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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1 Introduction

This report presents the findings of a two month study, commissioned by the Big
Lottery Fund (BIG) and undertaken by GHK Consulting, into the approaches followed
by BIG (and earlier by the New Opportunities Fund and Community Fund) to promote
the sustainability of grant funded activities. The study was intended to:

= Contribute towards the development of BIG as an ‘intelligent funding’
organisation®.

= Inform the development of the new programmes, particularly the support offered
to securing sustainable outcomes.

The study sought, therefore, to examine the indicators of sustainability rather than
assessing evidence of its achievement. It was, however, intended to inform a further,
largescale study into the impacts of BIG funding and their sustainability, which would
include direct contact with projects and may have sharper focus on the achievement of
sustainability.

2 Defining Sustainability

The study brief defined sustainability as ‘the continuation of the benefits and/or
activities of projects once BIG funding has ended’. This broad definition included a
range of potential benefits, dependent on the nature, objectives and context of the
projects in question, and including:

= The continued use of facilities provided as part of capital investment projects
= New services developed and delivered as a result of BIG funding
= The use of skills developed amongst project beneficiaries and project staff

= The establishment of new or strengthening of existing partnerships and other
collaborative working arrangements

= Sustained behavioural change amongst individuals

= Contributing to the body of knowledge of effective approaches to meeting a
range of needs — even if this knowledge was not utilised immediately

Correspondingly, a wide range of potential ‘sustainability routes’ could be expected,
and informed the development of the analytical framework used throughout the study.

3 Study Methodology

The methodology comprised two distinct, but related, parts:

! Fear, W. J. (2005) High Reliability Organisations: lessons for funders? Cardiff: Fforwm Cyllidwyr Cymru /

Wales Funders Forum.
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= Document Review — featuring the review of over 100 evaluation and research
reports and associated documentation to identify sustainability issues. An
analytical framework was developed to ensure a common and systematic
approach was followed, and which considered a variety of sustainability effects
as well as potential barriers and challenges. The review was inevitably
influenced by:

— The extent to which sustainability featured in the remit and coverage of each
report

— The timing of the final evaluation reports — i.e. whether project delivery was
still continuing, and the lack of time post-funding to evidence sustainability

— The fact that the evaluation reports were based on samples of projects rather
than whole programmes, and the extent to which these samples were
representative

= Interview Programme - following the document review, a series of interviews
were undertaken with BIG staff and other funders/informants. The interviews
with six BIG programme managers and four ~ country and policy officers
provided the opportunity to explore the different approaches followed by
programmes and countries, as well as the potential barriers and challenges to
sustainability. Those with other funders / informants explored their organisations’
approaches to sustainability and the experience they had gained.

3 Findings from the Document Review

There were challenges in attempting to obtain a balanced picture of what was
sustained or sustainable from a review of documents where, inevitably, the topic was
not covered in a systematic way and where there was not a systematic approach to its
inclusion. Nevertheless, it was possible to extract reasonably robust data, which
formed the basis of our findings.

Sustainability was reported as being a key element of the programmes’
objectives/intentions in three quarters of the 26 programmes examined, although
slightly more included it as an element of the programme’s evaluation. What was
defined as the ‘achievement of sustainability’ covered a range of outcomes that could
be grouped as follows:

= Sustainability of an approach/concept

= Sustainability of partnerships

=  Sustainability through building capacity

=  Sustainability of a product/service/programme

= Sustainability through sustainable infrastructures

=  Sustainability through alignment with local priorities/national policies

= Sustainability through long-term impacts on attitude/behaviour

= Progress towards sustainability, including models and approaches to achieving

sustainability

The review then explored these broad categories in terms of:
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= Progress towards sustainability, including models and approaches to
achieving sustainability. These were found to be:

— Early identification of aims and subsequent monitoring

— Fit with government priorities

— Efforts to make lasting improvements to partnerships

— Distribution of knowledge capital throughout the lead/host organisation
— Building organisational capacity

— Ability to attract funding

— Acquisition of capital equipment

— Flexibility / re-focusing

— Planning for mainstreaming

— Determining exit strategies.

= Factors encouraging sustainability in terms of external factors and factors
contributing to achieving sustainability. These emerged as:

— Tight project management/business planning
— Greater integration of universal and specialist services
— Dissemination of projects’ progress

— Additional validation.

= Contra-indicators of sustainability in terms of challenges and barriers to
sustainability. These appeared to be:

— Failure to establish key indicators and collect data to evidence effectiveness
— Challenges of location

— Failure to be mentioned in relevant key policy documents

— Failure to plan for sustainability

— Restructuring and re-alignment of services

— Recruiting and retaining staff

— Timescales and targets

— Conflicting priorities of national and local government

— Conflict of cultures/expectations.
The review concluded by identifying a series of factors which appeared to have

contributed towards the likelihood of projects being sustained beyond the funding
period. Although the existence of these factors will not guarantee that a project or

30253019 ‘G ‘ H ‘ K ‘ 3
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activity will be sustainable, they provide a useful checklist that could be applied to and
by projects.

First, indicators that projects were addressing issues of sustainability at an early stage
included:

= Position regarding and links with national and local objectives.

= Potential to influence current local agendas.

= Attempts to create and develop good working partnerships.

= Attention to building capacity within the organisation or community.

=  Well established planning and management procedures.

= Mechanisms for harnessing the lessons that are learnt as the project
progresses.

= Focus on mobilising additional resources from the outset.

Second, indicators that suggest that projects are progressing towards achieving
sustainability included their efforts to:

= Collect robust evidence of what is being achieved.

= Disseminate information about the project and its successes.
=  Work with ‘champions’ and stakeholders to harness support.
= Adapt to changing circumstances.

= |dentify what elements of their activities should be sustained (as well as what
should not).

=  Pursue additional funding opportunities.

= Demonstrate their potential for mainstreaming.
4 Programme Manager and Country Officer Interviews

While the document review provided examples of progress towards sustainability, the
actual support mechanisms employed by BIG were rarely mentioned. Consequently,
the interviews with programme managers and country and policy officers were
particularly useful in identifying the steps taken in different programmes and countries,
as well as identifying how the different respondents defined sustainability. Although the
discussions reflected the potential range and complexity of the term ‘sustainability’, it
was most commonly defined as the continuation of service delivery or use of new
infrastructure developed by the programmes in question.

The interviews also explored the challenges to sustainability faced by projects on the
ground. These most commonly included: changes in Government policy (when
programmes were linked to a specific agenda) and accompanying changes in the local
or regional delivery infrastructure; sufficient time for projects to plan for sustainability
and for securing community involvement; issues around funding cycles for continuation
support; and issues pertaining to the sector of the grantee. In some cases differences
were observed between rural and urban areas, and a series of country-specific
challenges were also reported. These included the suspension of devolved
government and a major public sector review in Northern Ireland, delays in Scotland
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due to having to wait for the Comprehensive Spending Review before setting a budget,
and the continuing dependence of many parts of Wales on European funding to
counter economic and social deprivation.

It was also clear that the capacity and capability within the project to prepare for and
realise sustainable outcomes was a key factor, with additional supporting factors
including:

= Raising initial awareness regarding the requirement to be sustainable.
= Continued reinforcement of the importance of sustainability.
= Planning for sustainability.

= The availability of appropriate support measures to help realise sustainability.
5 Interviews with Other Funders

To explore the experiences of other funding bodies (and those involved in the funding
process more widely), a series of interviews were undertaken with representatives of
13 organisations in the UK and USA. These interviews explored approaches to
sustainability in a range of contexts and circumstances, and reflected a diversity of
approaches including short and longer term funding models.

Consolidating the experiences and opinions of the individuals interviewed, a series of
questions emerged for BIG to consider as it moves into the next phase of planning,
namely:

= Time needed for sustainability - should BIG investigate further the relationship
between funding duration, project type and project sector?

= A more focused approach to planning - should BIG be more prescriptive in its
demands around project management and planning?

= Intensity of the support provided by the funder - could pilot areas be identified
where more intensive support is provided to assess the impact on sustainability?

= A balanced approach to risk - to what extent should BIG funds be used to test
initiatives and fund more risky ideas? Would it be possible to allocate a
proportion of the fund to such projects?

= A more rigorous approach to measuring change - should BIG support the
development and testing of effective measures of soft/low impact outcomes?

6 Conclusion and Recommendations

The study concluded that:

= A variety of approaches have been followed by BIG programmes to support the
sustainability of project outcomes, with different approaches being followed
between different programmes as well as in different countries.

= However, while there are several common support elements across all
programme areas, there is no single, unifying approach across all programmes
and in all countries.

SN 5
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It is however clear that the focus on sustainability has increased over time, as
experience has established both the need, and potential mechanisms, for
supporting sustained project outcomes.

The barriers and challenges faced by projects in sustaining their work provides a
clear rationale for active support on sustainability, and while sustainability may
not always be appropriate or achievable, it was widely considered that BIG
could do more in this area. The development of the new programmes offers an
opportunity for more common approaches to be followed across all programme
areas, while recognising the need for them to reflect the specific objectives and
context of the programmes in question.

By consolidating experiences across both BIG and other funders, a series of key
success factors for sustainable projects were identified. These included:

Considering sustainability from the outset.
Regularly reviewing progress towards sustainability.
Ensuring projects are best able to make their case for sustainability.

Ensuring that project staff have the appropriate skills to plan for and realise
sustainable outcomes.

Developing and adopting a wide definition of sustainability

Recommendations

A series of recommendations were developed, under the headings of ‘improving the
information base’ and ‘supporting sustainability’. These included:

Establishing a Common Definition of Sustainability - a range of definitions of
sustainability have been applied across BIG's programmes to date, and we
recommend that:

BIG develops a ‘common’ definition of sustainability which captures
sustainability and other ‘legacy’ effects in their broadest sense.

This definition is sufficiently flexible to be applied across the range of BIG
programmes, perhaps through a ‘menu’ of potential sustainability indicators.

These indicators be selected and applied at the outset of individual programmes
to encapsulate their objectives and outcomes — and to draw attention to
sustainability issues from the outset.

The application of the indicators considers their ‘fit' with the programme in
guestion and their scale, nature and achievability given time, funding and other
issues.

Improving the Information Base — here recommendations were that BIG:

Undertakes research to establish which projects (and their outcomes) have
successfully been sustained, how this has been achieved, and what can be
learnt and replicated elsewhere.

Ensures that sustainability is explicitly included in the remit of the evaluation
studies it commissions.
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Provides the reserves to allow follow-up studies following the end of grant
funding, to establish the degree to which sustainability has been achieved.

Evaluates the performance of the intensive Development Support contract
provided for the Healthy Living Centre programme, as a potential model for
future interventions.

In view of the commitment and investment which BIG has shown towards funding
community based initiatives, we recommend that BIG should consider:

Stimulating and contributing to the debate around the most appropriate
evaluation methods to employ in particular circumstances.

Contributing to the discussion of what represents appropriate targets and
realistic expectations.

Exploring the most effective ways of collecting and accumulating knowledge
from across projects.

Bringing together those with experience of working on projects, initiatives and
programme evaluations to discuss the issue, first as a round table symposium
and followed by an event open to a wider audience.

Supporting Sustainability — here recommendations for BIG included:

Helping to raise general awareness of the requirement for sustainability, and
defining what this means in different programme and project contexts, by
producing a generic document in the ‘research’ series which focuses on
sustainability.

Developing a framework for promoting and supporting sustainability, which sets
out a series of potential steps and approaches and which should be considered
in the context of individual programme objectives and characteristics. The
framework would comprise different support mechanisms at different project
stages, including:

— At the programme planning stage — considering project requirements to

ensure sustainability, clarity on evaluation requirements, and engagement
with potential sustainability influencers.

— At the project application/pre-application stage - ensuring sustainability

issues are emphasised in initial communication and engagement processes,
deciding what is required to sustain the programme and its projects and
developing practical examples/models of potential sustainability routes for
projects.

— During the project implementation stage - ensuring sustainability features

as part of project monitoring and reporting regimes, offering advice and
support on how projects can best evidence their work, ensure that any
formative evaluation work includes an assessment of the potential for, and
progress towards, sustainability, and providing networking and other
opportunities for projects to learn from each another.

— At project/programme completion stage - taking steps to consolidate the

lessons across programme areas and engage with potential sustainability
influencers, requiring projects to ring-fence funding to support final
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dissemination and sustainability efforts, and ensuring project and programme
evaluations include sustainability in their remits.

The establishment of a common framework, from which specific steps can be selected,
based on programme objectives and contexts, means that it is possible to build upon
previous experience of effectiveness. The framework allows appropriate approaches to
be selected on the basis of perceived need, and modified as programme experience is
assimilated

However, in proposing a framework approach to supporting sustainability, we are
aware that our knowledge of the approaches planned for the new programmes is
incomplete, and that elements of our proposals may already be in place, and that the
potential costs associated in supporting sustainability, particularly some of the more
intensive approaches identified, may be considerable.

The final recommendation is that decisions around programme level support must be

made in the context of overall programme investment and the potential ‘added value’
or ‘return on investment’ expected to result from the support offered.

SN :
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INTRODUCTION

GHK Consulting were commissioned in June 2006 to undertake a short research study
into the approaches followed by the Big Lottery Fund (BIG), and earlier by New
Opportunities Fund and Community Fund, to promote the sustainability of grant funded
activities. The study was based on the review of programme evaluation and other
research reports commissioned by BIG, enhanced through a series of interviews with
BIG staff and a sample of other grant funding agencies and others involved in
supporting the charitable sector in the UK and USA.

Study Aims and Objectives

The aims of the study were to review the approaches followed by BIG to support the
sustainability of the activities it funds, and identify potential ways in which sustainability
could be encouraged further. These aims sit within a wider organisational context: first
to help contribute towards the development of an ‘intelligent funding’ model?, and
second to inform the development of the new programmes. More specifically, the
invitation to tender set the requirement for the study to:

= |dentify the approaches followed to support project sustainability — including the
programme and project-level factors which influence the likelihood of
sustainability, and if differences in approaches exist by programme and country.

= Identify the emerging impacts of these approaches — in terms of any early
indicators of sustainability reported in existing evaluation reports.

= Develop an understanding of the key circumstances and factors associated with
effective project sustainability — including project, programme and external
factors, as well as the circumstances where sustainability is less desirable.

= Explore the steps taken by BIG to support and enhance the sustainability of
projects funded by it — and identify further steps which could be taken.

= Examine the approaches followed by other grant-making bodies which have
been found to be effective, to allow learning from steps taken elsewhere.

The study was intended, therefore, to examine the indicators of sustainability and not
to assess evidence of the achievement of sustainability. It was, however, intended to
inform a further, large scale study into the impacts of BIG and sustainability, which
would include direct contact with projects and may have sharper focus on the
achievement of sustainability.

Study Context

BIG was created in 2004 by merging the New Opportunity Fund and the Community
Fund, and is responsible for distributing half of all National Lottery good cause funding
across the UK. It is committed to ensuring that Lottery funding provides the best
possible value for money. It has made more than £6 billion available to initiatives with
national, regional and local partners from the public, voluntary, charity and private

2

Fear, W. J. (2005) High Reliability Organisations: lessons for funders? Cardiff: Fforwm Cyllidwyr Cymru /

Wales Funders Forum.

30253019
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sectors, with a further £2.3 billion to be distributed between 2006 and 2009. BIG has a
particular focus on combating disadvantage and improving the quality of life in
communities, by supporting appropriate, effective and sustainable responses to
identified need.

In fulfilling its objectives, BIG must achieve a series of complex and interlinked
balances between supporting innovation (and the accompanying risk of failure) and
ensuring the sustainability of the investments it makes. Given the range of policy and
practical areas covered by BIG’s programmes, a wide range of potential approaches to
supporting sustainability are possible, with the invitation to tender highlighting
measures including the requirement for match funding, encouragement of partnership
working, provision of networking opportunities and learning events, and the contracting
out of programme-specific support packages. In addition, BIG has consolidated
previous approaches and the opportunity exists for previous practice and experience to
influence steps taken in the new programmes.

Definition of Sustainability

The invitation to tender defined sustainability as ‘the continuation of the benefits and /
or activities of projects once BIG funding has ended. It is viewed by BIG as the
longevity of projects and their benefits. This definition is necessarily wide, given the
range of activities supported under BIG, and the variety of ways in which their work or
their positive impacts could be continued. The range of potential impacts that could be
sustained included, for example:

= The continued use of facilities provided as part of capital investment projects.
= New services developed and delivered with BIG funding.
= The use of skills developed amongst project beneficiaries and project staff.

= The establishment of new, or strengthening of, existing partnerships and other
collaborative working arrangements.

= Sustained behavioural change amongst individuals — such as for children and
young people regarding their consumption of healthy foodstuffs.

= Contributing to the body of knowledge on effective approaches to meeting a
range of needs — even if this knowledge was not utilised immediately.

Even from the list above it is clear that capturing the potential range of sustainability or
‘legacy’ effects poses challenges at both programme and project levels.

Study Methodology

As described above, the study focussed on the identification of achieved sustainability
and progress towards sustainability, as recorded in programme evaluation reports.
The limitations of this approach were recognised from the outset. Most important was
the reliance on reported findings, but also the fact that many of the programmes
examined were in the latter stages of delivery at the time of study. In addition, the
timing of the final evaluation reports reviewed, namely at the end of the funding period,
meant that evidence of achieved sustainability was likely be limited.

To enhance the findings of the document review a programme of qualitative interviews

was also undertaken, which included BIG staff (programme managers, policy staff and
country representatives) and interviews with other funders and those engaged in
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supporting fundraising to explore their approaches to promoting sustainability. The
methodology comprised four stages:

Stage 1: Project Commencement — featured an inception meeting and a
briefing session with BIG staff, the development of an analytical framework for
use in the document review and the development of a series of checklists for
use in the qualitative interviews.

Stage 2: Document Review — featured the review of BIG’s evaluation reports
and associated documentation to identify sustainability issues. Some 111 BIG
reports were reviewed, across a range of programme areas and including both
final and interim stage reports, which in some cases allowed steps towards
sustainability to be followed. The reports reviewed as part of the study are listed
and summarised in Annex .

Stage 3: Qualitative Interview Programme — following the document review, a
series of qualitative interviews were undertaken with BIG staff and with other
funders. A series of checklists were developed for use in these interviews,
which were undertaken by telephone or face to face, and which appear as
Annex Il of this report. Participants in the interviews, who are listed in Annex lll,
included:

— BIG programme managers — five programme managers were interviewed,
across the main programme areas, to identify approaches to supporting
sustainability and the barriers and challenges facing projects.

— BIG country and policy officers and other policy staff — to review the
approaches followed in the four UK countries and identify any differences
between them.

— Staff in other funding bodies — to explore approaches to promoting
sustainability and key success factors. The initial approach was to review
other funders’ documentation to establish a sample of five organisations to
contact directly. However, as documentation on sustainability was found to
be limited, a total of 13 organisations were contacted and 15 individuals in
these organisations were interviewed. The organisations contacted are
described in Section 4.

Stage 4: Reporting — featured the consolidation and analysis of the study
findings, and the production of the draft final report.

Report Structure

The rest of this report is structured as follows:

Section 2 describes the approach followed and the findings from the document
review.

Section 3 provides the findings from the interviews with programme managers,
policy staff and country and policy officers.

Section 4 describes the findings from the interviews with other funders and
organisations with an interest in grant funding activities.

Section 5 sets out our conclusions and recommendations.

The report also contains three annexes:

‘G‘H‘K‘ 1



Sustainability Research — Final Report

= Annex | provides a list of BIG reports reviewed, and the headline coverage of
each.

= Annex Il provides the checklists used in the qualitative interview programme.

= Annex lll lists the BIG staff who participated in the qualitative interviews.

30253019 ‘G ‘ H ‘ K ‘ 12
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THE DOCUMENT REVIEW — APPROACH AND FINDINGS

Introduction

This section describes the findings from the review of programme evaluation and other
BIG documents, which underpinned and set the context for the qualitative
consultations with BIG staff and other funders. The review aimed to identify examples
where sustainability (however defined) had been achieved, or progress made towards
it; the factors that increased the likelihood of sustainability being achieved; and the
challenges and barriers faced by projects.

The Review Methodology

Before describing the findings of the document review, the analytical framework that
provided a structure for the review and the conceptual model of sustainability which
underpinned it, are introduced.

A Model of Sustainability

The document review and the qualitative interview programme were based on a simple
conceptual model that captures the key generic steps in the achievement of
sustainable projects and outcomes. The model, and the steps within it, is provided
below as Figure 2.1.

Figure 2.1: Simple Model of Sustainability/Mainstreaming

Influencers

'Pull’ Component Adoption/Utilisation

Assessment/Review

|

Engagement

Dissemination

I

Evaluation

'Push' Component
Review

Project

‘G‘H‘K‘ 13



2.2.2

30253019

Sustainability Research — Final Report

The model suggests that achieving sustainable outcomes will depend on the active
involvement of both projects and potential ‘influencers’, namely individuals in a position
to sustain project benefits, for example by providing funding for continued delivery or
by adopting the lessons learnt to inform policy and practice. Within this model ‘push
and pull’ stages can be identified, where:

= Projects robustly review and evaluate their activities (to identify elements of their
approaches worthy of continuation), document and provide evidence of their
effectiveness, and engage with/disseminate findings to potential ‘influencers’.

= Influencers receive information from, and enter dialogue with, projects before
deciding whether, and how, to support the sustainability of the benefits reported.

Clearly this model presents a simplistic view of the processes surrounding
sustainability, although its fundamental principles apply to the main types of and
mechanisms for sustainability under BIG. It points to a series of underpinning and
commonly recognised principles for effective sustainability, namely:

= Establishing a strategic approach to promoting sustainability at the programme
level — based upon the consideration of sustainability from the outset.

= Developing sustainability plans - commonly including deciding which aspects of
projects should be sustained, and how this will be achieved.

= Reviewing progress towards projects’ sustainability plans — and where possible
and appropriate offering support at programme level to achieve these aims.

At the same time, the model suggests a series of challenges and potential barriers to
sustainability, which may exist despite the best efforts of the project, and include:

= Access to resources to support sustainability — most commonly funding for
continuation, but also including access to community resources or to potential
influencers of policy and practice.

= The perceived ‘value’ of the project/elements of their approach as perceived by
the potential funder/influencer, as well as evidence of the continued need for the
service in question.

= Practical considerations associated with time limited funding — including staff
turnover as projects approach completion, the imperative for grantees to
progress to the ‘next opportunity’, and limited time for effective reflection.

In devising the analytical framework used in the document review, care was taken to
ensure that these underpinning principles, and challenges and barriers, were
considered. In addition, to ensure a range of potentially ‘softer’ benefits were captured,
evidence of benefits such as the continued utilisation of skills resulting from project
activities, qualitative improvements in the efficiency and effectiveness of collaborative
working and changes in behaviours and organisational cultures was also considered.

The Analytical Framework and its Application

The analytical framework was designed to provide a systematic analysis of the
evaluation reports in terms of the various aspects of sustainability. The framework is
provided in summary form as Figure 2.2 below.

‘G‘H‘K‘ 14
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Figure 2.2: Summary Analytical Framework

Early indicators and contra-indicators of sustainability

Response and impact to these indicators

Approaches to sustainability

Outcomes and outputs attached to each

Encouragement of sustainability

B

Through dissemination, influencing and engagement

Impact of differential access to resources, balance of ‘hard’ and ‘soft’

Differences between sectors within which projects are based

a2

monies, leverage, external factors and policy priorities

Evolution of partnerships and collaborations, sustainability of
projects and / or impact, influencing policy and practice, achieving

Achievement of sustainability

B

cultural change and the development of knowledge

Including the impact of design of evaluations in allowing valid

The role and impact of evaluation though life of projects

B

conclusions to be drawn about sustainability and the ways in

which their findings are used to maximum effect.

The framework also encapsulated a series of recognised key success factors for
effective sustainability, to identify their presence and influence. In an attempt to
capture the breadth of potential sustainable benefits, the framework also considered
the outputs and outcomes achieved by projects, as well as the steps contributing
towards achieving sustainability.

The framework was piloted through a series of initial document reviews, and ‘first draft’
reviews were checked by a different team member to ensure a common and coherent
approach was followed. After this, the framework was used on a three stage basis:

Firstly, an initial scan of priority documents and available final reports was
undertaken, to ‘pilot’ the framework and assessment approach and to identify
initial indications of sustainability.

Secondly, each document was reviewed first to identify references to
sustainability, and again in more detail when appropriate references were found.
This process also allowed a ‘longitudinal’ view to be taken where final and
interim reports described steps towards sustainability, as well as allowing
approaches and pro and contra indicators to be identified. In total, 111
documents were reviewed, as listed in Annex I, which also provides the headline
findings for each.
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= Thirdly, the detailed document reviews were analysed to identify the key
messages for, approaches to and evidence of sustainability. At this stage, any
differences in approach to supporting sustainability between England, Scotland,
Wales and Northern Ireland were identified and recorded.

Where final programme evaluation reports were available these were reviewed first,
followed by any interim reports, to attempt to ‘track’ the development of approaches to
sustainability.

Before describing the findings of the document review, it is important to recognise the
methodological considerations that influenced them:

= The coverage of the review was inevitably constrained by:

— the extent to which sustainability featured in the individual evaluation reports,
which as described below varied considerably both by programme and
chronologically (i.e. between interim and final reports).

— the timing of the final evaluation reports, often produced while the programme
was still operating, and the absence of any ‘follow-up’ element, meant they
referred to ‘progress towards’ rather than ‘achieved’ sustainability. This
meant that actual evidence of the success of projects’ sustainability
approaches was rarely available.

— the evaluation reports being based on samples of projects, rather than more
comprehensive audits, so limiting coverage. This also meant that
sustainability was examined at the level of the project rather than for the
programme as a whole. In addition, discussions on the variations between
projects were rare.

= The extent to which different ‘aspects’ of sustainability or examples of
‘continuing impact’ were identified varied, but reports rarely described the
breadth of potential legacy effects that would perhaps have been expected.
Indeed, the reports rarely provided a definition of sustainability to set their
findings in context, or described the extent to which sustainability featured in
their remits.

These considerations aside, the findings of the document review are set out below.

Findings from the Document Review

The document review provided a range of information around the issue of
sustainability, in terms of progression towards sustainable outcomes or factors that
encouraged or hindered the achievement of sustainability - in whichever form
sustainability is achieved or sought. However, before going into the details of the
document review, it is useful to briefly discuss the coverage of sustainability across the
evaluation documents reviewed. The 111 documents reviewed covered 26 funding
programmes (12 of which had ended by the time of the document review), seven
research reports and seven thematic reports drawing lessons from programme
evaluations.

Coverage

Annex | provides details of the coverage of sustainability in the reports in terms of:
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=  Whether sustainability was mentioned in the evaluation report(s) as being a
central part (and/or objective) of the programme and its projects.

=  Whether sustainability formed part of what was examined in the course of the
evaluation and how it was addressed in the report(s).

=  Whether there was evidence of sustainability and, if so, evidence of what.

Sustainability was a key element in the programmes’ objectives / intentions in three
quarters (20) of the 26 programme reports. However in a slightly larger number of
reports sustainability is a central element of the evaluation (22), and the issue was
monitored throughout the course of the programmes.

Even where sustainability was an element of the evaluation throughout, there was
sometimes a shift in what was being defined as sustainability as the programme
developed. In some cases the circumstances surrounding a programme necessitated a
shift. In the case of Healthy Learning Centres (HLCs), mainstreaming was an
aspiration of the programme from the outset. Later in the programme’s life different
models of sustainability, including through a social enterprise route, were considered.
Usually where programmes re-focused their objectives, in line with emerging
challenges and changes, evaluations have attempted to capture this.

Perhaps surprisingly, the fact that sustainability was a central element of a programme
did not necessarily reflect the importance placed on it in the evaluation reports.
Conversely a small number of reports discussed sustainability even though it was not a
central element of the programme. This may, in part, reflect the fact that it was one of
the values of the New Opportunities Fund. Usually this meant it was there as a
‘hidden’ concept, referred to in relation to longer-term developments and impacts.
There were many instances where the reports contained references to potential
indicators of longer-term impacts/outputs/outcomes/concepts that may subsequently
have been sustained.

This serves to illustrate one of the challenges of attempting to obtain a balanced
picture of what was sustained or sustainable from a review of documents where this
was not covered in a systematic way and where there was no systematic approach to
its inclusion. When there were indicators of sustainability in reports on programmes
where sustainability was not a key issue, it was difficult to assess whether it was part of
a plan, which may not have been explained or explored in the report, or if it had
emerged spontaneously. This raised the question of whether sustainability might
sometimes have been regarded as an outcome that ‘will be determined when / if it
happens’, which could indicate a lack of strategic thinking in relation to sustainability. It
was not possible to reach a firm conclusion on this on the basis of the document
review and the limited evidence from it.

Accepting BIG’s understanding of the term ‘sustainability’ in terms of the longevity of
projects and their benefits, it was evident from the review that this covers a wide range
of outcomes. Nevertheless it is possible to categorise them into seven main groupings:

= Sustainability of an approach/concept trialled through a programme as
opposed to sustainability of the programme itself, as with Living with Cancer and
Do it for Real.

= Sustainability of partnerships, either for continued delivery of a service or as
an end in itself. Here, the emphasis is on the development/improvement of
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multi-agency working in addressing social issues such as on the Out of School
Hours Learning (OOHSL), CALL ICT Content and Positive Activities for Young
People (PAYP) programmes.

Sustainability through building capacity within organisations/community
networks, particularly as an important precursor of delivering a programme’s
objectives, such as with the Scottish Land Fund, Transforming your Space
(TYS) and Countryside Communities programmes.

Sustainability of a product/service/programme through further funding and/or
integration into the statutory sector, which under-pinned OOSHL and CHD
Stroke and Cancer programmes.

Sustainability through sustainable infrastructures, for example as a result of
social enterprise or the creation of employment opportunities such as Scottish
Land Fund, CALL ICT and TYS programmes.

Sustainability through alignment with local priorities/national policy which
usually focuses on getting the service or idea mainstreamed, as with Green
Spaces and Sustainable Communities (GSSC), Activities for Young People
(AYP) and Out of School Hours Childcare (OOSHC) programmes.

Sustainability through long-term impacts on attitude/behaviour, usually
targeted on improving social or health related behaviours as with Splash Extra,
AYP, PAYP, Do it for Real programmes.

The next step in understanding how sustainability had featured in BIG's programmes
was to attempt to understand what lay beneath these broad categories by addressing
the important questions of ‘how’, ‘what’, ‘why’ and ‘why not’. On this basis, the findings
of the document review are structured as follows:

Progress towards sustainability, including models and approaches to achieving
sustainability.

Encouraging sustainability in terms of external factors and factors that contribute
to achieving sustainability.

Contra-indicators of sustainability in terms of challenges and barriers to
sustainability.

Progress towards Sustainability

Whilst evidence of sustainability was limited, inconsistent and diversely reported, the
programme evaluations presented useful information on the steps that take a project
towards the goal of sustainability. By looking into how some programmes have
progressed towards sustainability and / or sustainable outcomes, we have been able to
identify a set of approaches that represent a degree of success. These are:

Early identification of aims and subsequent monitoring.

Fit with government priorities.

Efforts to make lasting improvements to partnerships.

Distribution of knowledge capital throughout the lead/host organisation.
Building organisational capacity.

Ability to attract funding.
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= Acquisition of capital equipment.
=  Flexibility/re-focusing.
= Planning for mainstreaming.

= Determining exit strategies.

Early identification of aims and subsequent monitoring

It did appear that having sustainability issues incorporated into the planning of the
project from the outset meant that stakeholders and projects focused on the need to
devise longer-term strategies. Not surprisingly this appeared to be most evident in
projects where the overall aim was to develop a sustainable product, service or
approach, where planning for sustainability was an inherent part of project delivery.

An example of where this has happened is on Fair Share, an initiative targeted on the
development of sustainable communities and the voluntary sector. The planning and
monitoring which took place was linked both to the imperative to incorporate
sustainability issues from the outset and to the fact that the programme was testing an
approach. Similarly in the case of CHD, Stroke and Cancer, the objectives were to
reduce the risk of chronic heart disease, stroke and cancer and improve access to high
quality services and facilities. The fact that most projects have been successfully
embedded into existing structures reflects the extent to which activities and objectives
were aligned from the start.

CHD Stroke and Cancer

Successful approaches to sustainability can already be picked up from the earliest of project
activities, where potentially sustainable working practices and/or infrastructures were already
emerging. The focus across the three countries where the programme operates has been on:

= Increasing service capacity through early moves to improve co-ordination, standardising
referral processes and the involvement of the voluntary sector.

= Improving and maintaining quality standards by ensuring equal access to ‘user friendly’
information, agreeing the use of specified clinical guidelines, and introducing training
initiatives.

= Developing and nurturing partnership arrangements between service providers,
between users and providers and between community groups.

An equally rigorous approach to planning for future sustainability is found in the
development of the Living with Cancer initiative. While the final report highlighted that
sustainability was achieved through partnerships, continued funding, greater capacity
and improved skills across the sector, the programme evaluation demonstrated clear
planning for, and monitoring of, sustainable outcomes which were then achieved.

Living with Cancer

From the application process, the programme clearly sought to fund / encourage:
=  The involvement of local communities in the design and delivery of projects.
=  Projects that took account of those living with social disadvantage.

=  The involvement of volunteers in projects.

= Projects which added value or complemented services, rather than those which could
compete with existing services.

30253019
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=  Projects with a clear focus and which had measurable and achievable targets .

= Projects which developed local partnerships, especially between the voluntary and statutory
sectors and / or adopted an innovative approach.

Furthermore, the evaluation monitored throughout the following aspects:
= How far the initiative succeeded in meeting its overall aims.

=  The success of a sample of projects in delivering their aims.

= The factors that influenced success.

= The extent to which the initiative contributed to meeting its aims in relation to social
inclusion, sustainability and partnership working.

=  The evidence of linkage with local and national strategies.

While a strategic approach to planning can be linked to achieving sustainability, further
evidence that sustainability was indeed part of the initial planning of projects was
limited. But once again it is important to recognise that the evidence was based on
evaluation reports, so it is possible that there was a myriad of other examples of where
sustainability was part of the planning process but which were not then examined.

Fit with national and local government priorities

The Lottery distributors worked with a range of government departments to use their
funds to address disadvantage and social exclusion, as well as to meet its priorities,
particularly in relation to health and education. While this was clearly not the case for
all programmes examined it was possible to determine a relationship between the
extent to which programmes fitted with national and local policies and the support,
although not guarantee, which this afforded towards sustainability. .
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A good example was the AYP programme in Northern Ireland (NI) and the fit with the
priorities of the NI Alternative Education Service and the Careers Service, as well as
other key policies which put planning for individual children at the centre. This allowed
the AYP initiatives to gain a much higher profile as well as access to strategic planning
and delivery partnerships across NI.

Similarly from 1997 there had been grants in England for OOSHL schemes and
activities which engaged children and young people in voluntarily extending their
learning beyond the school day. Indeed, OOSHL shifted from a peripheral position in
government education policy to become increasingly central to the strategy for raising
educational standards and from 1999 BIG made over 12,000 grants to schools to
support out-of-school hours activities. By 2001, a survey by Education Extra
(unpublished) showed that 80 per cent of LEAs in England had an officer with full or
part-time responsibility for this work. By 2004 some LEAs were fusing the role with that
of the Extended Schools Co-ordinator and many more were integrating the activities
into their provision.

Finally, another scheme that was able to ‘fit" with local and national strategies was the
home care schemes under the Palliative Care programme. Over the past twenty-five
years there has been increasing recognition of the importance of palliative medicine
and an increase in service provision. This has happened alongside concerns about the
inequity in the provision of palliative care services available to patients. Many of the
programme’s schemes that were set up to provide ‘hospice at home services’
benefited from policies which included each PCT having a palliative care strategy in
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place along with additional Government funding, promised in the National Cancer
Plan.?

Efforts to make lasting improvements to partnerships

In their report to BIG on maximising the impact of grant making, Leat and Kumar®
recognise that sustainability is rarely, if ever, in the gift of any one agency. A linked,
but distinct, indicator was the extent to which projects were able to establish good
working partnerships and a number of project evaluations provided very clear evidence
of how robust partnerships contributed to the sustainability of projects. In fact, it is
probably the most common, and in many ways the most powerful, sustainable outcome
picked up throughout programme evaluations.

It is however important to distinguish between two aspects of partnership improvement
and development:

= Those that were shaped and sustained as a means to an end, where developing
a partnership was an essential step in the delivery of the programme’s service /
project (for example with HLCs).

= Those that constituted an end in themselves, as on programmes where a key
objective was to develop sustainable partnerships (for example Fair Share and
PAYP).

Partnerships as a means to an end: Partnerships will, of course, depend on the
nature of the programme and intended user groups. It is nhow expected that the
statutory and voluntary sectors will work together. Many projects within the Living with
Cancer programme entered into local partnerships with the voluntary and statutory
sectors, allowing the development and diversification of their services, and by so doing
made it more likely that they would continue. The HLC programme was designed to
improve health and reduce inequalities in health through local community action.
Based both in health and in local communities, they were well positioned to contribute
to discussions about the shape of future services and to the establishment of a role
within them. The evaluation reports on the HLCs identified the key role that they played
both in bringing partners together and then allowing the partners to clarify future
boundaries and roles. In the Brass for Barnsley programme the evaluation concluded
that the encouragement given to the development of a more inclusive approach to
partnership made an “important contribution to sustainable and long-term change ...
and (was) likely to enhance the sustainability of partnership working in the longer
term’.

The Palliative Care programme evaluation recognised that even when projects were
embedded into existing structures, their survival depended on their ability to nurture
partnerships between providers and user groups. However the same report highlighted
the time required for staff from different professional backgrounds or organisations,
with different cultures and management structures, to get to know, trust and work with

3 Department of Health (2000). The NHS Cancer Plan: a plan for investment, a plan for reform. London:

TSO

4 Leat, D. and Kumar, S. (2006) Investing in our Programmes — maximising the impact of grant making.
London: Big Lottery Fund
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each other. Partnerships that are imposed and created in haste can be vulnerable, as
was all too evident in those created between the AYP programme in England and the
newly created Connexions service. The Call programmes, on the other hand, produced
some of the most successful partnerships because they were allowed to develop
through negotiation before the partnership structure was finalised. Such partnerships
can sometimes then take on a life of their own. On the PAYP programme, for example,
the evaluation found that the partnerships that had developed had led to gains which
were unrelated to PAYP.

Partnerships as an end in themselves: The Better Off programme in Scotland was
an example of how improved multi-agency working was seen to be key to achieving
sustainable and holistic services to people affected by substance misuse. The
programme was developed and delivered in partnership with Scotland's Drugs Action
Team network that then helped to facilitate future work. The evaluators concluded that
in many cases the legacy was likely to be a more integrated approach to project
development, with some stakeholders believing that mainstreaming the ethos of Better
Off was more important than the survival of individual projects themselves. The
programme had in fact acted as a catalyst for improved joint working that it was hoped
would lead to the development of projects reflecting this approach.

Partnerships and networks are often considered a cornerstone for successful
community development and are generally viewed by rural stakeholders as effective
means of implementing community projects and achieving shared goals. No doubt
influenced by this, as well as experiences drawn from other programmes, Transforming
Your Space (TYS) projects in Scotland were urged from their inception to work in
partnerships in order to maximise the possibility of sustainability. The Countryside
Communities initiative also emphasised this as the determining factor required to
establish and maintain sustainable communities in rural areas.

Distribution of knowledge capital throughout the lead / host organisation

The document review confirmed the importance of ensuring that ideas, good practice
and acquired knowledge are not lost and that they are disseminated through
organisations as widely and as effectively as possible. While this is important in itself,
future sections highlight how this is also an essential part in the development of
organisations’ capacity.
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The evaluation of the Better Off programme found that much of the projects’
knowledge resided with individual staff rather than being spread across the Drug
Action Team, which meant that there had to be a great deal of re-learning when new
staff were appointed. There were very few examples encountered during the review of
situations where a conscious decision had been taken to counter this. On Fair Share
projects, for example, building knowledge and capacity through workshops, visits and
role-playing was regarded as a key to their future. Concerns identified on the People’s
Network programme that often a small number of individuals held all the knowledge
capital and organisational learning on projects, led one organisation to adopt a plan to
redistribute the knowledge capital across the organisation through management and
workforce development. Similarly a recommendation from the CALL ICT Content
evaluation was for the development of a network to support projects planning for the
future for the future and provide support for more effective transfer of expertise and
experience between organisations, across programmes and sectors, before the
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lessons learned during project implementation are dissipated by staff movement and
organisational change.

But where it did not happen...

CALL ICT Learning Centres offered applicants the opportunity to test more flexible
learning and community engagement opportunities in order to demonstrate their
potential to be mainstreamed. While some projects found ways to extend and build on
their service in order to access more funding, many projects found they were as unable
to fund flexible, proactive learning at the end of the CALL programme as they had been
before they got the funding. As a result, the successful formula CALL had supported
was lost at the end of the funding.

Building organisational capacity

The issue of capacity building is critical to continuation both in terms of whether
capacity has been built during the project but also whether it is used and maintained
afterwards.
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Phase one of the evaluation of the Community Fund’s Grants for Large and Medium
Sized Projects found that the gap between well run and chaotic organisations was very
wide and recommended that BIG invest in helping applicants establish quality control
systems and other aspects of organisational development. The form that this might
take would depend on the nature of the programme and project, the existing resources
and the type of project. The review confirmed the importance of capacity building,
particularly on innovative projects and where community organisations were central to
the delivery of project activities. It also confirmed that having a critical mass of staff and
/ or volunteers to develop supportive relationships and contribute diverse skills and
new knowledge was fundamental to sustainability. While this was evident to some
extent in all programmes, two best illustrate its significance.

In Do it for Real capacity building across organisations was one approach to ensuring
that projects continued from year to year. Youth Hostel Association (YHA) staff
reported that their involvement with Do it for Real had a positive impact on the
organisation and on themselves. It had helped raise their profile, particularly with
young people who would not normally have considered becoming involved with the
organisation. While this was not always easy, staff felt that they had learned a great
deal which would inform the future YHA provision. By working with the range of young
people over the course of the summer, YHA staff reported that they had developed
skills and techniques in dealing with difficulties such as inappropriate behaviour,
challenging attitudes and prejudices. They also felt that they had gained personally
from taking part in the programme, particularly in building the confidence required to
provide high quality pastoral care and guidance, sometimes in difficult circumstances.

Similarly, across Living with Cancer projects staff working on these projects thought
they had acquired or developed a wide range of skills that would stand them in good
stead in the future. In a number of BME communities, the initiative had contributed to
the development of experienced scheme managers, who might otherwise never have
had similar opportunities.

But it is also worth considering the challenges faced by the Fair Share initiative in
attempting to build the capacity of organisations. The programme was focused on
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opening up access to Lottery funding for disadvantaged communities and improving
their capacity to take advantage of the money available. But it was found that grants
were sometimes too large for some groups that did not want to employ individuals or
take on responsibility for a major project and that there were some groups that did not
want to grow or take on bigger projects. On the Countryside Communities Initiative,
stakeholders welcomed the focus on capacity building within the voluntary sector but
they did not believe that sufficient additional resources had been made available for
this to be done effectively.

Ability to attract funding

The ability of an organisation to attract funding will contribute to immediate security and
longer-term sustainability. Projects and programmes adopted different approaches to
this. Sometimes the very fact that a Lottery grant had been received attracted in further
funding. However, it was evident from the document review that additional funding was
rarely the only factor which contributed to a project’s sustainability. Similarly, in some
circumstances attracting funding was identified as the only goal when other outcomes
in relation to sustainability had not been achieved.

PAYP funding, for instance, was used to generate larger pots of money or support in
kind and New Opportunities for PE and Sport (NOPES) funding allowed projects to
lever other funding. But this approach did not work for the HLCs. The Lottery grant
had mobilised additional resources from partner agencies, in the form of additional
funding, premises, seconded staff and facilities, which might not otherwise have been
available. But as the years went on this did not continue at a level necessary to secure
their future. When some OOSHL schemes encountered similar problems it was
suggested that they should establish an organisation that was separate from the
school and which would act as the service provider. One rationale was that while many
funders might expect OOSHL to be provided out of a school's core budget, if this were
not possible they may respond more readily to an approach from a separate
organisation. Another argument was that there would also be those who would not
fund a school-based activity on principle, but who may give to a linked organisation as
long as it had a distinct identity and purpose.

Not surprisingly, in some instances sustainability was synonymous with grant funding
and fund-raising, especially in more deprived areas. This was the case for many
OOSHC clubs. According to the evaluation 60 per cent of clubs funded under the
round three programme based in disadvantaged neighbourhoods were submitting
further funding applications compared with 38 per cent of those with ‘average
catchments’. However 62 per cent of the ‘average’ clubs were looking to charge higher
fees compared with 30 per cent of the others. Fundraising events, however, were a
feature of 42 per cent of clubs wherever they were situated. In BIG’s examination of
how it made large grants to small organisations, the recipients’ biggest concern was
what would happen when the three-year grant ended.

Acquisition of capital equipment

Purchasing capital products implies a degree of permanence and a lasting contribution.
However the contribution it makes to sustainability is most evident on projects where a
premise, a facility or machinery is the key product. But if it is to prove to be sustainable
plans must also be in place for its future maintenance.
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The Scottish Land Fund programme is one of the clearest examples of how
sustainability was linked to capital investment, as described below.

The Scottish Land Fund

The Scofttish Land Fund's aim was to contribute to sustainable development in rural
Scotland by assisting communities to acquire, develop and manage local land or land
assets. The fund, administered by Highlands and Islands Enterprise in partnership
with Scottish Enterprise could be used to support three types of projects:

= Planning and preparation of bids to acquire or manage land and land assets.

= Acquisition of land which could involve large areas of land on which communities
intend to undertake a range of management and development projects. It could
also involve smaller plots of land for environmental or recreational uses.

= Land development projects which could include initiatives to develop land,
investment in management of natural resources, infrastructure developments to
meet local servicing needs, and the provision of facilities with clear economic and
social benefits.

In some cases there was an attempt to formalise an arrangement in an attempt to try to
secure sustainability. The People’s Network was a capital based programme that
contained various attempts to build in future proofing, such as setting a relatively high
bandwidth and replacing out of date computers. While it was not possible to hold the
head of a library service responsible in the long term for capital replacement, a
statement of intent was required and there was a high expectation that once a service
was running it would be very difficult for local authorities to take it away. The TYS
evaluation evidences the differences in interpretation that emerged across country and
project boundaries. For example, in England it was assumed that local authorities
would maintain playground equipment, while elsewhere it was clear that this would
require continuing community participation. This reflected the fact that in England TYS
was run by local authorities that had nominated specific projects, whereas this was not
the case in Scotland and Northern Ireland.

Flexibility / refocusing

Although sustainability should be addressed early on in the project, indeed from the
application stage, the review showed the importance of flexibility as a route to
strengthening impact and ensuring sustainability. Not only does this help to address
external counter-factors that can emerge throughout the life of a programme, but it
also promotes openness to emerging opportunities for sustainability.
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Maintaining a degree of flexibility was a key recommendation made in the evaluation of
the OOHSC programme. On this programme one approach adopted by clubs in
Somerset and in Northern Ireland to attract participants was to make clubs an
extension of existing playgroups. This led to increased demand and take up of
playgroup places which were then able to subsidise the launch of the out of hours
school club. A similar shift to meet need was evident on Better Off projects where, in
the first year, almost a quarter had to change their services to meet client needs. The
evaluation concluded that this demonstrated a healthy level of innovation and
adaptability focusing on client needs and helped to identify what did not work.
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Flexibility was even identified in the Fair Share evaluation as being a key factor for
future Lottery programmes wishing to make relationships at the local level. It was made
clear that it was not enough to identify one type of local institution and expect it to work
in the same way in each place. While local bodies, such as Local Strategic
Partnerships, local councils and voluntary groups will always need to be contacted,
their engagement and contribution will vary, which will impact on the shape of projects
and the decisions they take. This message also emerged from the evaluation of
Palliative Care. While most projects had been embedded into existing structures, their
ability to innovate and be flexible made a significant contribution to their sustainability.
This included their ability to nurture partnerships between providers and user groups,
review their practice and focus on the special needs of deprived communities.

Planning for mainstreaming

Mainstreaming is the term generally used to describe the process of transferring policy,
good practice or activity into the core of mainstream service provision, including where
activities originally supported under non-mainstream funding receive mainstream
funding. In reviewing the documentation different approaches to attempting to achieve
mainstreaming emerged, as did its linkage to policy priorities, national practice, and the
extent to which there is a statutory body to mainstream into.

30253019

On the OOSHL programme interesting ideas were developed in relation to
mainstreaming. These included the intention for summer schemes in Blaenau Gwent to
be included in the LEA’s School Improvement Plan, and moves towards obtaining
accreditation through the National Youth Agency. In some cases school budgets were
seen as a route into mainstream activities, while elsewhere this was perceived as
making a scheme potentially vulnerable if there were unforeseen demands from the
main school curriculum.

And neither was mainstreaming always a linear process. In Northern Ireland
Barnardo’s had been working with ten primary schools and one secondary school in
Belfast on OOSHL projects. Both Barnardo’s and school staff made the suggestion that
the provision should be ‘mainstreamed’ in some way, so that it would become an
entittement for all young people. Senior scheme staff lobbied the Department of
Education in Northern Ireland (DENI) to adopt the scheme and the Minister of
Education seemed to recognise the potential when he agreed to sustain the provision
until longer-term funding was found. The scheme was re-launched in September 2002
under its new name ‘Learning Together. At that time, Barnardo’s applied to the
Children’s Fund for three years of funding, but when they were unsuccessful they
continued to look for other sources.

There was also evidence of national variations reflecting different emphases and
policies on mainstreaming, as well as of the role played by the value that this can add.
The UK wide evaluation of AYP, for instance, found that activities and practices
developed through the programme in Northern Ireland and Wales were more likely to
be mainstreamed than those in England. This was mainly the result of the fact that
service delivery in those countries was more flexible and tailored to local needs, but
the fact that England already had a very established local infrastructure and services in
place through Connexions was no doubt significant. But it is also important to
recognise the diverse agendas that can exist across the projects within programme
areas. In TYS, for example, it varied from a focus on who might maintain the newly
installed playground equipment to identifying how to maintain community participation
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in the long term. As a result it will sometimes be necessary to identify the parts of
projects that work and which are worth sustaining or mainstreaming. The evaluation of
the OOSHL programme did, in fact, contain a recommendation that where full-scale
sustainability was unlikely, schemes should identify the parts of their provision which
could be continued and then decide how that should be funded.

Determining exit strategies

Despite the fact that the majority of applicants are required to specify their exit
strategies, they were rarely examined in evaluation reports. Exit strategies are plans
that detail a project's options for the future after the project funding ends and while, of
course, specific to individual projects they should perhaps be shaped by plans for
sustainability. BIG’s exit strategies are linked to plans for grant completion and ending
its relationship with projects rather than to sustainability. But without an appropriate exit
strategy designed to leave something in place when the programme ends, there is the
risk that knowledge and good practice will be lost. In some cases projects’ route to
sustainability was through transferability. All the programmes contained practice that
was replicable to some extent, as was evident in the attention paid to mainstreaming.
However failure to understand and communicate good practice can impact in its
transferability and potential for mainstreaming. Whilst communicating evidence of ‘what
works’ is important, understanding what it is that works and how it can be translated is
a crucial step to supporting sustainability.
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On the Living with Cancer programme over 40 BME grant schemes were examined in
the course of the evaluation. They varied considerably: some were of a very limited
duration and designed to produce a specific output, such as a single piece of
information; others were funded for three years and then closed and others were
mainstreamed. But the point made in the evaluation was that most succeeded in
reaching groups which had previously been excluded or marginalised by standard
cancer services. Their exit strategies had in fact provided the vision that guided their
development. Cancer organisations had embraced many of the schemes but even
those where it had never been intended that they should survive had left a legacy. This
was in terms of resources, such as translated materials and cancer directories of local
services and improved partnerships between sectors and professionals.

There were indications that projects may well lack an understanding of what an ‘exit
strategy’ is and the extent to which it requires an early consideration around what
needs to be measured and monitored throughout the life of a project. At the time when
the evaluations had been conducted there was a great deal of uncertainty around
some programmes which was linked, in part, to the absence of exit strategies. At the
time when the case studies were conducted during the evaluation of HLCs, most had
not developed their exit strategies, which meant that sustainability and mainstreaming
has not been built into the development process from the start. Similarly the
evaluations of both Fair Share programme and Transforming Waste (TW) recorded the
absence of exit strategies. As far as the former was concerned it was recommended
that the programme give serious consideration to what was needed to ensure future
development and progress and on the TW programme that there should be a closer
scrutiny by BIG of the funding of these strategies.

However it is not always an easy task. The management team of PAYP was faced with

a difficult problem in developing an effective exit strategy. Sustainability would have to
be assessed in terms of influencing young people’s attitudes and thereby affecting their
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lives in the long term. This would mean judging success against soft outcomes. Soft
outcomes are results that projects achieve but which cannot be measured by
traditionally recognised indicators, such as transitions into employment or education.
Any exit strategy would have to be based on the needs of the individual engaged with
the projects and would depend on evidence of distance travelled which programmes,
such as PAYP, found difficult to accumulate.

In some cases projects, rather than programmes, found it easier to talk in terms of ‘exit
routes’ rather than sustainability. For example where OOSHL provision involved
coaching in a particular sport, the projects would be informing participants about how
they could develop their skills further through joining local sports clubs that ran youth
sections. The same was also true for music, dance and drama activities. Some
projects that had used non-school sites, such as environmental centres, thought that
the initial exposure of young people to these locations would encourage them to make
use of the facility as individuals in the future. This meant that on both PAYP and
OOSHL, as elsewhere, while the intentions were clear, the ways in which these would
be measured were not.

Encouraging Sustainability

While the above section described how programmes have progressed towards
sustainability, there are several significant factors that appeared to encourage
sustainability, namely:

= Tight project management/business planning.

= Greater integration of universal and specialist services.

= Dissemination of projects’ progress.

= Additional validation.
Examples were sometimes difficult to discern, partly as their influence can be more
subtle and elusive, but also due to the fact that they will often occur at project level and

may have become diluted amidst the vast amount of data discussed in the programme
evaluation reports.

Tight project management / business planning

The evaluation of the OOSHC programme refers to Gatenby’s (1998) finding that
management ability is a significant factor in determining sustainability, although a
number of programme evaluations draw attention to the need for more ongoing
assistance with business planning and management. Programme planning requires
clarity and coherence through setting clear and unambiguous goals and objectives,
alongside recognition of the time required setting up and embedding delivery. In
reviewing the evaluation documents, examples of successful practice emerged.
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The Do it for Real pilots tested an approach to project management and development
which proved successful in helping to develop clear messages, establishing the
demand for a programme of this type, as well as testing the capacity of providers to
meet this demand. Given that the essence of Fair Share is the development of support
projects that make a sustainable impact on the lives of people in disadvantaged areas,
it is not surprising that Fair Share was most successful where local partners were
intensively involved in the planning process, but less so when local priorities and
project plans diverged. The early evaluation of the endowment element of Fair Share
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found that good sustainability-driven approaches, including needs analysis, were
essential in ensuring that projects were able to address the deficit. The TW programme
evaluation refers to the variable extent to which projects had a ‘business plan’ as a
basis for delivering the objectives and ensuing long-term financial sustainability. It was
also pointed out that not all projects had taken up the offer of business support. Some
may not have been aware of it but others reported not feeling confident or comfortable
using it.

But project management and business planning require review and adjustment. Only a
quarter of the OOSHC clubs evaluated were initially run as small businesses, but these
were more likely to anticipate making a profit within one or three years. This was
reflected throughout the evaluation where clubs with a business plan were more likely
to make a profit with the eventual conclusion that a business orientation impacted on
sustainability, as did a more realistic approach to their fee structure and collection.
The evaluation, in fact, found one childcare partnership had commissioned a business
health check of all its OOSHC provision, which showed that the majority of clubs did
not understand what needed to be in place, although the recommendations from the
health check were designed to address the knowledge deficit.

Greater integration of universal and specialist services

Where projects acquire specialist knowledge about specific client groups or techniques
they are able to develop a niche and a capacity in relation to working with mainstream
services. At the highest level of service integration there will be joint-planning and
management arrangements between agencies and perhaps some pooling of resources
to meet joint aims. The advantage of this approach is the potential to drive a demand
for which a programme/ project has the specific skills to respond. This is a way of
encouraging sustainability by complementing mainstream delivery and, in many cases,
enabling mainstream services to meet their targets.
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Both CALL and the HLC programmes were designed to fit into a wider public sector
provision, to which they were expected to add value and expertise. Unfortunately, a
series of counter-indicators (outlined below) and miscalculated approaches (such as
lack of communication from the lead organisation) meant that both programmes
experienced difficulties in achieving this ‘fit'.

On the larger Better Off projects, integration of services ranged in scale from loose
networks that communicate with one another and refer clients informally, through
formal referral and information sharing arrangements, to aspects of joint-working in the
shape of shared client assessment procedures and jointly funded premises. Although
the intention of the programme is to lead to the integration of projects into mainstream
services, it provides a good illustration of the advantages of adopting a diversified
approach to this. While mainstreaming still remained uncertain, the programme had
sufficient ‘eggs in its basket’' to be able to optimise its chances by showing it could
respond in different ways.

On the Palliative Care programme the integration of universal and specialist services
also proved to be key to encouraging sustainability. The second year evaluation found
that the services had diversified considerably as a result of the additional funding. In
addition to new services, the evaluation identified fresh approaches to service delivery,
the extension of existing services to new client groups and the development of new
partnerships. In addition to responding to rapidly evolving national policy contexts, the
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evaluation also was placing an increased emphasis on tailoring services to local
conditions, and meeting hitherto unmet or under-served categories of need.

Dissemination of projects’ progress

It is known that early stage dissemination of a project’'s progress is a key success
factor in support of an effective exit strategy. Regular dissemination of materials and
presentations to partners and other agencies helps to raise and maintain awareness of
a successful programme, project, approach and/or outcome. However good a service
might be it is unlikely to be mainstreamed if it is not visible. If a project comes to the
attention of the national and local policy audiences at an early stage it means that
there is time to lobby for support.

By working with leaders from across the community and building the support of broad
constituencies projects can also contribute to their future survival. Fair Share, for
example, was well publicised through the local press and television covering visits from
the local MP and others. Similarly the importance of local champions of childcare for
OOSHC projects, located in areas of disadvantage, was particularly significant. These
clubs were very unlikely to reach a position of sustainability on fees alone and required
the support of an advocate who could make the case for continued support. Project
and programme champions with overall responsibility for projects, as in the local
authority or school staff in OOSHL, can play a significant role in securing future
provision, as can those with financial and political clout. Strategic partnerships can also
raise the profile of projects and help with mainstreaming, as where local authority staff
were able to convince elected members that the OOSHL activities were contributing to
the achievement of local authority objectives. The project ‘champion’ approach was
also reported as being followed under TYS, where its positive impacts were noted.

Additional validation

Some form of external validation supported claims for continuation. The review, in fact,
showed how evaluations can also provide similar validation. While the notion of
‘additional validation” was related to dissemination on some projects and programmes,
it was also linked to increased motivation to achieve and become exemplars of good
practice.
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In this respect the OOSHL programme is a good illustration. Where OOSHL projects
received Quality in Study Support (QiSS) status, it proved that they were carrying out
their functions efficiently and effectively. The fact that they could also play a role in
nationally recognised bodies such as the Extended Schools Forum and ContinYou
strengthened this view and made the work more attractive to funders, to partners and
added to the work’s sustainability. Although Ofsted inspections also found that the
quality of the provision for out-of-hours activities was good in four out of five schools, it
pointed to ways in which it could be strengthened. But in recommending that schemes
could improve their activities by making them integral to the aims of the school through
planning and development, auditing pupil needs, involving pupils, parents and the
community and monitoring their impact it sent the message that the activities were
worth sustaining, albeit in a more robust form.

Evaluations can also provide a degree of validation. One OOSHL sports programme

involving the local authority, local sports clubs, schools and private companies,
collected and interpreted statistics on child health. They showed a significant reduction
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in obesity and poor child nutrition since the project began, providing evidence to
support applications for further funding. It fitted with similar national evaluations which
were being conducted and added to the arguments being made for its continued
support.

Contra-Indicators of Sustainability

It appeared from the review that there were negative factors that constrained
effectiveness and challenged future sustainability, many of which were anticipated at
the outset of the study. The important message here is that negative factors are not
always the result of a programme’s actions or lack of strategic planning. Indeed, as
examples below illustrate, there were cases where external factors have posed serious
challenges to sustainability. For some it would have been difficult to find a solution
within the life of the programme. These challenges are very often linked to location, as
well as to the recruitment and retention of skilled staff and the development of effective
partnerships. Some challenges emerge throughout the life of a programme such as
change in the policy landscape or a shift in expectations. These are difficult factors for
a programme to anticipate at the start. But there are also internal factors such as a
failure to address a management deficit or to plan for seasonal cash shortages, which
should not be difficult to identify yet, if not dealt with, can threaten the survival of a
project.

While every programme and project can be said to have experienced a challenge or
barrier at some point, the main contra-indicators of sustainability were found to be:

= Failure to establish key indicators and collect data to evidence effectiveness.

= Challenges of location.

= Timescales and targets.

= Failure to plan for sustainability.

= Recruiting and retaining staff.

=  Conflict of cultures / expectations.

= Failure to be mentioned in relevant key policy documents

= Conflicting priorities of national and local government.

= Restructuring and re-alignment of services

Failure to establish key indicators and collect data to evidence effectiveness

In some cases it seemed that real opportunities to add to the sum of knowledge in
certain key policy areas had been lost. The absence of initial thinking around what the
indicators should be and underestimating the role of monitoring in order to demonstrate
evidence of good practice or impact adversely affect the ability to show effectiveness.
Furthermore, failure to understand the type or level of evidence which is required may
mean a project is successful in its own right but unable to provide the evidence to
support good practice.
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While HLCs could demonstrate the contribution that they were making to their
communities, in terms of developing and improving local joint working and capacity
building infrastructures and improving the social capital, these were not the kind of
hard outcomes sought by those holding health budgets. Hence, while many HLCs were
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addressing current health targets, through providing opportunities for exercise, healthy
eating or generally raising awareness about healthy lifestyles, these were embedded in
a programme of activities with multiple and broad aims. HLCs further suffered from the
uncertainties and differences around indicators and a general lack of agreement on
how the effectiveness of HLCs could and should be measured. It left them unable to
demonstrate what they were achieving according to objective criteria and this meant
they were then unlikely to be funded by local statutory commissioners.

It was evident from the reports across the programme areas that the levels of
monitoring and evaluation of projects varied, especially in the quality of information
collected from participants. Given that future decisions, particularly about strategy and
programming, would be based on evidence of ‘what works’, there were few successful
attempts to prove effectiveness. There was too much reliance on soft evidence, rather
than on more valid, systematic evidence by which to judge the effectiveness of their
provision. In some cases, as with the programmes targeting the reduction of crime, the
available data would be drawn from a number of sources and subject to a range of
influences. Nevertheless it would have been useful to see an attempt to work towards
resolving this, rather than relying almost exclusively on anecdotal evidence.

The programme evaluations also varied in their approaches. The nature of the defined
task and the fact that the evaluators were usually appointed once the programme had
started meant the evaluation process was laid on top of, rather than integrated into,
planning. In some cases it would obviously have been useful to test programmes by
more rigorous methodologies. The Five a Day programme was a good example where
a random controlled trial would have tested the effectiveness of the approach.
However, it would have been impossible to adopt that degree of rigour without
integrating the evaluation from the planning stage. While BIG supports programmes
primarily to achieve benefits rather than produce experimental evidence, the fact that it
has supported a number of innovations on a scale not seen elsewhere means that
there is the possibility to produce robust evidence within ethical and equitable
boundaries. °

The ability or inability to be able to provide robust evidence will impact on the ability of
some projects to secure future funding. A number of evaluations referred to projects
where staff had such a strong belief in what they were doing, and in its impact, that
they thought that in itself should be enough to attract further funding. However, those
who would potentially be providing continuation funding might well want more evidence
than this subjective opinion. Because some programmes focused on broad target
audiences and user groups and / or failed to adopt a significant user needs approach,
their ability to show impacts was severely constrained. But unless it is possible to
monitor the progress against aims and objectives for targeted groups, it remains
difficult to associate input and outcome, to prove success and argue for continuation.
Yet there was little evidence of attempts to address this by trialling innovative methods
to capture change.

The challenges which then faced projects in demonstrating their effectiveness, in terms
which would resonate with those who could potentially provide future support, was

° Oakley, A. (1998a) Experimentation and Social Interventions: a forgotten but Important History
British Medical Journal 317 1239-42 and Oakley, A. (2000) Experiments in Knowing; gender and
method in the Social Sciences, Cambridge: Polity.
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particularly evident on the HLC, Do it for Real and AYP programmes. Some English
AYP projects did not address the needs of young people most in need because some
workers found engagement with them too difficult. The evaluators of the programme
pointed to the disparity between the objectives and the measurements. On this
programme, as on others, there was a general failure to collect the kind of robust data
that would then allow them to show ‘added value’. This is particularly significant in
view of the fact that ‘added value’ is a key factor in achieving sustainability. AYP was
targeted at young people to support their learning through active adventure, improve
their life skills and social skills, increase awareness of own learning skills and support
the development of community and social values. However, little was done to measure
these, and sustainability was discussed in terms of the impacts on capacity building for
providers. Equally, the broad aims adopted by the Do it for Real programme created
difficulties in monitoring the effectiveness and measuring impacts. Many of the
outcomes set for the programme were related to perception, and as such, were difficult
to measure. In the end monitoring was confined to the targets set for providers: the
total number of participants and ensuring that 20 per cent of participants came from
low income groups.

In some cases, an attempt to apply a more rigorous approach would have been
defeated, or at least severely hindered by, projects’ early difficulties. Even where
specific target groups had been identified within the original grant proposals, in many
instances it took time to locate these groups or individuals and then to identify their
specific needs before tailoring and delivering a service to them. In CALL ICT Content,
for example, it was not clear from the survey returns whether the socially excluded who
had been the target of the programme had been addressed specifically in marketing
and promotional activities or, indeed, in the evaluation exercises.

Challenges of location

One of the most significant threats to the sustainability of some projects was the fact
that they were based in rural and / or disadvantaged locations. Small and dispersed
populations did challenge the viability and sustainability of services. Furthermore, there
is a clear correlation between rural locations and the high level of dependency on
grants and time-limited public funding, which tended to reinforce the limited capacity to
develop, progress towards and achieve sustainability.
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Some OOSHL and OOSHC projects had to cope with the fact that low population
density in some rural areas meant children had to be collected from a large number of
schools and the schemes’ survival was then threatened by transport costs. The cost of
using taxis and minibuses made significant demands on budgets and gave rise to
discussions around how fares should be shared by all users. In addition the demand
for out of school childcare was very variable in those rural areas where disposable
income was low and employment was seasonal, which contributed to the difficulty
attracting sufficient numbers of children. But even where there was no shortage of
clients other difficulties emerged. Despite the fact that Better Off projects were
successful at attracting clients in rural areas and that the biggest increases in new
clients entering treatment was within more rural areas, it was still disproportionally
more difficult to get the projects integrated into strategic and delivery partnerships

Programmes operating in deprived areas also faced challenges. Here a large

proportion of the population was unemployed parents, who did not need the consistent
childcare offered by OOSHC. Although the clubs provided part-time care, they relied
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on a majority of parents paying full fees or they would need another source of income.
As in rural areas in Scotland and Wales, there were few large businesses prepared to
fund existing or future schemes, which meant that their future was defined solely in
terms of being able to attract money from a local authority or other funder.

However, there were also programmes which set out to tackle these types of
challenges. The Scottish Land Fund programme was one. It was based on the
investment of resources to encourage the regeneration and redevelopment of
communities. Although it was possible to see elements of sustainability emerge in
individual projects, factors related to location continued to throw up major difficulties.

Timescales and targets

Though an important factor that can hinder the progression towards sustainability, this
aspect has to be treated with some care. This is not only because many of the findings
appeared to be very subjective, but the excuse of ‘not enough time’ can often blur the
real causes behind the problem. While timing, timescales and meeting the targets
embedded within them are important contributing factors to building sustainability,
often it was the timing of activities within the timeframe that challenged projects.

Inevitably, in some cases timescales were simply too short to be able to embed
practice or judge performance. In fact, CALL: Digital illustrates how the achievement of
complex and ambitious outcomes were expected within a very tight timescale, and a
relatively unrealistic scaling of activities had, perhaps, already doomed the outcomes
before delivery had started.

Several Better Off projects referred to the time required to develop client-centred
services and build relationships with partners. These activities take a much larger
percentage of resources in a short-term project than in one that has longer term
funding. Sometimes, simply underestimating the time needed for the initial set up can
have long-term implications for projects’ sustainability.

But in some cases long lead in times meant that projects were set up under different
circumstances than those under which they had been planned. For example, in some
OOSHC facilities there was a marked difference between expectations of take up and
the reality. Clubs attributed the fact that demand did not match what they had
expected, in part, to the long lead-in from carrying out their market research to making
the application to finally get the club started. Several managers mentioned that they
had lost parents who had made alternative arrangements in the meantime. In Fair
Share often there was little continuity between the open grant and the endowment
areas. Even projects that had expected to move from open grant funding programmes
to endowment funding had been disappointed because of the timelag in getting the
endowment funding operating. Here again, a miscalculation had much wider
consequences than just providing a quick catch-up solution to compensate for the time
lost.

Failure to plan for sustainability

It was evident from programme evaluations that sustainability was not always
addressed at the outset, and references referred to the failure of projects to plan for
sustainability. As the opening section emphasised, early planning is integral to
sustainability. Conversely, the failure to plan represents a significant threat.
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There were projects that never got round to planning for the future. On many OOSHL
projects, for example, sustainability was found to be more of an issue from the mid-
point of schemes onwards and in some cases it was never considered. According to
the evaluators many providers did not have an appropriate understanding of planning
and how it would fit with future survival, and there were also some smaller OOSHL
schemes that did not expect to survive beyond the end of funding. These schemes saw
their service as a finite provision, and although they were required to produce
sustainability plans in the penultimate year of funding, they were not seen to reflect
what would really happen.

The TW evaluation actually reported that it was not the aim of all case study projects to
be self-sustaining. Although they were required to set out a sustainability plan at the
application stage there were those that did not think their plans were feasible or stood
any chance of being put into effect. While this was not considered a problem by the
evaluators, who had accepted that not all projects would be sustainable, there was no
evidence of how projects planned to go about measuring their key success factors,
which were to provide outreach, raise awareness and influence attitude. While it
cannot be assumed that every project will survive, the confusion and uncertainty
around sustainability plans, and around planning in general, undermines the chances
of success.

Recruiting and retaining staff

Difficulties with staff recruitment and turnover also had consequences for the viability
and sustainability of projects. They threaten projects’ ability to build capacity and retain
knowledge, skills and know-how that are crucial when progressing towards and / or
seeking sustainability.
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On the children’s Palliative Care programme 260 new paediatric posts were created in
a very short period of time. Not surprisingly, the recruitment problems that resulted
meant the start of many projects were delayed. Similarly HLCs faced difficulties in
recruiting staff with the appropriate experience to work with, and support, local
community groups and smaller voluntary organisations. As is generally the case in the
voluntary sector, schemes found that they were competing for a limited pool of workers
where the alternatives offered longer hours, better rates of pay, more accessible work
places and more secure employment. For example, in two locations these problems
led to serious delays in the start up of OOSHC clubs. The early evaluation report
discussed the impact that this might have on parents’ willingness to use and to rely on
a club if they felt it was not going to continue or if it was going to operate at a reduced
level.

A number of programme evaluations contained reports of the confusion that
surrounded the end of some projects where uncertainty over the future threatened the
continued loyalty of both staff and users. The nature of short-term contracts has
serious implications for the ability of programme areas to maximise the learning and
knowledge creation that has taken place, which was particularly evident on CALL ICT
Content. Here, many organisations faced significant challenges in sustaining the
developments made possible under the CALL ICT Content programme, and in living up
to the newly created expectations of their users. This was a particular challenge for
those organisations that relied on short-term contracted staff to deliver the projects, or
those without consistent and adequate recurrent funding.
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An over dependence on specific volunteers also threatened the survival of some
projects. For example, the evaluation of OOSHC described a club where the children
of the originating committee were about to move to secondary schools. The committee
members were then going to resign which meant that without replacements the club
would close, despite having a waiting list.

Conflict of cultures / expectations

Although there were many examples of successful partnerships across programmes, it
was obvious that partnership working was damaged by conflicting agendas amongst
local agencies. Projects were often operating in a difficult and competitive funding
climate. Organisations and agencies, which might have provided further funding, faced
competing demands and even deficits of their own. The fact that most programmes
need to develop consortia working in the delivery of projects only reinforces the
challenge of conflicting expectations.

It is also important not to under-estimate the time needed to build consensus and
establish working relationships. In areas where groups felt pressurised into
partnerships with organisations not of their choosing and with different objectives and
ethos there was the potential threat to sustainability from a real or perceived lack of
ownership. For example on the AYP programme in England one of the key variables
was the stage of development of Connexions, which was a new service and still
negotiating its relationships with other partners.

The CALL ICT Content programme evaluation described the range of problems that
can arise when projects feel forced into arrangements and relationships:

CALL ICT Content

In many cases the resentment felt by many project teams about being ‘coerced’ into
consortia with other organisations not of their own choosing, and for reasons not
always consistent with their own objectives, survived project implementation. The
consortium process (which should be seen as distinct from collaborating with local
partners of the project organisations’ own choice) appears to have had the following
negative effects for a significant number of organisations:

= Contracting with the statutory sector — i.e. continuing delivery as providers to the
sector.

= Unwelcome delays in implementation to accommodate consensus-building and
time-tabling of joint activities.

= Increased bureaucracy, staff time and administrative pressures, particularly for
lead organisations; which offset, in many organisations, any potential or actual
savings elsewhere that might be due to economies of scale.

= Compromises decisions over, for example, choice of content and themes, choice
of technology and web designs, that were felt to have had unsatisfactory results.

The major disadvantage of consortia forced on agencies for projects’ sustainability was
the inherent danger that ownership was compromised and there was little commitment
to the future.
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Failure to be mentioned in relevant key policy documents

A policy change or re-alignment can have significant consequences for the survival of
projects. Even though they may be important in contributing to certain objectives they
can still be sidelined by policy objectives that emphasise different priorities.
Furthermore, failure to be mentioned in a policy document poses considerable
challenges to those programmes using an integrated approach to service delivery and /
or seeking sustainability through mainstreaming.

This was clearly the case with HLCs, whose evaluation suggested that the approach
taken by them was too broad to fit within one policy area, which led them to risk falling
between different policy agendas. Many HLCs adopted a strategic role in their local
areas by attempting to exert influence to benefit their clients. The case study HLCs
were found to be engaging with their communities in addressing their needs, helped by
the involvement of representatives from traditionally hard to reach groups in
management and planning. This may account for the fact that while HLCs entered into
service level agreements with the statutory sector, local authorities were more likely to
be funding them at the local level than PCTs — although this may also reflect their
limited visibility at a national level. Indeed, while HLCs fitted with local priorities to
provide joined up/seamless services, this was not apparent nationally where they were
not referenced in policy documents on public health or community capacity building.

Conflicting priorities of national and local government

In a previous section, we already highlighted that it was possible to determine a
relationship between the extent to which programmes fitted with national and local
policies and the success and survival of projects. And while it was evident that
contributing to government priorities was a factor that helped a programme/project to
progress towards sustainability, the point was made that it was not a guarantee. The
document review found examples of programmes and projects caught in the cross-fire
between policies and suffering as a result. Even though projects and programmes may
make an important contribution to certain objectives they can find themselves sidelined
by policies that emphasise different priorities.

At one point the policy direction from the DfES was to provide residential courses for a
wide range of young people, based on the assumption that these were beneficial. In
response BIG expanded the Do it 4 Real programme and devised a range of outcomes
or benefits that should result from young people’s participation in Do it 4 Real courses.
However the nature of the policy direction and the short timescale for implementation
meant that the rationale for the link between the activities supported and the desired
outcomes had not been well developed.

Policy also shifts, evolves and is moderated over time. For example, during the
evaluation of OOSHC it was suggested that their future could be threatened by a
priority and policy shift from childcare provision and creation of places to early years
provision and development of services. Similarly, continued governmental commitment
in England to OOSHL, has to be balanced against the devolution of powers to LEAs
and schools who decide whether or not to continue or suspend OOSHL.

Restructuring and re-alignment of services
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One of the biggest threats to partnership working was the almost continuous re-
structuring and re-alignment of services in some sectors. This impacted on a personal
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level when individuals where uncertain about their agencies’ future, but also on the
willingness and ability of agencies to commit to and sustain partnerships.

24
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The future shape and sustainability of HLCs were undoubtedly threatened by mergers
and re-organisations in the health sector across the UK, as was the Living with Cancer
programme. Early evaluation findings described the difficulties that faced these
schemes as a consequence of instability. Here, as with other programmes, the
confidence of partners and staff was undermined, which only added to the threat.

Partner change on the CALL ICT Content programmes was a significant issue for
many projects. The projects experienced an extremely high level of partner shift and
change. As a consequence there was a loss of much needed skills and expertise, and
in time, a failure by agencies to take ownership of projects or plan for their future.

Concluding Comments

Although the review only allowed programmes to be explored through the eyes of
those who have evaluated them, it nevertheless provided an opportunity to draw out
the messages that they hold in relation to sustainability. The evaluation reports
provided insights into the experiences at the project level, and on the basis of the
analysis detailed above the factors that appear to contribute to the likelihood of
projects being sustained beyond the grant period could be identified. These can be
categorised into two groups: indicators that are present in the early stages of projects
and reflect the attention which is then being given to sustainability, and those that
emerge as the project develops. While their presence cannot be taken as a guarantee
that they will result in sustainability, they may act to map a route which projects should,
perhaps, be encouraged to take when approaching the question of how their work and
effort will be sustained or, at least, yield some lasting benefit.

Indicators that projects are addressing sustainability at an early stage include:
= Central to complementing and meeting national and local objectives.
= Potential to influence current local agendas.
= Involvement in creating and developing good working partnerships.
= Attention to building capacity within the organisation or community.
= Established planning and management procedures.
= Mechanisms for harnessing the lessons that are learnt as the project
progresses.

= Engagement in mobilising additional resources from the outset.

Indicators that projects are on their way to achieving sustainability include:
= Collecting evidence of what is being achieved.
= Disseminating information about the project.
=  Working with ‘champions’ and stakeholders to harness support.
= Adapting to changed circumstances.
= |dentifying what should be sustained (as well as what should not).
= Pursuing additional funding opportunities.

= Demonstrating potential to be mainstreamed.
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PROGRAMME MANAGER AND COUNTRY ADVISER
EXPERIENCES

Introduction

As the previous section described, the review of programme evaluation reports yielded
little information on the nature and effectiveness of the steps taken by BIG to support
the sustainability (however defined) of activities supported under it. Consequently, the
interviews with programme managers and country and policy officers provided the
opportunity to explore the different approaches followed by programme and country, as
well as exploring the potential barriers and challenges to sustainability.

As well as discussions with staff undertaken as part of the inception and briefing
meeting at the start of the study, an additional six programme managers were
interviewed following the document review. These interviews featured individuals with
responsibilities across a range of programme areas, including:

= Healthy Living Centres = QOut of School Hours
= Out of Hours School Childcare
Learning =  Building Neighbourhood

. Nurseries
= Transforming Your Space

= Transforming Waste " Palialive Care

= Living with Cancer
= CALL

= Green Spaces

= Activities for Young People

In addition, interviews were also undertaken with individuals with responsibilities for
BIG activities in England, Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland, with the aim of
identifying any differences in the approaches followed in their respective countries as
well as country-specific factors which might influence their effectiveness.

Defining Sustainability

As described earlier, the potential breadth of ‘sustainable’ activities across the BIG
programme areas is considerable, ranging from the continuation of services and use of
infrastructure to influencing individual behaviour and contributing to the body of
knowledge with the potential to inform practical and policy developments. Clearly the
potential for sustainability, and what this would consist of, would vary by programme
area — a fact reflected in programme managers’ views on the definition of sustainability
— and by the country in which they were located. Most commonly, sustainability was
defined as the continuation of service delivery and the continued activity of new
infrastructure supported by the programmes in question.

Occasionally distinctions were drawn between ‘economic’ (i.e. ensuring resources are
available to continued delivery) and ‘environmental’ (minimising the negative
environmental impact of any funded development) sustainability. However, broader
definitions were provided which covered the continuation of service provision to the
collection and utilisation of key lessons from the programme and projects supported.
For example, the AYP programme in Northern Ireland required detailed sustainability
plans to be produced, based around a series of questions that encapsulated potential
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sustainable effects ranging from continuation through to informing the body of
knowledge on practice.

While sustainability was commonly couched in terms of continued service delivery,
there was a broad recognition that the ‘mode’ of sustainability and the means by which
this was realised could vary. In terms of the delivery of services to individuals, it was
acknowledged that this could be realised through a variety of means, including the
continuation of delivery through the ‘funded entity’, to the adoption or absorption of the
approach by statutory service providers, or the influence of project delivery
experiences and learning on new service development or changes to existing
provision. As the approach followed for the HLCs, described below, illustrates, there
may be different ‘routes to delivering sustainability’, which will depend not only on the
programme in question but the local environment where it is based.

Key Challenges to Sustainability

Before exploring the approaches followed under the different programme areas and in
the different countries, programme managers’ and country and policy officers’
experiences of the potential barriers and challenges to securing sustainability were
reviewed. Again, the barriers and challenges described reflected the nature and
objectives of the programme in question, but also the country within which the
programme or project was sited, and between projects based in rural and urban areas.

The main challenges included:

= Changes in Government policy — where unforeseen changes in the policy
environment influence the potential for sustaining programme activities, and
alter the institutional context within which they operate. For example, in OOSCH
the programme was influenced by policy developments such as Sure Start,
Extended Schools and Children’s Centres. These influences could be positive
and negative — positive in terms of offering the opportunity to make links with
new and emerging structures, and negative in terms of competition effects.
Similarly, changes such as the restructuring of the health service which followed
the establishment of the Living with Cancer and Palliative Care programmes
also influenced potential sustainability, with projects having to both track
changes and engage with new and emerging structures to ensure their
continuation.

In addition, positive changes in fiscal policy, such as the introduction of the
Working Families Tax Credit, did not always have the positive influence
expected. In the case of OOSHC, parental reluctance to access the financial
opportunities offered, and concerns over making payments in advance reduced
the potential influence on possible fee incomes.

= Locallregional developments — changes in the policy environment and
delivery infrastructure at the local and regional levels could also influence the
potential for sustainability, particularly in terms of project continuation. The
introduction of new or revised local services with the potential to compete with
BIG-funded developments was also cited as a potential barrier to sustainability.

= Securing community involvement — the importance of the contribution local
communities can make to sustainable activities was emphasised by the
experience of the TYS programme, but also applied to other environment-
focused programmes.
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= Having time to plan — programme managers and country and policy officers
commonly described how competing pressures could influence projects’ abilities
to consider the sustainability of their work. This is particularly the case when
projects are experiencing slippage.

= Rural vs urban locations — both the evaluation reports and interviews with
programme manager and country and policy officers reported the particular
challenges to both project delivery and sustainability resulting from the
characteristics of their locations. Many of the challenges to delivery in rural
environments also influenced their potential sustainability, such as higher unit
costs, the need to allocate resources to transportation and the time implications
of travel to delivery sites, and difficulties of ensuring a scale or ‘critical mass’ of
delivery that allows for continuation.

= Sector of the grant recipient — where appropriate, the sector of the grant
recipient could also influence the potential to sustain their activities according to
a number of factors. Although not always strictly the case, the recipient’s sector
could influence their ease of access to funding, the degree to which they were
integrated with and ‘trusted’ by the local infrastructure, and the breadth of
capacity they were able to mobilise.

= Incompatible funding cycles — some country and policy officers referred to the
problems of working with other funding partners who had shorter funding cycles
which made it difficult to achieve shared buy-in to sustainability.

= Full cost recovery — while BIG had implemented full-cost recovery according to
Treasury guidelines, country and policy officers pointed out that not all funding
bodies were doing so and that this would have sustainability impacts on those
looking for another funder at the end of the grant period.

In addition to these ‘generic’ barriers and challenges, some more specific examples
were cited in terms of country and programme area. Interviews with individuals with
responsibility for programme management and policy in Northern Ireland, for example,
described a series of more specific challenges, which included:

= The lack of an assembly, which limited the potential for projects to influence or
be influenced in the absence of clear policy positions/directions.

= A dependency culture around grant funding — which could restrict projects’
perceptions of sustainability to identifying sources of grant funding for
continuation, a point also made in relation to Wales.

= The review of public administration which will lead to a major shake up in every
statutory organisation, and a reduction in the number of Health Boards and
Trusts and Education and Library Boards. This makes sustainability for projects
very difficult because a number of potential funders unable and/or unwilling to
commit to future funding.

= The presence of a complex and highly fragmented voluntary and community
sector — which combined organisations with UK-wide responsibilities with
smaller local organisations.

Respondents with responsibility for Scotland and Wales also identified specific
challenges, namely:

= The delays that occur because the Scottish Executive has to wait for the annual
Comprehensive Spending Review before it can set a budget for local authorities.
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= Large parts of Wales are amongst the poorest in Europe and qualify for
appropriate European Commission funding. This money is expected to decline
significantly, and as many voluntary organisations in Wales rely on European
funding this is seen as a significant threat to sustainability.

However, the view was also expressed that there could be benefits to projects from
operating in countries where the potential ‘influencer’ population was small, and where
the smaller number of projects being implemented could allow for engagement on a
more cohesive basis. This is one of the challenges that BIG has to face. It is a major
funder operating across the UK and engaged in supporting a huge number of projects.
How does it establish a model based on an apparent linkage between greater
engagement and increased level of sustainability?

More specific challenges were also identified amongst the programme areas covered.
For example, interviews with individuals associated with the HLC programme
described particular barriers and challenges in terms of:

= The availability of funding vs. expectation — there was an initial expectation
that BIG would set up a major test of delivering health services in a new way,
with funding from the statutory sector coming in once BIG’s input ceased.
However, structural changes in the health sector and PCT funding issues
meant that this did not happen (or at least to the scale initially expected).

= Delivery sector issues — while there has been a push to involve the voluntary
sector in health delivery, mistrust remains, despite BIG’'s efforts to help
projects make their case.

As well as the barriers and challenges described above, project managers and country
and policy officers were also asked if, in their experience, projects were equally aware
of: the objectives and requirements of BIG in terms of sustainability, their responsibility
to take steps to ensure sustainability, and their commitment to achieving sustainability.

In the majority of cases, projects were considered to be aware of the objectives and
requirements of BIG regarding sustainability, commonly through reference to
sustainability in initial application and other guidance, and in some cases reinforced
through monitoring visits and other supportive activities. However, not all projects
were considered to be equally clear on their roles and responsibilities in this regard.
This was considered to be particularly the case when projects were working alongside
or in partnership with the statutory sector, where a confusion of roles could exist, or
where a ‘grant dependency’ had developed which led to variable views of roles.
Similarly commitment to sustainability could also be variable — aligned to projects’
views of their roles and responsibilities.

An important factor in the achievement of sustainability was the extent to which
individual projects had the internal capacity, capability and access to the
necessary skills to achieve sustainability. While not all programme managers and
country and policy officers were able to comment, those that did recognised that
projects had not always had the right mix of staff skills to establish a route to
sustainability, and acknowledged that this had not been an area which had been
addressed directly in the support offered to them. In some cases, projects were reliant
on the skills, experience and ability to influence of their project co-ordinator, whereas
others were able to draw on resources and expertise from other parts of their
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organisations. Recognising this position, programme managers considered that
project capacity and capability were areas where more support could be provided, and
had featured in the development of subsequent programmes.

Supporting Sustainability

As well as providing insights into the actual and potential barriers and challenges to
achieving sustainability, the project manager interviews were the main source of
information on the practical steps taken by BIG to support sustainability. However, in
describing these steps it is important to recognise that:

=  While a number of common elements existed between programme types and
between countries, there were also considerable differences in terms of the
nature of the more intensive approaches followed.

= In many cases, approaches to supporting sustainability had developed over the
duration of the programmes, with interventions being introduced either as a
response to need or where resources were available to enhance the level of
support offered. This, in turn, reflects BIG's own lack of clarity in relation to
sustainability.

= While the breadth of programme coverage amongst the interview group was
considerable, it should not be assumed that the study was able to cover every
aspect of support offered across BIG’s programme portfolio. Here timing (in
terms of the stage that programmes had reached at the time of the study, and
the interviewees involvement with their programme areas), as well as individual
interviewees'’ recollections, influenced the breadth of coverage.

The approaches could be grouped as follows, and are described in more detail below:
= Initial awareness-raising - regarding the requirement to be sustainable.
= Planning for sustainability.

= Continued reinforcement of the importance of sustainability.

= Comprehensive support programmes.

Initial Awareness Raising

The most commonly reported ‘support’ for sustainability referred to steps taken at the
start of programmes to communicate the requirement for projects to produce
sustainable outcomes. This process took several forms, including:

= Reference to sustainability in programme promotion, application documents,
guidance materials and workshops to introduce programmes to potential
applicants.

= The requirement to outline potential sustainability routes in project applications,
which in some cases were considered as part of the application assessment
process. In the CALL programme, for example, applicants were required to
describe their potential future funding options, and the training required to
support continued delivery.
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= In other cases, projects were required to provide initial/outline sustainability
plans as part of their applications. This could include initial support through
grant officers around the application development process.

Each of the programme managers interviewed recognised the importance of building
in, or at least raising awareness of, sustainability issues from the outset. In Scotland
particularly BIG has moved away from the use of the term ‘grants’ and towards the
language of investment to reflect a commitment to sustainability and future
involvement.

However, there were differences of opinion in terms of the extent to which it is practical
to explore the achievement of sustainability at such an early stage in projects’ lives.
One programme manager described how early “crystal ball gazing” can annoy projects,
and that requiring too much detail early on risked de-valuing the importance of
sustainability if messages were not reinforced throughout delivery. This was reported
particularly with regard to the development of sustainability plans, as discussed below.

Planning for Sustainability

While not always present from the outset, most of the programme areas covered had
included the requirement for sustainability plans to be produced for the continuation of
activities beyond the end of BIG funding. The timing of the production of these plans,
their expected content, and support offered to produce them varied between
programme areas.

The variation in content and coverage of sustainability plans was largely dependant on
the nature of programmes and their potential outcomes. As an example, the
requirements of the AYP programme in Northern Ireland are described below — and
illustrate the breadth of sustainable benefits that could be considered.

Sustainability Plans — AYP in Northern Ireland

In the case of the AYP programme in Northern Ireland, a term was included in the grant
conditions, which required the submission of a detailed sustainability plan half way through the
funding period (i.e. 18 months into the three years of funding). The sustainability plans were
based around addressing the following questions:

= What are the projects’ plans/strategies for sustainability? — with a detailed description being
requested. If projects had no plan was in place, they were asked to explain why, and what
were the barriers to developing one.

=  Whether projects had been incorporated into local, regional and national strategic plans.

=  Whether the project had established links between other agencies - which provided some
surprising answers, in terms of the number of projects where no such links had been made.

= The extent of local community involvement in project design and delivery — and if this
involvement had promoted ownership and support.

= What were the projects’ evaluation plans? — to provide evidence to support the projects’
cases for sustainability.

30253019
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=  What training had project staff, volunteers or beneficiaries received? — to identify what would
be retained following the funding period, and how these skills could be used in the future.

= If projects were unsuccessful in their efforts to sustain themselves, what were their plans (if
any) for wind-down/exit strategies?

= What lessons had been learnt by the projects? — from programme-focused lessons to wider
learning to inform the ‘body of knowledge’ on effective interventions for young people.

Although follow-up work to assess the extent to which sustainability is achieved under BIG has
been limited, the AYP programme in Northern Ireland used programme under-spend to
undertake research beyond the funding period. Although still in draft form, the emerging study
findings suggest that projects had achieved/made good progress towards achieving
sustainability, either by securing funding for continuation, by absorption into statutory sector
activities or more general mainstreaming effects.

In addition to their content and coverage, the timing of the requirement for
sustainability plans also varied between programmes and over time, from pre-
application (i.e. as part of the application stage) to the last year of project funding.
Views differed on the most effective time to require plans to be produced - based on
projects’ abilities to accurately identify what is worth sustaining, the most appropriate
means of doing so, and establishing the necessary relationships needed for
continuation. The production of detailed and achievable sustainability plans at the
outset of programmes was widely considered to be unfeasible. There was more merit,
in the views of the interviewees, in projects outlining potential routes to sustainability at
an early stage, which both reinforced the importance of sustainability and could
influence the ‘shape’ of delivery and partnership approaches. These outlines would be
followed by the production of more detailed plans later in the project life cycle, most
commonly prior to the last year of funding, when such plans could be developed on a
more informed and realistic basis.

30253019

Need for, and Capacity to Produce, Sustainability Plans

In the view of one particularly experienced programme manager, the majority of BIG projects
needed some form of sustainability plan and guidance and support were often needed on how to
produce such plans and report progress against their implementation. Approaches to facilitate
this included support from grant officers, external support as in the HLC Development and
Support contract (described below) and the production of checklists and simple tools to
encourage projects to think more broadly about sustainability issues.

One important issue identified by the interviewee, and other programme managers, was the
difference between projects in terms of their ‘sustainability skills base’. Described previously as
a barrier to sustainability, different views were expressed on the specific skills needed to develop
and implement effective sustainability plans, and whether this influence varied between sectors.

While clearly depending on the programme in question, common ‘sustainability skills’ included
business planning, financial analysis and cash flow modelling, as well as evaluation and
communication skills. In addition, project managers’ ability to engage with potential funders and
influencers, and their perceived local credibility, were also key capabilities — in addition to strong
project management skills.

Differences were also described in terms of the sector of the grant holder in question, particularly
between the voluntary/community and statutory sectors. The statutory sector, despite in theory
being well placed to access funding for sustainability, was commonly described as being less
used to identifying, competing for and reporting on funding — an area in which the voluntary
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sector excels. As one interviewee described, the statutory sector is more “used to being
recipients of funds than acquirers”.

3.4.3
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Continued Reinforcement of the Importance of Sustainability

Although steps to raise awareness of, and the requirement for plans to realise, BIG’s
sustainability objectives are important, it was also clear that these measures alone
would not always be sufficient to ensure that these objectives were realised. Although
it was accepted that the elements required to achieve sustainability were often beyond
the influence of BIG, and so sustainability could rarely be ensured, BIG had a role to
play in ensuring that messages and practices to support sustainability were
emphasised throughout project delivery cycles. In addition, programme managers
recognised the competing pressures on projects to achieve their delivery objectives, as
well as progress towards sustaining their outcomes, were often challenging and that
continuous reinforcement could be beneficial.

Here programme monitoring approaches had a crucial role to play both in charting
progress towards, and stimulating efforts to encourage, project sustainability. The
inclusion of sustainability on the agendas for both formal and informal project review
meetings, and as topics in monitoring reports, served both reporting and reinforcement
objectives. In addition, project visits, either on a comprehensive or sample basis, also
allowed sustainability to be discussed in detail.

Again, the degree to which sustainability featured as part of project monitoring
processes varied both between projects and over time, with the view emerging that
BIG had learnt that sustainability monitoring was an important element in its
achievement. In the case of the HLC programme, attentions had focussed on
monitoring progress towards sustainability in the middle and latter stages of the
programme, alongside the requirement to produce specific sustainability plans. In the
CALL programme, sustainability plans were also required, with annual monitoring
reports including information on progress towards their implementation and on
important elements such as branding and evaluation strategies. To support their work,
the programme provided a series of seminars for projects, which included how to
report on sustainability, and the importance of “celebrating success” to support
mainstreaming efforts. In addition, programme under spend was used to fund capacity
development activities for grant holders, which also influenced their ability to find
effective ways of continuing their work.

A second element in the continued reinforcement of sustainability requirements is
staging of networking events for projects, which allowed the exchange of experience
and practice within programme areas. Although not followed in all programmes, these
events were considered to be helpful in identifying areas of difficulty and providing
appropriate support, as well as exchanging good practice and effective engagement
practices. In some cases, these events would include representatives of the
programme sector, to keep them informed of projects’ progress as well as facilitating
potentially useful links. In Northern Ireland, for example, programme managers and
grant advisers also attended ‘funders’ forums’, as an opportunity to “inform and
influence the influencers” as well as inform them of the findings from project and
programme evaluations.
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Comprehensive Support Programmes

The final group of approaches refer to more intensive programmes developed and
implemented to support sustainability. Although their potential was widely referred to
by programme managers, the approach followed by the HLC programme was most
commonly mentioned example. However, similar intensive approaches were also
described as being planned for new programme areas, such as the People and Places
programme in Wales (which also features support on applications, monitoring and
evaluation), as well as being considered for inclusion in the latter stages of existing
BIG programmes.

The Development and Support contract introduced to support sustainability in the HLC
programme was BIG’s first experience of providing intensive support to promote
sustainability. In England it is delivered through Accenture with the support of a
number of partners although similar arrangements are in place for its delivery in
Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland. It is funded through programme contingency
monies, and has been designed to respond to the complexities of promoting the
continuation of HLC projects. Around 75 per cent of HLC projects receive support
under the programme, the main elements of which are summarised below.

Healthy Living Centre Development and Support Contract

The programme has a series of stages, starting with a scoping exercise where data from
project monitoring reports (such as award size, spend, services provided, beneficiary numbers
and characteristics etc) is analysed to characterise the programme and its sustainability
requirements. Following this four ‘sustainability options’ are developed, namely:

= Closure — with an exit strategy to manage project close-down.

=  Becoming fully fledged social enterprises — i.e. generating continuation funding themselves.
=  Contracting with the statutory sector — i.e. continuing delivery as providers to the sector.

=  Being fully mainstreamed into the statutory sector.

Projects then select the option which is most appropriate for their particular circumstances, with
the sector of the grant holder being an influence but flexibility being encouraged.

Following the selection of options a series of initial workshops are held, featuring regional
networks of HLCs and facilitated by regional staff and health professionals. The workshops aim
to get projects to consider possible sustainability options, and feature projects undertaking
SWOT analyses, using tools to map themselves against the four options, and identifying any
service gaps. Following the initial events, a series of more specific workshops are held on
each of the potential options, with each being explored in detail.

The support programme also featured a Pathfinder element, where 15 HLCs received around 20
days consultancy support to develop their approaches to sustainability. The findings from the
Pathfinders’ experiences are shared across the programme, as well as providing learning points
for BIG itself. The programme also features an ‘early finishers’ exercise, to provide support to
projects who complete early.

The support programme is considered to be effective, based on the fact that it has been well
received by projects and has helped to build capacity within them. However, it remains too early
to assess the actual impact in terms of sustainability achieved.
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The Development and Support contract also included a series of additional steps to
promote sustainability, including a newsletter, a website providing information and links
to other sites, and a search function to identify projects. The ‘Healthy Living Alliance’
also provided post-funding support and comprising 190 HLC members; and a national
conference with 400 delegates. Although there was no requirement for sustainability
planning at the start of the programme, terms were added into later grants meaning
that for some planning for sustainability was included from the outset.

The experience of the Development and Support contract did influence the
development of later/new programme areas, with elements such as the workshop
component being considered more widely. However, as many interviewees
recognised, the Development and Support model would not be appropriate for all
programme areas, and can be particularly resource intensive in terms of consultancy
costs, BIG staff time and project involvement.

Concluding Comments

As this section has described, BIG projects face a variety of challenges and barriers to
sustaining their benefits and outcomes they generate. In many cases, these are
beyond the direct influence of BIG, although there are clear opportunities for BIG to
influence the potential for sustainability to be achieved, through the development of
projects’ capacity to plan for sustainability and to realise these plans.

In most cases, projects were considered to be aware of the importance of the
requirement to be sustainable, although they could be less clear on their roles and
responsibilities in this regard. Some face internal capacity and capability issues, while
others may be located in areas that inherently limit their sustainability potential. While
the range of programmes and grant holders supported by BIG makes generalisation
difficult, the requirement for support in achieving sustainability is clear, although the
approaches and their intensity may differ.

In reviewing the approaches to supporting sustainability identified through the
programme manager and country adviser interviews, it is clear that a variety of
measures have been introduced to programmes at different stages in their life cycles.
While the review above cannot claim to be exhaustive, it is likely to cover the main
steps followed, although their effectiveness cannot be evidenced beyond anecdotal
and limited research activity. To examine potential approaches to supporting
sustainability across a wider base, documents were reviewed and a series of
interviews undertaken with representatives of funding bodies (and associated
agencies) in the UK and USA. The findings of these reviews are described in the
following section.
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LESSONS FROM OTHER FUNDERS AND STRATEGIES

Introduction

While this study has focused on the steps taken by BIG to support the sustainability of
its funded activities, the experiences of other funding bodies were also explored to
identify examples of effective practice and, equally importantly, the principles
underpinning them.

A total of 14 individuals in 13 organisations were interviewed, each of which were
either grant funders or were involved in the process of funding the non-statutory sector
in the UK or USA. They were asked if they would be willing to discuss their
organisation’s approach to sustainability and share the experience they had gained.
The individuals and organisations interviewed are listed in Table 4.1 below.

Organisation and Country

Director of Operation, Heritage Lottery Fund

Independent fundraiser, USA and UK

Director, Baring Foundation, UK

Grants Manager, Scottish Community Foundation, UK

Director of the Carnegie Commission for Rural Community
Development, Carnegie UK Trust, UK

Director of Research and Evaluation, Juvenile Welfare Board, Pinellas
County Florida, USA

Head of Resource Development, Children’'s Board of Hillsborough
County, USA

Director of Research and Evaluation, The Kelloggs Foundation, USA

Director of Research, Joseph Rowntree Foundation, UK

Head of Child Protection Awareness and Policy Researcher, NSPCC

Senior Analyst and Donor Adviser, New Philanthropy Capital, UK

Former Director, Impetus Trust , UK

Head of Sustainable Funding, National Council for Voluntary
Organisations (NCVO) , UK

Given the very different and sometimes innovative approaches taken by the
organisations interviewed, this section is provided as a series of individual case
studies. These are followed by a number of questions raised by their combined
experience and of relevance to the possible future approaches under BIG.

The Experiences of Other Funders

The key points covered in the interviews with representatives of different funding
agencies are set out below.

The Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF) was set up by Parliament in 1994 to give grants to a
wide range of projects involving the local, regional and national heritage of the United
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Kingdom. HLF distributes a share of the money raised by the National Lottery for Good
Causes.

Since 1994, the HLF has awarded £3 billion to more than 15,000 projects across the
UK. The grants can be divided into three groups and attached to each are different
challenges and risks in relation to sustainability:

= Grants made to local authorities: While not without challenge, these grants were
seen to carry the least risk, partly due to the conditions imposed by HLF. For
example, in 1998 HLF identified public parks as an area in need of funding.
While HLF wanted to provide support it also wanted to make sure that there
would be continuation funding. It therefore required local authorities to provide
enhanced maintenance contributions for a ten-year period after the grant ended,
so ensuring the investment had in-built sustainability — although the risk
remained that any such commitment could lapse. While the lever that local
authorities might wish to apply to HLF in the future (and so will not want to be
seen to be defaulting on a pledge) remained, HLF also established a monitoring
mechanism to check on compliance after one, five and ten years.

= Grants to charities and trusts: Where the investment involves a capital project
HLF will usually also invest in an associated business proposition, such as a
shop or other facility, which should enhance sustainability. While sustainability
was considered less of a problem for some of the large charities with which it
works, HLF recognised that sustainability could be more of a challenge for
smaller bodies. While always hoping that sustainability would be achieved and
continuing to provide appropriate advice, it was important to be realistic as to
what could be achieved with the funds provided over a short period of time.

= Grants to small groups: These were seen as the riskiest group of grants in
relation to sustainability, especially as they were often given for a one-off activity
or event. The funding decision has to be based on a judgement that there are
benefits to others beyond the immediate recipients. In some cases such
activities would potentially have an element of sustainability, for example where
a local history project was seeking support HLF would expect the applicants to
explain where the findings would be lodged and if they had agreed an
appropriate format to ensure their future use. However in some cases the
activity would not have inherent sustainability, and any attempt to measure its
impact would require resources which outweighed the actual grant.

A very experienced fundraiser, who has worked in the USA, UK and Middle East,
emphasised that the prime driver for small projects is the need to obtain further funds.
She argued that because community development projects are usually located in
neighbourhoods facing a range of existing challenges, they require more time to
achieve sustainability than is often recognised. In her experience this may take up to
ten years rather than the typical three years for which ‘start-up funds’ are often given.
In her opinion, in choosing to fund start-up activities there must be a recognition and
acceptance of the fact that sustainability will be riskier, and that the funder should
commit to work with the grantee to find the resources they need to sustain themselves
if they prove that they are working.

Although the Director of the Baring Foundation recognised the strength of the

argument for staying with those who have been funded for a significant period of time,
the Foundation takes a different approach, which reflects the size of grants the
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Foundation distributes and the range of work it supports. The Foundation is a small to
middle size funder, established in 1969 and giving around £3 million per annum with a
particular interest in voluntary sector development, the arts and international work.
After the collapse of Barings Bank in the mid 1990s the Foundation shifted to providing
capacity building grants, and assumes a degree of proportionality in terms of
sustainability against the scale of grant offered. For example, grants of £10,000 would
place limited emphasis on exit strategies, although for larger amounts (of £50,000 to
£250,000), which form the majority of grants, more attention would be paid to post-
funding sustainability. In general, however, considerable emphasis appears to be
placed on capitalising on the knowledge gained from individual grant investments, for
example by hosting seminars where grant recipients provide feedback to a wider
audience.

The Scottish Community Foundation (SCF) is another small to medium sized
funder, established in 1996 and now managing over 200 charitable funds and
administering the BIG Fair Share Trust programme in Scotland. The SCF has a small
grant programme providing grants of up to £5,000, which must be used within 12
months, and adopts a similar ‘proportionality’ approach to the Baring Foundation. The
SCF aims to ensure that a recipient organisation will be stable for the period of funding
and able to deliver the agreed output, for example a series of workshops or a summer
programme. If asked to contribute towards something more durable, such as a building
renovation or consultancy support, it seeks to establish if the recipient has a
sustainable future. As the majority of the other grants distributed by SCF are small,
they have similarly modest expectations about outcomes and sustainability, although
this will vary based on the specific activity funded. For example, it will consider
requests to fund running costs, core costs, equipment and, occasionally, to meet a gap
in running costs. In those instances SCF would be more concerned about an
organisation’s sustainability.

As far as the Fair Share Trust grants are concerned, SCF seeks to fund projects that
will either be sustainable beyond funding or that produce sustainable outcomes —
allowing projects with a limited life to be funded if their outcomes could be sustained.
SCF use Weaver’s triangle6 to look at the way overall targets and outcomes can be
examined. SCF has devised a series of outcomes for each neighbourhood relating to
priorities set by the local community, from which a set of generic indicators were
developed to show progress towards these outcomes. This allows the monitoring
process and indicators used to reflect the work of the grantee, with outcomes being
established against priorities set by local communities.

The Carnegie UK Trust, which provides grant funding of £1 million per year, has
operated in the UK and Eire for about 90 years. For most of this time the Director of the
Carnegie Commission for Rural Community Development described the Trust as
having been a fairly traditional grant giver. About five years ago the Trustees had
number of concerns about the applications which they were receiving, namely that:

® The Weaver's Triangle is a simple planning and evaluation tool developed by Jayne Weaver for the BBC's
Children in Need. For a clear explanation see www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2003/12/18681/30965
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= Many requests were received from projects previously supported by short-term
funding, and it became increasingly apparent that mainstreaming was rare, no
matter how good the work.

= There were increasing numbers of applications relating to policy areas which
would have been statutory responsibilities, such as health and education.

= It was becoming increasingly difficult for funders to judge the content and value
added of proposals they received as applicants became increasingly familiar
with the language and expectations of funders.

As a result Trustees reviewed their practice and adopted a radically different approach.
They established the Carnegie Commission, which has gathered evidence and will
report later in 2006. One of the key findings links to the importance of working with
local planning mechanisms to ensure fit with local priorities, strategies and
agreements:

“It is necessary for all sorts of reasons. It is a form of brokerage with local
partners. It also gives a degree of assurance that activities funded by
Trusts and charities etc are well thought out and that they have been
identified as priorities by local people. It becomes embedded in the work
which will then go on for a longer period of time...We ask if this particular
initiative is included in a local area plan (which) provides a check that it is
not just a minority interest and that others have recognised its
importance”.

This approach also reflects the Trust's view, and evidence collected, of the damage
caused by short term funding. One aspect of this is the loss of core project staff, who
may leave towards the end of the funding period taking much information and
knowledge with them, leaving the community diminished. In the Trust's view this
funding mechanism often meant that little was achieved from the investment made,
and has taken the EU funding mechanism ‘Leader’’ as a model. This programme can
allow continued funding to areas where, in the Trust’s opinion, it has been possible to
transform communities:

“You can encourage a thousand flowers to bloom by scattering a little bit of
money everywhere. However once you move on to your next batch of
activities those flowers have nothing left. And there is little or no evidence
of impact’.

As a result the Carnegie UK Trust has changed its focus. The rural programme now
concentrates on commissioning work designed to influence public policy and deliver
long-term sustainable change. The Trust will not support an initiative for less than 10
years, and will usually fund for 15. Influenced by its sister foundation in USA, these
changes have been accompanied by a shift to a ‘creative philanthropy’ model with a
closer engagement between funder and grantee. Once a project is approved it is
regarded as the start of a relationship with that organisation, where they can expect to
receive a great deal of support and advice - described as representing a shift “from
being a monitor to being a prime mover”.

! Programme of support for rural actors to realise the long term potential of their holdings.
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Although the steps taken by SCF and Carnegie UK represent a shift to more rigorous
support, accompanied by higher expectations from grantees, the most rigorous
approaches to sustainability were found in the USA. For example:

The Juvenile Welfare Board in Pinellas County Florida

The Juvenile Welfare Board (JWB) has a budget of $50 million raised from a property tax and
used to support 100 agencies engaged in prevention and early intervention work with children
and young people, such as after school programmes and counselling services for those with
mental health and substance misuse problems. New programmes are initially funded for one
year, but after three years of annual funding, if everything is going well, they proceed to
continuation funding. Contract Managers deal with a portfolio of projects, and establish working
relationships with the projects and provide intensive support at key times. The Board has clear
expectations in relation to sustainability and adopts a three-fold approach:

= There are contracted service levels that each agency should meet. There are also
performance measures — where pre and post-test measures are entered onto a secure web-
based system. By law JWB is required to produce a performance report annually to the
Board and the Community. The report sets out the performance measures for each agency
and whether or not these were met. If an agency began to have problems meeting their
objectives their contract manger would try to assist them, but if problems continued funding
may be withdrawn as a last resort.

= There is also a set of standards — an ASSET review - against which a programme/agency is
measured every three years. Prior to site visits the agencies present data to JWB which will
look, amongst other things, for indicators that the board is functioning well, employee
policies are in place and that background checks are being undertaken, and that data is
being used to improve their project work. A set of indicators that must be met in each review
have been developed, with thresholds for each indicator which must be met. If deficiencies
are identified projects would be notified of areas to be improved, with a timetable for their
completion.

= Finally, each project is subject to a monthly fiscal review. In the experience of the Board’s
Director of Research and Evaluation the most usual threat to sustainability was the failure to
address financial irregularities, often as a consequence of turnover of senior management.

The Children's Board of Hillsborough County

The Children's Board of Hillsborough County is also funded from property tax, and currently
funds 150 projects undertaking preventative work with families and children from pre-natal
through to eight year olds. In recent years the Board has adopted Fetterman and Eiler's
Empowerment Model®, which is based on a logic model providing a systematic and visual way to
present the activities, relationships and intended changes/results of a project.

Resources and inputs — Activities — Outputs — Outcomes — Impact

For their purposes the Board has added two more columns — how are you going to do the work?
and how do you keep track of the progress? This intends to move the projects to a position of
ownership, help them operate more effectively and help funders target their funds most
appropriately. The Head of Resource Development at the Children's Board said that it was

® Fetterman and Eiler. Empowerment Evaluation and Organizational Learning: A Path Toward
Mainstreaming Evaluation. American Evaluation Association, St. Louis, MO 2001
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possible to see differences in the management and sustainability of projects using this model,
which also guides projects in evaluation as well as determining the appropriate tools to measure
hard and soft outcomes. The board also provides sustainability training through the Sustainability
Training Institute, based on individual needs and priorities, and including role play, facilitating a
mock sustainability planning process, and help with developing long-term sustainability plans
and with their implementation.

The Kellogg Foundation

The Kellogg Foundation is the largest of the US funders included in this project. It applied similar
models of, and training for, sustainability as those used in the Juvenile Welfare Board and the
Children’s Board. The Director of Research and Evaluation at the Foundation explained that the
Foundation does not have a generalised definition of sustainability, although there have been
many discussions around the concept.

The approach adopted by the Foundation depends on the type of work funded. For example,
when funding a Fellowship (such as one to train dental technicians in Alaska) sustainability
would be defined in terms of the success in finding another funding sources after Kellogg funding
ends. In other cases the Foundation will encourage projects to build capacity to use policy
advocacy, communication and evaluation to support their continuation. Although Kellogg does
not have a standard method of evaluating capacity it has adopted a similar approach to that
employed by the Children's Board of Hillsborough County. It is encouraging projects to use
systems analysis tools to reach a better understanding of the environment in which projects are
working, and to have a better understanding of the likely challenges therein.

One example of capacity developed was in relation to an initiative around healthier communities,
where the Foundation worked with projects to develop an improved understanding of what a
healthy community might look like. This allowed communities to be identified with the factors in
place to maximise projects’ chances of sustainability. Another strategy adopted by the
Foundation, which was not encountered elsewhere, was to follow up projects they had funded
ten years previously to find out which still existed and how, if at all, the knowledge and practice
generated by them had been disseminated across their community.

30253019

Interviewees in the USA and in the UK discussed the issue of achieving a balance
between funding relatively ‘safe projects’ as opposed to those which inherently carry a
higher risk. Most believed that there was an argument in favour of risk taking in order
to innovate, push at boundaries and to agitate for change. This was most clearly
evident in the work of the Joseph Rowntree Foundation (JRF). JRF targets its funds
to build evidence needed to initiate change, and has a strong reputation for conducting
research that is disseminated widely, targeting influencers in a position to bring about
change. The Foundation also has an operational arm, the Joseph Rowntree Housing
Trust, allowing research and practice to be combined in an attempt to demonstrate
new approaches in housing and social care. The research it funds is regarded as a tool
to influence policy and practice, and support sustainable change.

Sometimes the JRF identifies an ongoing issue and commissions research to explore
and understand it further. At other times it takes a question or challenge and works
backwards. For example, it has currently identified what it will take to end child poverty.
In this endeavour there is some similarity with what NSPCC is attempting to achieve.
NSPCC's Full Stop campaign was based on the wish to eliminate child abuse — or at
least achieve a significant reduction. One aspect of the Campaign was to achieve
cultural and attitudinal change so as to make all aspects of child abuse unacceptable,
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as part of their aim to end child abuse by 2020. The on-going campaign is a useful
vehicle to explore the challenges involved in achieving any form of cultural/attitudinal
change, which has also been an aspect of BIG programmes. The work of the NSPCC
provides an insight into the rigour required to evaluate what has been achieved as the
campaign has evolved. The approach places learning from the experience at the
centre, and gives a key role to evaluation and to the sharing of knowledge, both
internally and externally. As a first step NSPCC brought together expertise from all
parts of the organisation to clarify objectives, establish the desired outcomes and
develop the required measures. Originally too many measures were established,
although these have now been refined and are measured and tracked through on-
going research initiated in 1999. This includes, among other measures, four waves of
public opinion polling each year, tracking questions relating to understanding of abuse
and actions taken to protect children, with a parallel exercise being conducted with
children and young people.

Two further interviews were conducted with two UK organisations which play a
significant role in grant making but who do not themselves provide grants, instead
working with organisations who will have received short term funding at various stages
of their development. New Philanthropy Capital (NPC) was established five years
ago by a group of people with a city finance background. They were motivated by the
fact that the kind of information available to them when making investment decisions
was not available on the charitable sector when they wished to donate. They,
therefore, set out to fill that gap. NPC started out as a research-led organisation
producing research into particular areas of social welfare in the UK, and leading to the
identification of recommended organisations considered to be examples of excellence.
The other side of NPC’s work is donor advice, where their research is used to provide
actual and potential donors with recommendations about charities worthy of their
support. When assessing charities NPC has a hierarchy of evidence to classify the risk
of the expected results of any funding not transpiring. Their approach differentiates
between new or small organisations with limited capacity as opposed to well-
established, large organisations, given the difference in resources available to
demonstrating effectiveness. While smaller organisations may be assessed as being
higher risk this would, for example, be set against research which indicated that the
model they employ works and that they had good management teams in place.

NPC will continue to recommend an organisation as long as it is appropriate to do so,
i.e. as long as it remains an effective organisation that is delivering excellent results.
So, for example, domestic violence charities recommended back in 2002 are still
recommended, although there are also organisations that have not survived. One of
the recommended bodies in the older people’'s study was a particularly effective
organisation initially funded through New Opportunities Fund, but which subsequently
collapsed due to the inability to secure continuation funding. In that case NPC had not
been able to attract any additional funding for the project. In the view of one of the
informants from NPC:

“It seems that the funding world in general has a remarkable lack of
consideration for sustainability beyond their funding period given that they
are presumably funding to deliver outcomes. The fact that that can
happen and that there is not more discussion of what to do then is
surprising. They do not usually consider that while their funding is coming
to an end they may need to help an organisation develop its funding
support through other routes or things that could be done, such as
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syndication or whatever. It is quite shocking for someone coming into the
sector”.

NPC has been particularly concerned at the challenges facing projects where they may
‘fit" with a particular policy area/agenda but do not explicitly match the priorities defined
by commissioning organisations. An example would be an organisation supporting
elderly people in leading independent lives. While this may produce considerable
savings for the health and social care sectors it is in fact funded by a local authority
and not by Primary Care Trusts because it is not aligned directly with their targets. So
the budget that is realising the savings is not the one that had the outgoing
expenditure.

NPC's view is that a specific mix of inputs is required for an organisation to achieve
sustainability, such as consultancy, training and salaried posts, although this must go
alongside the development of performance management and measurement systems to
support effective management and the meeting of objectives. This also allows the
organisation to provide evidence to potential funders:

“The trouble is that as a big funder, and especially a really big funder like
the Big Lottery — whose grant making eclipses everyone else’s — decides
to do innovative projects but then passes them on to others to support
there is an imbalance. The Big Lottery can generate more innovative
projects than anyone else could ever afford to pick up....I think it is
interesting to think in terms of the money there to fund on-going projects,
any money that is there solely for innovation needs to be balanced by the
money that is there to support the projects on a on-going basis. If any very
large funder veers too much into innovation then they will upset this
balance and a lot of the innovation will go to waste”.

In an attempt to avoid the loss of such innovation, while also attempting to ensure
more effective use of donors’ money, two venture capitalists, Stephen Dawson and Nat
Sloane established the Impetus Trust. The Trust is based on the idea of venture
philanthropy in the UK, which seeks to use the investment principles and management
tools of venture capital to support voluntary organisations through a step change.
While there is no single accepted definition of venture philanthropy, it does involve a
high level of engagement between the funder and the organisation being supported,
over an extended time period, including the provision of skills or services, in addition to
finance. The Trust offers an integrated package of infrastructure finance, ongoing
support to management, and targeted capacity building to support the organisations
through change and on to sustainability. This means that it only makes an investment
available to a charity after an intensive process of analysis of all aspects of the
organisation, including strategic and business planning, the calibre of senior
management, operating systems and market strength. The relationship lasts for three
to five years and involves regular review of agreed milestones, ongoing support to the
CEO and a leveraging of the Trust’s resources and contacts.

Another attempt to support sustainability was examined through the work of the
Sustainable Funding Project, operated by the National Council for Voluntary
Organisations (NCVO). The project has been established to encourage and enable
voluntary and community organisations explore and exploit a full range of funding
options, as well as to develop a sustainable funding mix. The emphasis is on
supporting the move away from grant dependency, towards becoming more business
like, capable of earning income, developing an asset base and considering loan
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finance. It promotes an approach that encourages organisations to explore
opportunities for income diversification on a spectrum that ranges from donations at
one end through grants, service level agreements and contracts to social enterprise
activity, trading goods and services at the other. However NCVO accepts that the
message about charging for services and / or operating as a business can be a
difficult for organisations used to operating in the not for profit sector. In this respect
NCVO has sometime found Trustees to be the stumbling block, both in terms of being
risk averse and in adopting a cautious attitude to their roles and responsibilities. But
where trustees have brought skills and attitudes from business NCVO has often found
that they have been the catalyst for action, although NCVO recognises that it was hard
for smaller voluntary organisations to attract trustees with this experience.

Alongside experts in the field who have noted that strategic planning, focused on
developing internal strategies for achieving the organizational mission, happens more
frequently in effective Management Support Organisations (MSOS)g, NCVO believes
that planning is the key to sustainability and as a result has developed planning and
development tools to support this. NCVO has already received 3 year funding from
BIG to develop the infrastructure of voluntary organisations. During the period of the
grant NCVO ran many workshops around the UK. If future funding is available the
intention is to concentrate more on providing training for umbrella bodies and extend
the work undertaken with Triangle Consulting on the development and implementation
of outcome monitoring™.

Considerations for Supporting Sustainability

As well as providing insights into the approaches followed by different organisations,
the consultations raised a series of questions and issues that could usefully inform
BIG’s debate about how best to support sustainability. These are set out below and in
diagrammatic form thereafter.

= Time needed for sustainability: Several respondents referred to a minimum
time for which funding was required to allow projects to become sustainable.
While it has to be acknowledged that there is little robust evidence to link
extended funding and sustainability, should BIG investigate further the
relationship between appropriate funding durations for different types of projects
in different sectors?

= More focused approach to planning: Should BIG be more prescriptive in what
it demands in terms of project management and planning?

= Intensity of the support provided by the funder: Currently BIG is adopting a
more intensive approach to the support it provides to some projects and in some
circumstances grantees. Is it time to go a step further and identify pilot areas
where even more intensive support is provided by BIG in an attempt to assess
the impact on sustainability?

® See, for example, Connolly, P., & York, P. (2003). Building the Capacity of Capacity Builders: A Study of
Management Support and Field-Building Organizations in the Nonprofit Sector. Philadelphia,

New York, and Chicago: The Conservation Company.

10 gee Burns, S. and Turton, D. (2006) Distance Travelled: The experience of outcome

monitoring within NCVO'’s Sustainable Funding Project, London: NCVO
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A balanced approach to risk: To what extent should Lottery money be used to
test initiatives and fund more risky ideas? While it would not be acceptable to
launch a Programme area which carried considerable inherent risk, would it be
possible a) to allocate a proportion of available funding to such projects? b) to
investigate the relationship, if any, between risk and sustainability?

A more rigorous approach to measuring change: Amongst the most difficult
areas to assess is the extent to which soft outcomes are being met and the
impact that programmes and projects have on shaping national and local
policies. While some evaluations have tried to test this it has been on a very
limited scale. Should BIG provide the resources required to develop and test
such measures?

Reconciling measures and indicators: Given the significance of BIG's role
across the UK, and its access to policy makers and shapers, should BIG
instigate discussion on how to reconcile the fact that some projects may be
effective in meeting client needs but less effective in proving their success
against government driven targets? Is it possible to devise a means by which an
organisation can invest the time to show social return on investment, which
would provide the platform to influence commissioners?

Time for
sustainability

Reconciling A focused
measures and approach to
indicators planning

A‘(
Supporting

sustainability

Arigorous

approach to Supportto

measuring grantees
change

A balanced
approach to
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Introduction

This final section presents our conclusions and a series of recommendations for
consideration in the latter stages of the current programme and in the development of
the new ones. The document ends with a short review of the potential influence of
different models of funding on potential measures to support sustainable benefits.

Conclusions

Although BIG has not in the past adopted a consistent approach to sustainability, a
range of approaches to supporting the sustainability of benefits resulting from BIG’s
investments were identified as part of the study. Although the methodology followed
meant that any findings will be subject to a range of considerations, not least that the
‘evidence base’ drawn upon referred to progress towards, rather than achieved,
sustainability, it was clear that:

= A variety of approaches have been followed to support the sustainability of
project outcomes, with different approaches being followed between different
programmes and, indeed, projects within programmes, as well as in different
countries.

= However, while there are several common support elements across all
programme areas (such as emphasising the importance of sustainability and the
requirement for the partnership working), it is clear that there is no single,
unifying approach across all programmes and in all countries. This allows
particular issues to be addressed through mechanisms best suited to their
objectives and contexts. At the same time, it reflects an uneven consideration of
sustainability across the BIG programme portfolio.

= What is clear from the programme manager and country officer adviser
interviews, is that the focus on sustainability has increased over time, as
experience has established both the need, and potential mechanisms, for
supporting sustained project outcomes.

= The barriers and challenges faced by projects in sustaining their work provides a
clear rationale for active support with sustainability, and while sustainability may
not always be appropriate or achievable, many of the programme managers
interviewed considered that there was more BIG could do in this area. The
development of the new programmes was felt to offer the opportunity for more
common approaches to be followed across all programme areas, while
recognising the need for them to reflect the specific objectives and contexts of
the programmes in question.

The review of the approaches followed by other funders also provided interesting
insights into both the approaches to supporting sustainability followed and the
philosophies underpinning the funding regimes in question. The experience of the
Heritage Lottery Fund, for example, reflected that of BIG programmes in the different
likelihood of sustainability being achieved on the basis of the nature of the grant
recipient, while the independent fundraiser emphasised the potential challenges of
sustaining activities in deprived neighbourhoods — where need may be greatest but
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access to resources limited. Issues associated with the practicalities of sustaining
short-term funded projects were also widely referred to, although the steps taken by
the Carnegie Trust to extend funding periods to up to 15 years may not be practicable
or appropriate elsewhere. These findings, combined with those of the document
review and the interviews with BIG staff, allowed a series of key success factors for
sustainable projects to be developed, as set out below.

Key Success Factors for Sustainable Projects

One of the main lessons from the study is the need to ensure that approaches to
promoting the sustainability of project outcomes are appropriate for the objectives of
the project and the its context. Given this point, the key success factors identified
included:

= Considering sustainability from the outset — while differences of opinion
existed around the timing and degree of detail that can be expected early on,
the value of planning for and communicating the requirement for sustainability
was widely recognised. This also allows sustainability considerations to
influence decisions at every level including those on project structures,
employment and training, financial management and the make-up of their
boards/steering groups.

= Regularly reviewing progress towards sustainability — both to monitor and
encourage progress, allows the funder and other stakeholders to intervene
when barriers or challenges are identified and to maintain an awareness of
when alternative strategies may be required.

= Ensuring projects are best able to make their case for sustainability —
through a variety of mechanisms including:

— Robustly reviewing, evaluating and reflecting on their achievements, to
identify ‘what works’ and is worth sustaining. Importantly, success should be
measured in a way that is meaningful to themselves and potential
funders/influencers.

— Establishing links with potential funders/influencers on a local, regional or
even national basis — with steps taken to actively involve funders/influencers
helping secure their interest.

— Examining how they can support and fit into local plans, policies and agendas

— Effectively documenting and communicating the findings of their evaluations,
to evidence their success and convince potential funders/influencers.

= Project staff skills — the availability of appropriate skills to assess, document
and communicate the successes of the project are key to sustainability.

= The importance of projects and funders being realistic about their
sustainability expectations — in terms of what could/should be sustained, levels
of demand, and potential sources of support.

= Adoption of a wide definition of sustainability — even if the core elements of
a particular project cannot be sustained, it is rare that capacity developed and
lessons learnt have no valid life beyond the end of the funding period.
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In addition to the factors outlined above, the funding model followed will also have
implications for approaches to supporting sustainability, although a robust review of
these implications was outside the remit of the study. However, the lessons from the
review of other funding approaches suggest that key ‘programme level’ factors would
include ensuring that:

= Funding periods are sufficient to allow projects to become sustainable — which
will vary dependant on programmes’ objectives and contexts.

= Any support for sustainability provided is appropriate to both the scale of funding
and the context in question.

= Programmes consider the balance between potential risk and reward,
particularly around innovative outcomes or where large scale change is
expected, in terms of their expectations for sustainability.

= Monitoring processes include progress towards sustainability, and where the
‘policing’ element is balanced with the provision of support as appropriate.

= A clear definition and understanding of the different aspects of sustainability and
what constitutes them is developed, for example continued service delivery
through to informing the development of new policy, and that this is shared with
applicants.

More broadly, there are potential implications resulting from the nature of the funding
model followed, in terms of the extent to which ‘strategic’ or ‘open
programme/demand led’ approaches are followed. In the case of a ‘strategic’ funding
model, a more prescriptive approach is followed which may be closer to ‘strategic
procurement’ or commissioning, and where project requirements and outputs are set
out in great detail. This compares to a ‘demand led’ model, which is based on a more
bottom-up approach where applicants have a considerable degree of latitude in the
specific needs they are addressing and the way in which they are addressing them.

Both approaches can be equally valid, depending on the objectives of the programme
and the activities funded under it. However, and again dependant on the individual
programme context, they may have different strengths and weaknesses in terms of
producing sustainable outcomes:

= ‘Strategic’ approaches, by their definition, allow a greater degree of specification
about what is funded, and so can have more potential for linkage with policy
developments and so sustainability. However, they are at risk from shifts in
policy during their implementation period, which can diminish their value and
potential for sustainability.

= ‘Demand led’ approaches tend to be strong in terms of their fit with local needs,
and so may be more likely to achieve local commitment and so boost their
chances of sustainability. However, as this approach is most commonly
associated with smaller scale projects, a lack of prescription may lead to a
‘scatter gun’ approach which has less potential for wider sustainability.

Recommendations

A series of recommendations have been developed for consideration by BIG in its
subsequent programmes, as well as in helping identify which approaches are most
successful and why.
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Establishing a Common Definition of Sustainability

The study has identified how a range of definitions of sustainability have been applied
across BIG's programmes to date. These definitions reflected the nature of the
individual programmes, for example the continued use of infrastructure/facilities or the
mainstreaming of services developed with BIG funding. While these broad definitions
have encapsulated the main elements of potential and actual sustainability in their
programme context, they have not always captured the wider and continued benefits
resulting from the BIG investment. We recommend that a ‘common’ definition of
sustainability be developed and shared corporately by BIG, which seeks to
capture sustainability and other ‘legacy’ effects in their broadest sense.

This definition must be sufficiently flexible to be applied across the range of BIG
programmes, and be able to capture the different legacy effects they produce. Rather
than a single definition being established we consider that a ‘menu’ of potential
sustainability indicators should be developed. This would allow specific indicators
to be selected at the outset of individual programmes to encapsulate their objectives,
activities and intended outcomes. These indicators should include:

= ‘Hard’ outcomes — such as the continued use of facilities and new infrastructure
developed, and including other tangible benefits for individuals (such as
qualifications gained, jobs created/secured by participants, etc).

= ‘Soft’ outcomes — to capture benefits for individuals such as changes in attitude
and engagement, and other behavioural variables.

= Measures of ‘strategic added value’ — to capture the effects of BIG programmes
in terms of less tangible, but nonetheless valuable, benefits such as increased
or improved partnership working, the improved confidence or ‘image’ of an area,
and the development of synergies resulting from BIG investment in an area.

The application of potential indicators of sustainability must be carefully considered,
not only to ensure they ‘fit' with the programme in question but also whether their scale
and nature is realistic and achievable given time, funding and other contextual issues.
The role of BIG in supporting sustainability must also be considered, as while this role
will vary between programmes responsibility for achievement will rarely be solely in
BIG's control. Clearly any indicators identified at programme start should not be
considered as exclusive, with monitoring and evaluation procedures also seeking to
identify unexpected sustainable benefits. However, by setting out a series of initial
expectations, attention is drawn to project sustainability and the steps needed for it to
be achieved from the outset.

Improving the Information Base

One constraint of this study has been the absence of knowledge on whether the
support measures described have actually been successful in supporting the
sustainability of project outcomes. Consequently, we recommend that BIG
undertakes research to establish which projects (and their outcomes) have
successfully been sustained, how this has been achieved, and what can be
learnt and replicated elsewhere. This work should be a key focus of the planned
research into projects and their outcomes, and should also consider the factors which
led to projects not being sustained in order that such effects can be reduced.
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In addition, we recommend that BIG ensures that sustainability is explicitly
included in the remit of the evaluation studies it commissions — to examine early
aspects of potential sustainability in initial reports through to at least progress towards
sustainability in later and final reports. Ideally, reserves should also be made to
allow follow-up studies following the end of grant funding, to establish the degree
to which sustainability has been achieved.

More specifically, we recommend that BIG evaluates the performance of the
intensive development and support contract provided for the Healthy Living
Centre programme, as a potential model for future interventions. While not applicable
for all the programmes and projects supported by BIG, the approach is of considerable
potential value for projects where sustainability has a business planning component.

In view of the commitment and investment which BIG has shown towards funding
community based initiatives we recommend that BIG should consider:

= Stimulating and contributing to the debate around the most appropriate
evaluation methods to employ in particular circumstances — building on the
‘menu’ of sustainability definitions and indicators described above, and how their
effects can best be identified.

= Contributing to the discussion of what represents appropriate targets and
realistic expectations — based on experience of programme implementation
under the Fund, and that of other programmes with similar aims and objectives.
This should include how best to ‘factor in’ implementation risks, to both the
project delivery and sustainability.

= Exploring the most effective ways of collecting and accumulating
knowledge from across projects — potentially through establishing internal
‘networks’ to share emerging lessons and experiences, including contributions
from project staff and beneficiaries, and external inputs in specialist areas as
appropriate.

= Bringing together those with experience of working on projects, initiatives
and programme evaluations - first as a round table symposium and followed
by an event open to a wider audience, as a means of moving thinking and action
forward.

Supporting Sustainability

To help raise general awareness of the requirement for sustainability, communicate the
definition developed and set out what this can mean in a variety of programme and
project contexts, we recommend that BIG produces a generic document in the
‘research’ series which focuses on sustainability. This summary document would
explore potential areas of sustainability across the programme portfolio, describe a
range of potentially sustainable impacts and identify the key success factors for
sustainable outcomes. It could also include an overview of the support provided under
the new programmes, to further stimulate projects’ consideration of sustainability from
the outset.

Our main recommendation refers to the establishment of a common approach, or
rather series of approaches, established across all programme areas. We recommend
that a framework for promoting and supporting sustainability under BIG is
developed, which sets out a series of potential steps and approaches and which
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should be considered as part of initial programme and project planning. While the
framework must be sufficiently comprehensive to cover a range of possible support
approaches and circumstances, the programme planning stage should include the
identification of which steps are most appropriate for the programme and context in
question. The different elements in this ‘menu’ approach are summarised in Figure
5.1, before being described in more detail below.

Figure 5.1: Summary Framework of Options for Supporting Sustainability

The framework of potential measures to support sustainability is summarised below, with
different interventions being proposed at different stages of the programme and project cycle.

Programme Planning Stage

= Potential measures include ensuring project requirements (funding duration, requirement for
partnerships and sustainability plans, etc) support sustainability, and producing appropriate
guidance materials.

Project Application/Pre-Application Stage

= Potential measures include continuing to emphasise the importance of sustainability,
providing guidance and exemplars, and ensuring potential ‘influencers’ are engaged.

During Project Implementation

= Potential measures include supporting effective implementation and monitoring progress,
showing how projects can best evidence their success, and providing opportunities for
networking.

Project/Programme Completion

= Potential measures include ensuring projects comply with programme requirements,

consolidating experiences across projects/programmes, and encouraging engagement with
sustainability ‘influencers’.
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Potential measures at different programme/project stages are described in more detalil
below.

At the programme planning stage — where support is planned in the context of
individual programme objectives and contexts, based on a framework of potential
support options, with possible steps including:

= Considering tailored timescales according to the nature and objectives of
programmes and projects (i.e. the duration of funding, but also the timing of
other steps such as production of sustainability plans).

= Preparing programme-specific guidance documents which define the
breadth of potentially sustainable benefits and emphasise the importance of,
and expectations for, sustainability — as well as outlining support available.

= Ensuring project requirements support potential sustainability — i.e.
requirement for partnership/collaborative approaches, funding contributions from
specific partners, etc.
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Ensuring that the evaluation requirements for projects are clearly
described, and sufficiently comprehensive to allow for the robust evidencing of
their successes and achievements.

Engaging in dialogue with potential sustainability ‘influencers’ to raise their
awareness of the programme, and ensure it fits with national, regional and local
objectives. Importantly, these relationships should be continued throughout the
programme cycle, to ensure that any policy shifts are communicated, and that
lessons from project experiences can be fed directly to such influencers.

Deciding on the programme’s ‘sustainability requirements’ - ie. if
sustainability plans are required (and if so at what they should look like and
when they should be produced), how progress towards sustainability should be
monitored (including coverage, thresholds and frequency, and sanctions) and if
potential sustainability should feature in initial application appraisal. This step
would also include the establishment of the ‘role’ of BIG in supporting the
sustainability of the projects it supports — including promotion and engaging in
dialogue with influencers to the development of specific support packages or
programmes.

At the project application/pre-application stage — primarily to raise awareness
amongst potential and actual applicants, but also to ensure that sustainability is
considered as part of project planning by:

Continuing to emphasise the importance of sustainability in initial planning
documents, and providing programme-specific guidance on potential
sustainable benefits and potential sustainability routes. As well as providing
guidance on sustainability, advice could also be provided on how to negotiate
and monitor partnerships, and establish clarity over their responsibilities.

Ensuring sustainability issues are emphasised in other initial communication
and engagement processes, such as workshops, seminars and other
communications.

Developing practical examples/models of potential sustainability routes for
projects, showing potential steps to follow, influencers to engage with, sources
of funding and tools and techniques to support the process. Importantly, as
many of these aspects will be fluid, this information will need to be updated
throughout project life cycles.

Requiring any capital investment to be dependent on a clear statement on
how it will be maintained post-funding — including clearly described roles and
responsibilities.

Encouraging projects to involve appropriate individuals in developing
their objectives and delivery plans. These could include potential key
influencers of sustainability, local communities and stakeholders, as well as
other interested parties, with the aim of improving co-ordination and integration
with other services and agencies, as well as increasing the likelihood of shared
ownership and commitment.

Throughout the project implementation stage — to ensure that sustainability
continues to be addressed, and offer projects the opportunity to learn from experience
elsewhere, by:
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Continuing to support effective project implementation, for example by
supporting the establishment of appropriate monitoring, quality assurance,
management and financial management systems.

Ensuring sustainability issues, and progress, feature as part of project
monitoring and reporting regimes — to ensure continued attention, and to
allow any successes or difficulties to be raised.

Ring-fencing elements of projects’ budgets for evaluation, support and
training activities, and providing advice on how best to source and manage
external contractors.

Offering advice and support on how projects can best evidence their work,
particularly in establishing appropriate targets and capturing more ‘hidden’ or
‘soft’ outcomes in relation to capacity building, training and employment.

Ensuring that any formative evaluation work includes an assessment of
the potential for, and progress towards, sustainability — at both project and
programme levels.

Providing information on relevant programme-specific networks and
events for disseminating and show casing, and the recruitment of champions
and supporters.

Providing networking and other opportunities for projects to learn from
each another, and from the experiences of projects in earlier programmes.

Ensuring that projects are aware of, and encouraged to participate in,
steps to support sustainability — to ensure they can benefit from the support
measures offered.

At project/programme completion stage — to help ensure that opportunities for
sustaining outcomes are realised, by:

Ensuring projects comply with any programme requirements