Pathfinder onto their Rural Business Advisory Group, looking at rural business support across the region and seeking to ‘rural proof’ the new business support within the region

· Staffordshire Moorlands have linked the Pathfinder more closely with their Rural Forum;

· The Pathfinder is planning to tap into mobile facilities owned by individual agencies to provide a point of contact for business support 

· Following a successful careers event organised by the NFU (who have been very supportive of the programme) and the Pathfinder, funding is being sought to host a larger, regional event;

· The East Midland Business (The BL contract holder) will work with the Pathfinder to develop the Start-up contract for business support;

· At a regional level the engagement and experience of the Pathfinder had encouraged Business Link to re-appraise their proposed model and consider the role of outreach in rural areas within their corporate strategies;

· The recent emda Regional Economic Strategy identifies the Peak District as a sub-area for future policy focus.

A number of stakeholders felt that the big failing of the Pathfinder was the lack of momentum on encouraging greater co-location of services, and felt that this was an activity which could have most clearly demonstrated partnership progression, and pointed to a lack of progress as demonstration that the Pathfinder had been a “bit of a muddle”.  

Most agreed that co-location had not been ‘delivered’ as intended, in part this reflected the capacity (time constraints) and seniority of the Project Officer to move this project along.  Others also felt the political will to deliver this proposal was not there among individual partners.

Notable however was a view that since the Pathfinder was launched this agenda had moved on.  The initial thought many people had was as co-location in the form of a centrally located, physical hub with a permanent presence of key agencies.  There is a view that this has now evolved (some used the phrase ‘become more sophisticated’), with the Pathfinder Partnership becoming the crucible for multi-agency initiatives:  The proposed linking of business and job advice through existing mobile facilities and services is a clear example of such partnership working, individual ‘coalitions’ forming through the Pathfinder - though to others, this approach represents a compromise and half-measure which, they said, was “typical” of the initiative.

Views of Key Impacts (3): Consideration of the Peak District Area in an Evolving Policy Framework 

The Pathfinder operates in an ever-changing policy environment, the multiplicity of partners and Whitehall departments adding complexity to the task in hand, as the Partnership attempts to align itself and pull together strands of policy.  Since the launch of the Pathfinder initiative for example:

· Business Links nationally has been re-organised along a regional agenda;

· Natural England has been created from the merger of the Countryside Agency, English Nature and the Rural Development Service

· Local Area Agreements (LAAs) have been piloted (with Derbyshire being one of the pilots) and subsequently rolled out;

· A local government White Paper has been published with a view to a further round of significant local government reorganisation

To varying degrees these issues have impacted on, or even hampered delivery of the Pathfinder, and of course the cross-regional boundary, with each RDA having its own strategy and rural policy has added to this complexity.

The issue then becomes whether the Pathfinder has been a successful, pro-active champion for the area or whether it has been reactive and adopted a wait-and-see approach to these changes.  It was pointed out that capacity within the partnership for lobbying is limited, and there is a strong feeling that this raises issues of long term representation of the Peak District area in a policy environment geared up to targeting resources on what are essentially urban problems.  

The above have all had a significant impact on the Pathfinder: Of these, it has been the relationship between the Pathfinder and the LAAs which have most concerned the partners.  Initially there was much enthusiasm among stakeholders for the opportunities for the multi-agency opportunities afforded through LAAs.  In ‘rural’ authorities, where Pathfinder boundaries overlay the entire County, then the Pathfinder process is seen to have reinforced the LAA, providing a focus and some funds to meeting stretch targets.

However most agree that in the Peak District, the Pathfinder has jarred against the LAA process.  Stakeholders expressed the following concerns with the LAA:

· The LAA targets funding to the former Coalfield Communities to the east of Derbyshire.  Similarly in Staffordshire, the same process had served to marginalise the portion of Staffordshire Moorlands inside the Pathfinder area;

· Peak District funding was now ‘swept up’ in the LAA process and targeted on the most deprived wards in the county;

· Funding through a number of Defra programmes, are also now channelled through the LAA;

· The bureaucracy of the LAA also (a) facilitated against cross-authority working (let alone cross-regional boundary) (b) removed a direct link with GOEM.

In this light there were concerns that the LAA had effectively superseded the Pathfinder.  Some also felt that the experience of the Pathfinder had demonstrated the need for ‘special arrangements’ for the Peak District, be that as a whole, through a unique LAA, or through refocusing emda/GOEM minds on the East-West split in Derbyshire’s resource needs and targets.

Moving beyond the lifetime of the Pathfinder

Consultees were asked about how they saw the future for the Pathfinder Partnership.  The clearest manifestation (or ‘output’) of partnership progress has been the development of the so-called Protocol which agencies have signed committing them to continue to develop the Partnership after the Pathfinder has come to an end.  This is seen as a positive development by all, and a significant development by the majority who see the Protocol as solidifying the Partnership.  Again a smaller number have some doubts about the value of the Protocol on the grounds that (a) it is non-binding (b) does not address issues of sustaining the Peak Directions web-site (In fact we were informed in the consultations that the web site design was with sustainability in mind and updating costs are minimal). 

All those spoken to supported the ambition of the Protocol, irrespective of whether their organisation had to date signed up.  There was some concern about the organisations which had yet to sign up, but others (including those yet to sign up) insist this should not be seen as a major issue in its own right.

Neither the signing nor even the presence of the Protocol removes uncertainty and scepticism about the pathfinder completely.  It is no surprise therefore for stakeholders to take a position on the future of the Pathfinder based on their own perceptions of: 

1. The ‘distance travelled’ by the partnership and partners and the ability of one to influence the other; 

2. Their confidence in the RAZ Steering Group as an ongoing vehicle to deliver activities, and whether the Pathfinder is ‘distinct’ enough in its form and function 

3. Likely future funding initiatives and the evolution of corporate/local strategies 

4. The importance individual stakeholders have attached to [physical] service co-location; 

5. Whether the Pathfinder has either (a) demonstrated the need for co-ordinated action across the Peak or (b) shown that such an approach can never be realised without clear commitments politically at a regional level by both East and West Midlands, irrespective of local commitment.

These benchmarks will be considered in subsequent sections

Summary of Strengths & Weaknesses

Finally, we asked stakeholders to give a summary of what they considered to be the Strengths and Weakness (or successes and failures) of the Pathfinder.  These are given in brainstorm format, and should be seen as a reflection of views, not as hard and fast conclusions.  Given the preceding analysis it is not surprising to see similar issues appear under both columns.  The issues are not listed in any order of importance, but where an issue has come over strongly as either a +ve or a –ve these are in bold typeface:

	Stakeholder Perceptions of

Positives/Strengths of 
Pathfinder
	Stakeholder Perceptions of

Negatives/Weaknesses of Pathfinder

	Partnership in action
	Some partners did little outside the meetings until appointment of a project officer

	Cross-regional boundary working/ discussion
	Difficulties moving forward until appointment of Project Officer

	Willingness to try out new ways/ mechanisms
	Pathfinder needed more staff resources to drive the strategic ambitions forward

	Integrated environmental concerns into project solutions
	Over reliant and/or not distinct enough from RAZ

	Consolidated message of need to work together
	Has Pathfinder been supplanted by LAAs(?)

	Got decision makers thinking about the Peak District as a socio-economic area, not as a National Park
	Not considered environment or environmental industries/opportunities sufficiently

	A voice for the sub-region: Highlights the continued need for such a voice
	Partnership has no statutory weight

	Involved the West Midlands/Staffs to a greater degree
	Engagement of West Midlands/ Staffordshire been based on personalities not by genuine agency/authority commitment

	Demonstrated need for a Peak District LAA
	Group may be too big and cumbersome – needs its own working groups

	Produced feasible project solutions to meet ambitious objectives
	Members not putting forward ideas

	Provides a channel for communication and consultation 
	“Partnership going backwards” – debate disappearing: Needs fresh impetus

	Linkages to RAZ
	Highlighted environmental ‘brake’ on attempts to support economy

	Partnership has been well led
	

	Has re-invigorated and strengthened existing linkages which were becoming frayed
	


Most of the above points have been covered or reflected in the preseeding discussion.  There are some points worthy of mention:

· There were a number of comments related to a loss of momentum or direction as the key projects are being rolled out, underlining the fact that locally, decisions need to be taken about the future of the partnership;

· The role of the ‘West’ side of the Partnership was mentioned.  The active representatives of both the RAZ and the Pathfinder are widely acknowledged to be ‘champions’ of the Peak, but they may be facing on-going institutional barriers to realise their commitment fully;

· There is a clear on-going debate about the role of the environment in an economic development context which is clearly far wider than this programme alone;

· As covered elsewhere, there is agreement that the Partnership has been well led and managed, and has placed the Peak District on the ‘agenda’. 

5.
PARTNERSHIP REVIEW
This section summarises the preliminary results of a survey of Pathfinder partners.  This survey was e-mailed to all members of the Pathfinder Partnership and 10 out of 20 partners e-mailed responded.  It is crucial to note this survey should not be confused with sample surveys requiring responses from hundreds of people for validity.  Respondents are well-informed individuals active in the work of the Partnership.  Even responses from a single such individual represent helpful information.

5.1
Method

A survey questionnaire was posted to 24 partnership representatives in April 2007, requiring ‘tick box’ responses on a five point Likert scale to 36 statements (reproduced in the tables below) about the partnership and its activities. 

It is important to distinguish between a survey of this kind and opinion polling or consumer research surveys.  The latter use large sample sizes – say 1000 – drawn from enormous populations, often of millions. A sample of eight (or even 19) would be meaningless in such a survey.  But this survey is a census of an entire, though very small, population.  Valid conclusions can be drawn even from the ten responses we have here, though it will, of course, be better to have all 20 possible responses, given that the ten are all expert members of the partnership able to express an informed opinion on its activities. 

It is also important to comment on the responses that might reasonably be expected from a successful partnership and programme.  The 36 statements are statements with which partners in a successful programme and partnership should be able to agree, (i.e. to give a response of 5 or 4 on our Likert scale).  
Disagreement with any statement, (responses of 1 or 2), even expressed by a minority of partners, is clearly a matter for concern; and even ‘neither agree nor disagree’ (response of 3) is disappointing.  Although the precise figure is a matter of judgment, in our view and experience an average response below 3.5 is a cause for at least some concern, and such response are highlighted in the tables.  We also draw attention to cases where, within an average of 3.5 or higher, there were individual partners expressing disagreement.  We also find respondents to surveys such as these tend to have a more positive view on the partnership 
5.2
Partnership Impacts
The first set of questions looked at how the Pathfinder Partnership was seen to have made an impact.  Survey participants identified the following key benefits:

· The partnership was seen to having drawn attention to the needs of businesses;
· It was stated the partnership had become an influential body in its own right;

· The POG had added value to the work of the RAZ;

Table 5.1: Partnership Impacts

	
	Agree strongly
	Agree
	Neither agree nor disagree
	Disagree
	Disagree strongly

	Points
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	The Pathfinder Partnership has brought focus and commitment to business support activity in the area.
	
	4.3
	
	
	

	The Pathfinder Partnership has provided increased confidence within the wider community about the long-term future of the area.
	
	
	3.2
	
	

	The Partnership has provided increased confidence among the partners about the long-term future of the area (in the wider context)
	
	4.0
	
	
	

	The objectives and priorities of the Pathfinder Partnership reflect those of my own organisation
	
	
	3.9
	
	

	The Partnership has a shared vision for the Action Zone’s future (i.e. beyond any natural time-life of the Zone itself or the specific task of the Pathfinder).
	
	
	3.8
	
	

	Having an Officers’ Group dedicated to the Pathfinder additional to the wider Action Zone arrangements, has ‘added value’ to the programme
	
	4.3
	
	
	

	The Partnership has focused solely on achievement of the Pathfinder objectives 
	
	
	3.9
	
	

	The Partnership has an influence on the rural economy beyond its role in steering the Pathfinder
	
	4.1
	
	
	

	The existence of the Pathfinder Partnership has increased resources (not necessarily cash) beyond that anticipated through the Pathfinder itself
	
	
	3.7
	
	

	All relevant organisations are represented in the Officer Group.
	
	4.0
	
	
	

	This group reviews its membership to ensure that it reflects local need.
	
	
	3.3
	
	

	All members of the partnership have played a constructive role, enabling a positive response to business support issues within the Action Zone.
	
	
	3.8
	
	

	Participation in the Pathfinder has influenced my agency/department/organisation in how our own services are delivered beyond the specific issues of the Pathfinder itself
	
	
	3.6
	
	


If these responses are typical, the partnership would also seem to realise that it has been a ‘process’ driven partnership, not conveying messages about achievement to the wider community.  The partners also acknowledge that, though it has a wide range of partners involved, it has not reviewed its membership 
5.3
Partnership Linkages & Delivery
In the previous section, the ‘distribution’ of responses was fairly consistent, indicating broadly consistent agreement on partnership impact.  A much broader set of results emerge when considering aspects of service delivery and the engagement of key client groups, though the results remain, broadly, positive:
Table 5.2: Partnership Linkages & Delivery
	
	Agree strongly
	Agree
	Neither agree nor disagree
	Disagree
	Disagree strongly

	Points
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	The business community is effectively engaged in the plans of the Partnership 
	
	
	
	2.8
	

	There has a clear consultation/dialogue with the intended beneficiary group(s) about the Pathfinder’s work when designing specific interventions
	
	
	3.6
	
	

	The partnership has had the right level of engagement with the private sector for this programme
	
	
	3.3
	
	

	The partnership has had the right level of engagement with the voluntary sector for this programme
	
	
	3.9
	
	

	Overall, I would say the Pathfinder Partnership has been successful in bringing together agencies from two different regions
	
	4.1
	
	
	

	I am confident the Pathfinder projects will represent an  enhanced business support ‘offer’ to all eligible enterprises across the action zone area
	
	4.6
	
	
	

	I consider my organisation as being ‘active’ in delivering Pathfinder objectives
	
	4.3
	
	
	

	All members of the Partnership understand the issues around the practicalities of delivering business support
	
	4.4
	
	
	

	The relationship between the Partnership and the Accountable Body has been a positive one
	
	4.2
	
	
	

	The linkages between Partnership decision making and day-to-day operation have been strong
	
	
	3.8
	
	

	The linkages between the Pathfinder Partnership (Officers’ Group) and the RAZ have been strong
	
	4.3
	
	
	

	The Pathfinder initiative has a high profile among the general public in the Action Zone area
	
	
	
	2.8
	

	The Pathfinder initiative has a high profile among the business community in the Action Zone area
	
	
	
	2.9
	


Thus looking at the ‘high scores’ recorded, partners feel their efforts:

· Have successfully brought together agencies from different regions;

· Will lead to enhanced business support services;

· Have successfully linked and brought complementarity to the RAZ;

Where perhaps the partnership has been less successful, has been in engaging the wider community.  This is expressed through concerns about the engagement of the private sector – both in defining the work of the Partnership at a strategic and operational level – and in the promotion of the Partnership’s work to the wider community, including the target client group.  
5.4
Delivering the Programme
On issues of delivery, stakeholders were generally positive about the achievements of the partnership.  The self-assessment scores for agency engagement and involvement are consistently high, and there is a clear consensus that the partnership has ‘proved itself’ in this respect.
However in terms of delivery alignment the score is considerably lower (though not a ‘low score’ in its own right).  These results are consistent with the score for the final statement in Table 5.1 which was addressed at service delivery changes within individual agencies.
Table 5.3: The Partnership and the Programme
	
	Agree strongly
	Agree
	Neither agree nor disagree
	Disagree
	Disagree strongly

	Points
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	The Officers’ Group has proved itself a capable body by successfully delivering the Pathfinder Initiative
	
	4.2
	
	
	

	The Officers’ Group has successfully aligned service delivery with the needs of businesses in the Action Zone area
	
	
	3.5
	
	

	The Pathfinder approach has successfully pulled together agencies from different localities
	
	4.6
	
	
	

	The Pathfinder approach has successfully pulled together agencies from different regions
	
	4.1
	
	
	

	Partners understand their role and responsibilities in delivering a successful Pathfinder programme
	
	4.1
	
	
	


5.5
The Partnership’s Future

The final set of responses collected a set of views on how the partnership could or should progress once the Pathfinder draws to a close.

There is some uncertainty about the future role of the partnership, though there is clear view that the partnership could play some role in developing a ‘Peak agenda’:  There were two areas of activity where the partnership could be particularly valuable and where support for contuing activity would be most strongly supported:
1. Continuing to focus on business support issues for the Peak Action Zone area;
2. Linking activities from a wider range of service delivery – support for the phrase ‘drawing attention’ also suggests a lobbying/championing function

Table 5.4: The Future
	
	Agree strongly
	Agree
	Neither agree nor disagree
	Disagree
	Disagree strongly

	Points
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	The Pathfinder Partnership could become the vehicle to engage partners in future initiatives
	
	
	3.9
	
	

	The Pathfinder Partnership could assist with refining further business support initiatives which impact on businesses in the action zone area
	
	4.3
	
	
	

	The Pathfinder Partnership could play a role in drawing attention to wider issues in creating sustainable communities within the action zone area.
	
	4.3
	
	
	

	There is a role for the Pathfinder Partnership irrespective of what the forward strategy for the Action Zone partnership may be
	
	
	3.6
	
	

	I am confident that the actions funded under the pathfinder will have a long term positive impact on the local area.
	
	
	3.9
	
	


5.6
Views on Key Achievements
We then asked respondents to list what they considered to be the key achievements of the partnership over its lifetime.  Below we list responses, highlighting in bold those which have been most commonly expressed:
· Provided a focus for business support activity;

· Prepared to take risks in formulating solutions;

· Has taken on the complexities of cross boundary issues for local benefit;

· A high quality web-site;

· Better business support;

· Successful alignment with a wide range of initiatives;

· Promotion of the concept of ‘place’ within policy agendas;

· Development of the Protocol;

· Greater recognition and demonstration of how rural services should be delivered in the Peak
Note that since drafting the report the Pathfinder Partnership was awarded ‘Regional Runner-up’ for the East Midlands in the Enterprising Britain awards, reflecting its work in stimulating enterprise and enterprise support.  Given the current status of the projects, this reflects the advances the partners have made in pushing the agenda at least as much as actual achievement in delivery.

5.7
Outstanding Tasks
Finally we asked respondents to set out what they felt the ‘outstanding’ or priority tasks in the Action Zone were, and whether they felt any of these tasks would benefit from intervention by the current pathfinder partnership.  
Responses are set out below and are consistent with the responses given both in the questionnaire component and in the face-to-face consultations.  There was much less agreement on what the future for the partnership could be than on what the key achievements have been, and, while most suggested one or two tasks, a number also either left this section blank or stated the partnership was reaching the end of its natural life:
· To secure and embed rural delivery mechanisms;

· Develop shared services;

· Ensure Business Link continues to be relevant to local enterprises;
· Act as a “counterweight” to LAAs;

· Communicate public/third sector activities to the wider Peak stakeholder groups;

· Develop (simplify) local networks;

· Continue to ease service access 

6.
CONCLUSIONS
6.1
General Comments

This evaluation is only a partial examination of the Pathfinder initiative, coming at a time when the key flagship project is now becoming ‘on-stream’ to the intended client group.  Thus rather than look at the impact and successes of projects this study has focused only on the development of the Pathfinder Partnership, or POG, its achievements, the support it has received and the relevance of the Pathfinder experience. 
Our overall conclusion is that this has been a dedicated and committed partnership, which has pursued the objectives and spirit of the Pathfinder initiative and in doing so has clearly brought partners closer together and addressed a service access issue of real concern among stakeholders.  The Pathfinder has clearly made a positive contribution to partnership working, irrespective of differing views of previous success of such working.
A key reason for making this progress has been the appointment of a dedicated [Project Officer] support to drive forward day-to-day activity.  Even for ‘small scale’ programmes of this size, for the size of the local authorities involved, it was impossible for individual agencies to dedicate sufficient resource to deliver activity.
6.2 The Pathfinder at Work
The Pathfinder business plan set out the following tasks

· To explore the benefits and resource implications of a single point of access (such as a web-based information portal) to make service delivery more streamlined and effective. 

· To develop opportunities for co-location / tandem service delivery 
· To simplify advice and the grant giving “maze” for businesses and the community.
To this end, among the specific projects the pathfinder has either supported or considered have included:

· A web portal offering links to business support providers, local authorities and support providers;
· The development of a protocol agreement to continue partnership working beyond the lifetime of the Pathfinder;

· The development of a Pathfinder Enterprise Fund – to add value to existing grants through the promotion of networking and joint working;
· The hosting of a number of public events, including ‘rural careers fairs’, & advice for public-contract seeking small firms;

· A range of multi-agency projects serving to improve service access by making co-location easier.

Of these the core project has been the website/portal, Peak Directions, and the protocol.  This project also highlights the positive benefits of the Pathfinder initiative:
· Initial thoughts on project solutions were formulated based on identified need (here previous research and surveys);
· These were then tested through reference to stakeholders through the Pathfinder Partnership;

· There was benchmarking of initial ideas against a range of options and known good practice;

· Ideas were refined, or (as in this example) revised;

· Partnership agreement was reached;

· Project has moved towards delivery.

In this instance the process was conducted jointly with independent consultants.  They put forward a simple framework to compare options based on:

· Acceptibility of proposals to different stakeholder groups;

· Suitability of the proposed option(s) to meet the stated objectives of activity;

· Feasibility of being able to deliver the proposed solution

In fact, a study of the agenda minutes, and the consultation exercise showed that this has how many projects developed through the pathfinder have evolved.  
The evidence from the partnership minutes suggest smaller projects are being put forward which may only involve a ‘sub-group’ of partners, but through reference to the full group solutions are being found which, though seen as a compromise by some, meet the above criteria.  A good example here is of the development/use of a mobile training facility, which was revised because of the environmental implications of using the proposed heavy transport vehicle.  The same can be said for how the Partnership is looking afresh at what the concepts and benefits of “co-location” in a rural setting are and adapting solutions accordingly.  
The results of this process have frustrated a number of partners who see projects as a muddle and compromise compared to initial expectations.  However it can also easily be argued that this approach has ensured the partnership has stayed together and tested the limits of agency change and innovation. 
Looking back, one can see how these limits are defined.  Among agencies working locally, their own corporate plans and strategies dictate the level of flexibility and responsiveness to change through projects and ideas brought forward not just by themselves but also by partners.  The pathfinder process has thus helped to find where and how those strategies can be aligned either across the partnership as a whole or between individual sub-groups of partners, to the satisfaction of other groups.  Thus in the example above, the mobile resource facility above was changed in the light of the strategies of those agencies which have a heavy environmental slant.

Over time these strategies will be reviewed and renewed and the lessons learned from Pathfinder will be incorporated into those revisions, though this is a medium to long term process.

More difficult, even in the longer term, is to encourage agencies to change their corporate and administrative systems to circumvent not only bureaucracy and uneven service levels but also to remove some of the customer-facing confusion which the Pathfinder is seeking to minimise.  The Pathfinder has taken this agenda forward – for example through considering single grants application forms for businesses.  
Clearly however this has not progressed to the satisfaction of all partners, quite probably because this objective will have been beyond the feasible expectation limit on what the Pathfinder was ever going to achieve.  In attempting this task, and being unsuccessful, the Pathfinder objectives (of finding new ways of working) have been tested.  Partners are now more aware that activity should focus on using the framework of Acceptability-Suitability-Feasibility to steer projects rather than hoping or lobbying regional partners to overhaul and align their systems to benefit the Peak District area (however laudable that may be).
One final thought is that these differing perceptions of progress may reflect a lack of a ‘partnership baseline’, or sense of where partnership working in the Peak actually stood at the time of the award of Pathfinder status.  Thus individual partners have different perceptions of the ‘distance travelled’ by the partnership.   
It should be noted that since drafting the report the Pathfinder Partnership was awarded ‘Regional Runner-up’ for the East Midlands in the Enterprising Britain awards, reflecting its work in stimulating enterprise and enterprise support.  Given the current status of the projects, this reflects the advances the partners have made in pushing the agenda at least as much as actual achievement in delivery.

6.3 Sustainability of Projects
As stated we have not surveyed the supported projects and initiatives, nor sought the views on these other than [at times detailed] opinions around their expected value and impact.

We do however feel that comment about the supported interventions should be made as these interventions feed into consideration of the partnership itself, as it is clear that sustainability of projects is a prime concern of a number of stakeholders, particularly with respect to the Peak Directions portal.  In this instance, the Project Officer and other Partnership members are more comfortable that the design of the portal minimises the costs of updating in the future (and so reflects the project design model outlined in Section 2).  
This divergence of opinion may well be a product of a lack of communication, or an absence of a formal ‘risk assessment’ presented to partners at a project design stage.  In this particular instance it is clear that a lack of IT expertise on the POG has hampered progress and limited support for the Project Officer.

Though it is not possible at this time to make firm conclusions, we can say that sustaining the web site will be easier if the site can demonstrate its value to the client group.  Thus it is important the site is marketed and promoted.  To this end partners should note:
· There are very few prominent links to the Peak Directions web site on the web sites of individual partners;
· Though entering “Peak Directions” as a search term on Google will provide a link to the site, entering a search such as “Business Support + [spatial location]” or “Peak District [or any locality]+Support” does not generate a link to the site – at the moment therefore it remains difficult to ‘connect’ the site to target groups ;

These elements of profile raising are also key in evaluating how successful the project has been, and progress should be monitored in addition to actual site usage.  It should also be noted that it has been verbally reported to the Pathfinder partnership that adjoining local authorities have shown an interest in adopting the Peak Directions web-model, and perhaps this could provide a valuable source of income for the Partnership.
6.4 The Future of the Pathfinder Partnership

There is a wide range of views about the future of the Partnership – in fact views cover the entire spectrum of opinion from seeing the Partnership as a vital component of the future renewal of the Peak to those who feel the group reaches a natural expiry point once the Pathfinder draws to a close.  A number in this latter group also feel the Partnership is “going backwards” now the Pathfinder is drawing to a close.  However the Pathfinder has been consistently well attended (though records on matched time contribution need to better reflect this), indicating ongoing interest and commitment.
A minority of stakeholders expressed a view that partnership working in the Peak was ‘at risk’ prior to the Pathfinder, in large part because of the political framework the Pathfinder has operated in, as well as what were seen as specific strains on the RAZ.  For this smaller group, the pathfinder was thus described as ‘oiling the wheels’ of partnership activity.  It should however be noted that this is a perception is hotly contested by a number of local, active stakeholders.

Again these disparate views may be a product of differing views of distance travelled among the partners, and a failure to communicate achievement or celebrate success within the partnership.  This would also reflect concerns expressed in the survey about how the Pathfinder has communicated and engaged with (i) client groups and (ii) the wider public.  It should also be noted that evidence from the project file suggests that it was difficult to communicate the objectives of the Pathfinder to the RAZ during its inception phase, though this issue has been overcome through effective links between the two initiatives.

Some of those who take a ‘half empty glass’ stance are signatories to the Protocol, the vehicle through which partnership working in the Peak is assured beyond the life of Pathfinder.  Some also gave positive responses in our questionnaire to the need to continue partnership working.  

Thus the consensus could be said to reflect the positive conclusion that the issue is not whether partnership working should continue but how and in what form, the Pathfinder Partnership could best continue to support the work of the RAZ.  
There are two areas for which continued support for the Partnership would be greatest:
1. To continue to influence the delivery of business support in the Peak District

2. To bolster the ‘Voice for the Peak’ in lobbying for resources and policy attention across a wider agenda

On this first point, Business Links have themselves acted as ‘the business sector’ on the Partnership.  A number of valid reasons were put forward as to why the Pathfinder had no direct business input.  Nonetheless, the Pathfinder would be strengthened by such involvement of local business.  To paraphrase consultees, it seems as if the Partnership have a “tried that before and it doesn’t work” attitude to private sector engagement.  Perhaps an ongoing priority for any continuation of the Pathfinder should be to revisit the feasibility of increasing the capacity of local business networks.
On the second of the above points, consultations indicated that with a new LEADER programme scheduled, there was agreement among regional partners that the Peak District would be a well positioned to make a good case for funding in both the East and West Midlands.  With the RAZ focused on delivering RDA economic outputs, the Pathfinder Partnership may be the body best placed to support the RAZ on attracting and delivering funding from this source.

The Pathfinder has demonstrated the unique challenges and opportunities faced by service deliverers in rural areas and achievements are commendable given that the administrative boundaries do not coincide with those of local authorities and regional agencies. The Pathfinder can play a useful role in promoting the case for the Peak District in respect of initiatives such as Local Area Agreements, which are increasingly being promoted by National Government – but in the Peak District boundary issues make it difficult to maximise the benefit of LAAs.  The LAAs are being reshaped and whilst current arrangements recognise the existence of the RAZ, this is not seen to have led to significant practical support to date, though it is hoped this may change through the revised arrangements.  

Perhaps more significantly, the Department for Communities and Local Government has begun to promote the concept of multi-area agreements for block 4 of LAAs (economic development) and this may be a useful future direction for the Peak District partners to follow.  Although multi-area agreements have been seen as a tool principally for urban authorities, in a speech to the New Local Government Network (NLGN), the then Local Government minister Yvette Cooper stated:

“There are a number of outcomes which may be best delivered through collaboration at a broader geographic scale than a single local authority. We will work closely with local authorities that are developing Multi Area Agreements (MAAs), in particular in considering how the Local Area Agreement (LAA) framework could be developed to accommodate them. 

These could provide greater flexibility in shaping interventions within the sub-region and strengthening  cross-boundary working between local authorities and their partners. This is not just about cities either.” [emphasis added]
.In the present circumstances, however, a successful link between the LAAs and the Pathfinder (or indeed other rural policies where resources are channelled through the LAA) requires considerable additional efforts on the part of staff and board to ensure all links are covered for the revised arrangements scheduled for 2008.  

6.5
Lessons for the National Pathfinder 
Finally, we present a summary list of points which we consider to be the key lessons for the national pathfinder process which have been learned from the Peak District example.  These are essentially a summary of a number of key points which feed into the national Pathfinder evaluation.  These represent local lessons which we feel are transferable, not withstanding the very different administrative arrangements of the Peak, to other rural areas, rural policy and future targeted initiatives.  
1. For smaller authorities, a resource needs to be bought in to deliver time limited activity on this scale;

2. It is important to baseline the standing/status of the local delivery partnership, to have a clear idea of what the distance travelled over this (or any other) initiative’s lifespan has been;

3. Stakeholders, both inside the Pathfinder partnerships and the wider public need to be kept informed of project progress and partnership progression - success should be celebrated;

4. Project based solutions to service access issues should be based on the acceptable-suitable-feasible paradigm;

5. The role of Pathfinder partnerships as a lobbying body should not be undervalued but seen as an integral part of its role;

6. The progress of the Pathfinder should be framed against its [self-defined] objectives.  Certainly in this example, the Pathfinder’s narrow focus, with fewer delivery options, has left the Pathfinder more open to external ‘shocks’ and barriers (such as organisational change).  The above step-changes need to be properly acknowledged in this light.

The above are lessons which are applicable to partnership working in any rural area.  In addition a number of observations can be made which are more specific to partnerships which span administrative boundaries, particularly at a regional level.  These lessons are particularly important for rural policy as, almost by definition, areas at the outer edges of regional boundaries are rural.  In addition, these areas, by being at the outer boundaries are less likely to recognise or participate in actitvities which seek to regenerate the ‘urban core’ of any one region.  

7. The medium/long term objective of Pathfinder partnerships should be to head towards more closer aligning of agency strategies rather than focus on changing administrative systems and internal processes, especially where agencies cover a larger territory and where boundaries cross regions;

8. “New ways” of doing things include step-changes as well as radical solutions – the greater the administrative complexity, the more likely that change within a partnership environment will be incremental;
9. This is especially prescient in those instances where it makes sense to work across cross-regional boundaries.  Where there is equal importance attached to such working (such as the Shropshire-Welsh border) by regional partners across the boundary then these complexities can be tackled.  In reality, these instances will be rare.  In the Peak District, simple geography means the Pathfinder area is strategically more important to emda than AWM (as reflected in their respective RESs).  This is not a criticism of AWM, but an observation of place;  

10. Contrary to experience elsewhere, the LAA process can work against Pathfinder areas where the boundaries do not overlay each other, in this case for example, the Pathfinder area has to reflect two LAAs, each with its own priorities and objectives:  This also emphasises the need to reflect on impact or ‘distance travelled’ in terms of the local context.
� Or equivalent body
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