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Summary

1 Communities First is the Assembly
Government's flagship programme to tackle
deprivation and improve the living conditions
and prospects for people in the most
disadvantaged communities across Wales.
Communities First was launched in 2001,
since when the Assembly Government has
spent £214 million on the programme.

The programme has two core complementary
strands that need to be delivered if the
programme is to be effective in regenerating
the most deprived communities in Wales:

a local partnerships that are able to
effectively represent communities and their
needs; and

b ‘programme bending’ — ensuring money
and support from various public
programmes and organisations are
directed to Communities First areas.

2 Both of these strands are complex and
ambitious. And there is an inherent tension
between providing a clear direction for the
programme and allowing each community
partnership to set its own direction.
Communities First places significant
responsibilities on deprived communities to
address deep-seated problems. And delivery
of the programme’s objectives relies on a
responsive and joined-up approach to public
services and funding, which has been a long
term and elusive challenge for the public
sector. Interim evaluations of the programme
in 2003 and 2006 identified difficulties with
programme bending and the delivery of the
programme’s regeneration outcomes.

We therefore examined whether the Assembly
Government is effectively managing the
Communities First programme to deliver value
for money. We concluded that, while the
Assembly Government has made progress in
terms of addressing weaknesses in its
management of the partnerships and there
have been local benefits from the programme,
it is unlikely to deliver its broader objectives
without a more robust approach to
programme bending. We reached this
conclusion because:

a partnerships have been set up and local
benefits have been achieved but, despite
improvements in monitoring, the progress
made in meeting the programme’s very
ambitious objectives remains unclear;

b after a difficult start, the Assembly
Government has improved processes and
encouraged partnerships to focus more on
outcomes, but fundamental risks and
challenges remain; and

¢ unless the Assembly Government adopts a
more robust approach to programme
bending, the programme is likely to
struggle to meet its objectives.
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Partnerships have been set up
and local benefits have been
achieved but, despite
improvements in monitoring,
the progress made in meeting
the programme’s very ambitious
objectives remains unclear

The objectives of Communities First were very
ambitious, particularly given the innovative
nature of the programme

4 The objectives of Communities First are
challenging and wide-ranging: they
encompass ‘harder’ regeneration outcomes,
such as increased numbers of people in
employment, and ‘softer’ community
development capacity building objectives,
such as creating ‘can do’ communities.

The objectives envisage significant changes
in areas of chronic deprivation that vary in
their size, population and other
characteristics. The objectives also require
that public services are responsive and
accountable to people living in Communities
First areas. A key challenge for the Assembly
Government therefore was to balance the
interests and priorities of a wide range of
stakeholders at local, regional and

national levels.

5 The Assembly Government intended that
Communities First would signal a new,
community-led approach to tackling
deprivation, reflecting its view that the
persistence of deprivation in some
communities was an indication of the failure
of previous approaches to regeneration.
The Assembly Government faced particular
challenges in balancing the ‘bottom-up’
community led ethos, with the need to
maintain ‘top-down’ direction to ensure a

coherent national programme. Some core
elements of the programme design reflected
good practice, but others had not been fully
evidenced before Communities First was
launched. In particular, the Assembly
Government incorporated many of the
findings of a review of best practice in
community development into the early design
of the programme. But it did not accept
recommendations from an evaluation of the
earlier People in Communities project, which
identified serious barriers to programme
bending and questioned the wisdom of
launching Communities First across 142
areas in one go.

Partnerships have been set up and local
benefits have been achieved

6

As at March 2009, the programme had
succeeded in establishing a functioning local
partnership in most Communities First areas,
although in some cases establishing a
partnership was quite difficult and took a long
time. In general, the partnerships are
delivering local benefits through community
development activities that support the
programme’s capacity building aims.
Partnership staff have engaged local people —
through participation in the partnership itself
or through sub-groups — in identifying the
important issues for the area, and coming up
with ideas for local action. Partnership staff
have also supported local groups, such as
helping them to access other funding sources.

The programme has delivered local benefits
through activities run and facilitated by
partnership staff, including events that
promote health and wellbeing, and
environmental clean-ups. Some partnerships
have also developed local activities that
address the key regeneration objectives of
the programme, such as employment-based
training schemes and work placements.
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And most partnerships have worked closely
with local police to promote community safety,
and run or support local initiatives for children
and young people.

Although, overall, Communities First itself has
not resulted in significant changes to public
services and mainstream funding, there are
examples of programme bending

8 While community development activities can
deliver some local benefits, the programme’s
broader regeneration objectives require
mainstream service providers to bend their
programmes to prioritise Communities First
areas. However, while most public bodies had
introduced a new programme or service that
targeted Communities First areas, to meet
their objectives many public services are
already targeted on areas of deprivation.

This is because of a higher level of need in
Communities First areas, broader objectives
relating to social inclusion and engaging with
communities, or wider changes in policy, such
as the introduction of Neighbourhood Policing
across the UK. Nonetheless, the Assembly
Government told us that, as a flagship
scheme of the first Assembly Government,
Communities First had contributed to a
culture change within public services,

leading to a greater focus on tackling
deprivation that would not have existed
without the programme.

9 Examples of programme bending include
programmes that explicitly target only
Communities First areas, or where service
providers have changed their services in
response to the suggestions of the local
Communities First partnership. We also found
that the existence of a partnership and its
staff has been useful in helping some public
bodies deliver projects in Communities First
areas where they would otherwise have
struggled.

n Communities First

The Assembly Government cannot demonstrate
the overall impact of the programme in meeting
its objectives and although it is improving its
ability to measure partnerships’ progress, some
weaknesses remain

10

1"

Until 2007, the Assembly Government did not
monitor Communities First at a programme
level, although it did monitor individual
partnerships, and could not clearly
demonstrate the progress being made
towards delivering its objectives. One reason
for this weakness was the changes to the
Welsh Index of Multiple Deprivation, which the
Assembly Government had intended to use to
assess progress. In 2007 the Assembly
Government introduced a new monitoring
regime, based around partnerships’ progress
towards desired outcomes. Assembly
Government analysis of the 2007-08
monitoring data shows that across the
programme, of the 1,925 ‘outcomes’,
partnerships had achieved 565 and made
significant progress against a further 730.
However, the data is of limited use in
understanding the overall impact of the
programme. This is because the kinds of
things partnerships identify as outcomes vary
significantly across the programme, and the
assessment of progress is largely subjective,
based on partnerships’ own judgements.

The Assembly Government has collected
socio-economic data on Communities First
areas, which show that between 2001 and
2007 people in Communities First areas have
fared better than the rest of Wales in terms of
improving economic activity and skills.
However, it is not possible to attribute the
improvements solely to the Communities First
programme as there are other influencing
factors, including other public programmes
running in Communities First areas. Evidence
from the 2006 interim evaluation of
Communities First, as well as our case study
visits, suggests that, in general, partnerships



have not yet focused on addressing the
socio-economic problems in their area.
We consider it likely, therefore, that
Communities First’s direct contribution
to these socio-economic outcomes has
been limited.

After a difficult start, the
Assembly Government has
improved processes and
encouraged partnerships to
focus more on outcomes,
but fundamental risks and
challenges remain

There were serious weaknesses in the
Assembly Government’s planning for and

management of Communities First in the
programme’s early years

12 Before Communities First was launched, and

in its early years, the Assembly Government
did not plan in any detail how it would

manage the workforce and financial demands
of the programme, thereby creating significant

ongoing problems. In particular, it did not:

a Consider how it would ensure sufficient

numbers of suitably skilled partnership staff

to deliver a scheme on the scale of

Communities First. As a result, there was a

high turnover of staff, particularly
co-ordinators, in the early phases of
the programme.

b Put in place sufficient of its own staff to
manage a complex and innovative
programme covering 142 areas,
contributing to poor scrutiny of initial
funding applications by Assembly
Government officials, inadequate support

and guidance to partnerships and a lack of

strategic direction.

13

14

¢ Analyse how much Communities First

would cost, leading to the non-strategic
use of unspent funds. For example, the
Assembly Government’s decisions about
how to spend a forecast £15 million
underspend in the programme’s first year
were not well-evidenced, were not in line
with the principles of the programme and
created the risk that partnerships rushed
into spending the funds without adequate
consultation with local communities.

At the start of the programme, the Assembly
Government did not apply consistent criteria
in assessing partnerships’ applications for
funding. And the pressure to spend the
money that had been budgeted for
Communities First led to little challenge to
early applications, some of which contained
only limited information. The distribution of
funds by the Assembly Government at the
time was therefore likely to reflect the
capacity of partnerships to bid for funds,
rather than the quality of applications or local
needs. One consequence of these early
funding decisions was a wide variation in the
levels of funding to each Communities First
area, and the kinds of activities funded,
which led to perceptions of unfairness. The
Assembly Government did not fundamentally
reappraise these early funding decisions until,
in 2008, it designed a new funding regime to
become fully operational from April 2009.

Difficulties in the early years of the
programme were exacerbated by a lack of a
clear and consistent approach by the
Assembly Government about some of its
more complex aspects, including:

a partnerships’ role in programme
bending: the Assembly Government did
not follow the recommendations from an
evaluation of a similar predecessor
programme, and its guidance was not clear
about how programme bending would be
achieved; and

Communities First n



b the role of partnerships in service
delivery: although the aim of the
programme was to use mainstream
funding and services to deliver
regeneration, the Assembly Government
also funded a number of partnerships to
carry out a service delivery role.

15 It was not until 2007 that the Assembly
Government took steps to monitor whether
partnerships had structures and working
arrangements that were in line with its desired
approach. This included partnerships having
an appropriate mix of representation from
relevant sectors, and whether they had
completed the necessary preliminary
activities, such as an audit of local needs.

Following reviews of the programme, the
Assembly Government has improved its
management of partnerships, but fundamental
risks and challenges remain

16  Following reviews by the Deputy Minister in
2003 and an independent evaluation in 2006,
the Assembly Government has sought to
address the problems in its management of
partnerships through:

a in 2007 revising the programme guidance
and, in 2008, revising the ‘Vision
Framework’, which was designed to help
partnerships generate ideas about the
kinds of things they might do to meet
programme objectives; and

b establishing regional implementation teams
to manage the funding process and
provide some support to partnerships, and
a national policy team to develop the
programme’s strategic direction.

17  The Assembly Government has taken steps to
address the problems caused by earlier
funding decisions. In August 2007, the Deputy
Minister for Regeneration announced the
development of a new funding regime, which

18

the Assembly Government introduced in
April 2009. The new regime includes a
population-based formula to establish core
funding for partnership staff, an expressions
of interest process for re-assessing funding
for existing non-core projects, and an
Outcomes Fund to match fund new projects.
The new regime should enable a more
rigorous assessment of funding applications
from partnerships and greater consistency
and transparency in the distribution of funds.
However, there are challenges for the
Assembly Government in reducing the
number of existing projects that get most or
all of their funding from Communities First,
whilst maintaining continuity of services that
communities value and rely on. And the
population-based formula for allocating core
funding, while being simple, also makes the
programme insensitive to important local
variables, such as the level of deprivation and
the quality of the partnership. The Assembly
Government intends that the Outcomes Fund
will ensure partnerships have more equitable
access to additional funding for high quality
projects that are specific to local needs.

In January 2007 the Assembly Government
introduced a new system for monitoring
partnership activities, designed to focus on
achieving agreed outcomes and to support
central monitoring of progress towards these
outcomes. The system requires partnerships
to agree with the Assembly Government
desired outcomes, together with activities that
should contribute to the outcomes and
SMART targets to measure progress. This is
a sound approach. But the Assembly
Government’s requirement for partnerships to
report annually against outcomes, rather than
targets, is inappropriate. Some partnerships
identified ambitious outcomes, such as ‘a
healthy community’ or ‘reducing economic
inactivity’, that partnerships cannot deliver
alone and for which they alone should not be
held to account. Also, many of the agreed

Communities First



19

20

21

outcomes are not outcomes at all: some
cover activities such as running projects; and
some are nothing more than the processes of
administering the Communities First
programme locally. This inconsistent
approach has developed in spite of the
Assembly Government having funded a
training programme to support the annual
monitoring process, and agreeing the
outcomes with each partnership.

Despite the Assembly Government making
clear that Communities First is a long-term
programme, there is also a risk that the
current focus on annual work programmes
may divert attention away from the long term
strategic vision for the community set out in
Community Action Plans, where they exist.
And we found concern among those involved
in the Communities First programme that the
Assembly Government was making unrealistic
demands of partnerships, many of which do
not have the skills or capacity to deliver the
harder, regeneration outcomes — such as
those relating to jobs and child poverty — that
the Assembly Government is now pushing for.

We found that at a local level there were
tensions about who owns and manages the
programme. These problems mainly stem
from the separation of key legal
responsibilities — such as the employment of
partnership staff, and the financial
management of partnership funds — between
a number of different organisations, and the
unresolved question of how to apply an
effective performance management regime to
partnerships with heavy community —
essentially volunteer — representation.

Should more partnerships take on some of
these legal and financial responsibilities in the
future, as many have indicated their intention
to do, there will be risks to good governance
that will need to be managed. The Assembly
Government acknowledges these risks and is

working with the Wales Audit Office to ensure
that all those auditing expenditure by
partnerships apply the same standards.

The Assembly Government is also developing
guidance on the legal responsibilities of grant
recipient bodies.

Unless the Assembly
Government adopts a more
robust approach to programme
bending, the programme is likely
to struggle to meet its objectives

The Assembly Government has not effectively
encouraged public services to bend their
programmes in order to deliver the
Communities First objectives

22

23

The Assembly Government’'s own
departments have not consistently given a
priority to Communities First. Although there
are examples of individual initiatives that have
worked with Communities First, there has not
been a strategic or co-ordinated approach to
prioritising the programme across all
Assembly Government departments. The
Assembly Government had intended to
develop a whole of government approach,
through a joined-up appraisal of Communities
First Action Plans and through the process of
developing and approving Assembly
Government programmes and policies.
However, in practice neither of these has
been progressed as intended.

As a significant provider of local services,
local authorities are key to the delivery of
Communities First. The Assembly
Government has encouraged local authorities
to engage with Communities First and bend
their programmes, but has not addressed
some significant barriers. For example, local
authority service delivery departments take
account of a wide range of local and national

Communities First



strategies, priorities and performance
frameworks, most of which do not require
them to prioritise Communities First areas,
and local authorities are not required to take
account of the Assembly Government'’s
guidance. There are also fundamental
concerns within local authorities about the
principle of programme bending, where a
culture of equality of service militates against
prioritising and directing resources to
particular areas at the expense of others.
Other barriers include the viability of
programme bending in local authorities with
many Communities First areas, a lack of fit
between local authority planning processes
and Communities First, and confrontational
relationships in some places between
Communities First partnerships and local
authorities.

24  Although many councillors support the
programme, in some instances councillors
have been a barrier to progress. This is
because some councillors see Communities
First as a threat to their roles as
representatives of the local community, and a
threat to the Council’s role in determining the
provision of local services. The Assembly
Government has sought to address such
tensions by issuing detailed guidance on the
role of local councillors in partnerships.
However, some local authorities told us that
the guidance was overly prescriptive in
limiting the role councillors should play.
Managing the tension between Communities
First and local politicians remains a key
challenge for Communities First.

25 The Assembly Government has not been
effective in encouraging programme bending
across the wider public sector. There has
been some progress with Assembly
Government Sponsored Bodies (AGSBSs).
Through their annual remit letters, the
Assembly Government has encouraged
AGSBs to work with partnerships to deliver

26

27

their action plans where appropriate.
However, it is unclear what the Assembly
Government expects AGSBs to do in practice,
and most AGSBs report having little guidance
from their sponsor within the Assembly
Government or the Communities First Unit,
although two AGSBs had worked closely with
the Communities First Unit on specific
programmes. Nevertheless, all AGSBs have
introduced some programmes that work with
Communities First to varying extents,
although the relatively small size of most
AGSBs hampers their ability to work
effectively with such a large and
geographically-spread number of
partnerships.

The Assembly Government encourages
engagement with Communities First through
key local strategies: the Community Strategy,
the Children and Young People’s Plan and the
Health, Social Care and Wellbeing Plan.
Assembly Government guidance makes it
clear that service providers should engage
with partnerships in developing their plans.
However, the guidance does not require
service providers to change their funding or
patterns of service delivery to prioritise
Communities First areas. Local Health Boards
(LHBSs) told us that while they can identify the
concerns of Communities First areas, through
the Health, Social Care and Wellbeing
process, it is more difficult to find the
resources to address those needs.

The Assembly Government cannot direct the
providers of non-devolved services to bend
their programmes. Although JobCentre Plus
and the Police Service work closely with local
partnerships, they both reported a lack of
clear strategic links at a programme level.
The Assembly Government told us that, since
we carried out our fieldwork, it has developed
stronger links with JobCentre Plus.

Communities First



an operational level between Communities
First Unit staff and their counterparts in
other parts of the Assembly Government.
But these moves have not resulted in any
new obligations on Assembly Government

The Assembly Government has recently
stepped up efforts to encourage broader
commitment to programme bending, but further
work is needed if Communities First is to
deliver its goal of a joined-up approach to

tackling deprivation

departments to programme bend.

28  The bottom-up approach to programme b Itis developing a revised Vision
bending, which has largely required Framework, which it believes will
partnerships to influence the nature, quality encourage further programme bending by
and quantity of services delivered locally, has enabling partnerships to align their plans
not had a significant impact in terms of with Assembly Government priorities,
achieving the programme’s objectives. thereby increasing the likelihood of
External reviews of Communities First and its partnerships’ success in applying for
predecessor (People in Communities) have grants.
clearly pointed to the difficulties of relying
solely on such a bottom-up approach. The ¢ The Assembly Government expects the
Assembly Government’s guidance allocates new Outcomes Fund to address some of
responsibility for facilitating programme the financial barriers to programme _
bending to a number of different individuals. bending. However, the Outcomes Fund will
In practice, partnership co ordinators tend to deliver relgt_lvely small shifts in resources:
take responsibility for trying to bend the £25 million over three years equates to
programmes, but generally they lack the an average of £110,000 a year to each
authority needed to overcome significant partnership if fully match funded, although
barriers to changing public services. Although in practice funding levels will vary
co-ordinators have developed a variety of depending on the nature and quality of
techniques to try to influence service partnerships’ applications.
proyiders, most reported being frustrated in 30 The main barrier to programme bending
their attempts to secure change. identified by local authorities and partnership

29  Without a clearer commitment from the co-ordinators alike is the lack of clear

Assembly Government to making
Communities First a priority for the public
service in Wales, it is likely that the
programme will continue to struggle to deliver
its objectives. The Communities First Unit is
stepping up its efforts to promote programme
bending across Assembly Government
departments:

a In 2008, officials from the Communities
First Unit met senior managers across the
Assembly Government to explain the
programme and to encourage greater
departmental commitment. These activities
were complemented by increased liaison at

direction to public services on programme
bending. With one exception, the Assembly
Government has not introduced any
performance measures for public services
relating to targeting Communities First areas.
And, unlike in England, the Assembly
Government has not introduced ‘floor targets’
that require its departments and other service
providers to reduce the gaps in key outcomes
between Communities First and other areas.
The roll-out of Local Service Boards (LSBs)
across Wales provides an opportunity to link
Communities First with the planning and
delivery of local services, through an
outcomes based accountability framework.
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At present, the links between LSBs and iii
Communities First are unclear, with guidance

for LSBs referring only to Communities First

as a source of local information and

consultation.

Recommendations

i The Communities First programme has not
been a priority across all the Assembly
Government’s own departments. As a
consequence, the programme has struggled
to achieve its goal of re-directing mainstream
funding and changing public service delivery
to support Communities First objectives.
Given that the programme’s success
requires public services to give it a
priority, the Assembly Government should
make Communities First a clearer priority
across its own departments, and the
Assembly Government’s success in
reducing the gap in outcomes between
Communities First areas and other parts of
Wales should be a key measure of its
performance.

ii Partnerships have struggled to overcome
some significant barriers to bending local
services and programmes, including a lack of
compulsion on or direction to service
providers that they should be prioritising
Communities First areas. The Assembly
Government should increase the
emphasis, in all future strategic guidance
to service providers, that in planning and
delivering services they need to prioritise
Communities First areas. Where
appropriate, in monitoring the
performance of individual services, the
Assembly Government should increase
the focus on the extent to which services
are reducing the gap between outcomes
for Communities First areas and for the
rest of the country.

All AGSBs are required to engage with
relevant partnerships, where appropriate, to
assist in the delivery of Community Action
Plans. However, AGSBs reported little
engagement with the Assembly Government
in interpreting how they would meet this
requirement, and very limited monitoring by
Assembly Government sponsor divisions of
AGSB performance in this respect. Some
AGSBs more actively supported the
programme than others, but some reported
that as relatively small organisations it was
difficult for them to engage with a programme
on the scale of Communities First. To
optimise the contribution of all AGSBs and to
develop a tailored, rather than ‘one size fits
all’ approach, the Assembly Government
should work with individual AGSBs to
agree their contribution to the programme,
relative to their potential to contribute to
the programme’s objectives, and
subsequently monitor performance
against what has been agreed.

Local authorities are key to the delivery of
Communities First. However, improving
outcomes for people living in Communities
First areas does not feature as a priority in
the way the Assembly Government seeks to
manage the performance of local authorities.
In particular, neither the Improvement
Agreements nor their predecessor Policy
Agreements, through which the Assembly
Government seeks to encourage and reward
improved performance, included targets
directly related to Communities First.

The Assembly Government should
consider whether there are opportunities,
for example through reform of the Wales
Programme for Improvement, for it to
better encourage local authorities to
improve their service delivery focus on
Communities First areas.

Communities First



Vi

Local Service Boards (LSBs) include the key vii
local service providers and there is

considerable over-lap between the core

objectives of both LSBs and Communities

First partnerships, particularly in relation to
developing services that are responsive to the
needs of citizens. However, strategic links

between Communities First and LSBs have

not been developed. Local Service Boards
should work more closely with the
Communities First partnerships in their

areas, in order to improve outcomes for

people living in Communities First areas.

The Assembly Government’s guidance to

LSBs should make it clearer that, as far as

is possible, their plans and performance
targets and measures should be

consistent with those of the local

partnerships. viii

When it launched Communities First, the
Assembly Government recognised that
service providers would need to build their
capacity to help them to respond to the
programme. However, little was done to take
this element of the programme forward, and
partnership co-ordinators reported their
frustration at a lack of understanding of the
particular needs of Communities First areas
among service providers. In 2004, the
Assembly Government introduced a policy
function within the Communities First Unit,
which included the role of providing advice to
colleagues in other Assembly Government
departments on developing programmes that
seek to work with Communities First. The
Communities First Unit intends to further
develop its links with other departments and
services. The Assembly Government _
should develop and roll-out a programme Ix
of training and awareness-raising for
Assembly Government officials and other
service providers. This capacity building
should draw on the lessons learnt from
the Social Inclusion Learning Project in
Conwy.

The Assembly Government introduced a new
three-year funding regime from April 2009,
under which partnerships can bid for
additional funding for new activities and
services from an Outcomes Fund. The
experience from the early years of
Communities First suggests that the more
established partnerships are likely to be in a
stronger position to apply for this source of
funding. To reduce the risk that the new Fund
reinforces historical funding patterns,

the Assembly Government should provide
additional support as appropriate, such as
in developing skills in writing bids, to
those partnerships that are likely to find

it more difficult to access the

Outcomes Fund.

At a local level, responsibility for facilitating
programme bending is confused, with
Communities First guidance allocating
responsibility to a number of people. In
practice, partnership co-ordinators tend to
adopt this role. However, whoever (within the
community) has the responsibility for
facilitating programme bending, it will not
overcome the fundamental barrier that they
have no authority and only limited influence
over service providers. The Assembly
Government, in all of its guidance that
relates to Communities First, should make
clear that the primary responsibility for
achieving programme bend lies with
service providers, and that the primary
purpose of partnerships is to provide a
mechanism to help ensure that services
delivered locally meet the needs of the
local community.

The current system of monitoring the
performance of partnerships, which measures
performance against annual outcomes,
suggests that partnerships are solely
accountable for achieving outcomes that they
alone cannot deliver. To ensure that
monitoring is more appropriately focused on

Communities First



partnerships’ contributions to outcomes, Xi
the Assembly Government should:

a make clear that partnerships should
work with local stakeholders and the
community to identify outcomes, but
that partnerships should identify how
they can best contribute to those
outcomes, and measure and report
progress against their planned
contribution; and

b identify and disseminate good practice
examples of where service providers
have worked with partnerships towards
the outcomes set out in partnerships’
action plans.

X The Assembly Government cannot, at
present, measure the extent to which
Communities First has contributed towards
socio-economic outcomes. Each partnership
measures its own progress using different
indicators, and there is wide variation
between the annual ‘outcomes’ partnerships
report against, many of which are not, in fact,
outcomes. The Assembly Government
should work with Communities First
partnerships to develop a small set of
common indicators of the extent to which
the programme is contributing to the
improvements in outcomes for people
living in Communities First areas. The
Assembly Government should use these
indicators to inform its assessment of the
programme’s value for money.

Communities First

The focus on annual targets in the new
monitoring framework risks diverting attention
away from the longer-term vision for the area,
as set out in Community Action Plans, where
they exist. Through the annual monitoring
visits, the Assembly Government should
ensure that each partnership’s annual
targets clearly relate to the Community
Action Plan for the area, and clearly
demonstrate how the proposed targets
support the key actions that the
partnership must do to help improve
outcomes for local people.




Part 1 — Partnerships have been set up and local benefits
have been achieved but, despite improvements in monitoring,

the progress made in meeting the programme’s very ambitious
objectives remains unclear

1.1

1.2

This part of the report examines the scope of
the programme’s objectives and assesses the
extent to which there has been progress in
delivering these objectives. In summary:

a The programme objectives are ambitious.
The programme aims to secure
fundamental and wide-ranging changes
within both local communities and public
services. Changes, which the Assembly
Government has sought to deliver, through
a relatively untested and ultimately
complex delivery model.

b The Assembly Government has been
successful in setting up local partnerships
and those partnerships have delivered
local benefits and helped engage local
people in activities to improve their
circumstances and the local community.
But Communities First has not resulted in
the widespread bending of public
programmes and funding that is needed to
deliver the programme’s objectives.

And while there is evidence that
socio-economic circumstances have
improved in Communities First areas,

it is unlikely that this is a direct result of
the programme.

The Assembly Government launched its
Communities First programme in 2001, with
the aim of ‘reducing poverty and helping to
improve the lives of people who live in the
poorest areas’’. Communities First shares
with the Welsh Office’s earlier 1998 People in
Communities programme (Box 1) the

1 Communities First Guidance 2001, the Assembly Government

principles that successfully tackling
deprivation requires:

a The active involvement of local citizens in
improving services.

b A whole of government approach which
focuses funding from central and local
government and other sources on
designated areas of deprivation. Reflecting
this principle, early (1999) papers on
developing Communities First (or, as it was
then known, Springboard Communities)
called for a “Team Wales’ approach
towards the long-term sustainable
regeneration of the most deprived
communities in Wales.

Box 1 — People in Communities

People in Communities covered eight deprived areas in
Wales and aimed to ‘demonstrate ways in which
disadvantaged communities can achieve positive change’.
In each area, the Welsh Office funded a salaried
co-ordinator for one year with the local authority funding the
post for at least a further year.

Each co-ordinator was supported by funds tied to specific
projects and a Social Inclusion Champion — a senior local
authority officer appointed to ensure adequate engagement
with the programme across the local authority.

The programme required the establishment of partnership
boards, comprising representatives from the community,
service providers, and the voluntary and private sectors.
Boards were required to develop a three to five year Action
Plan outlining their proposals for regenerating the area.

In October 2000, the Assembly Government commissioned
a review of People in Communities by Cambridge Policy
Consultants. The consultants reported formally in
September 2001 but, to inform the development of
Communities First, they provided the Assembly Government
with informal feedback as their study progressed.

Communities First



Figure 1 — Programme Expenditure 2001-2009

Total expenditure 2001-2009

£million
Partnerships have received the majority of funding, mainly to employ staff and run 140.0
projects.
Community groups can apply to the Communities First Trust Fund (CFTF) to run 27.0

activities to provide social, economic, environmental or cultural benefits for people
living in Communities First areas. The Wales Council for Voluntary Action administers
the CFTF.

Until the end of January 2009, when it decided to set up alterative support services to 6.5
partnerships, the Assembly Government funded the Communities First Support Network

(CFSN) to support partnership staff and other key stakeholders in delivering the

programme (for additional details on the work of the CFSN see Box 4).

The Assembly Government has funded local authorities and local voluntary sector 30.5
organisations to employ staff to manage and support the programme in their area.

Other funding, including Communities@1 programme to support ICT in Communities 10.0
First areas, and monitoring and evaluation of the programme.

Total 214.0

Source: Wales Audit Office

1.3 Under Communities First, the Assembly ¢ Usually, each Communities First area is
Government provides funding to the most represented by a partnership2, although in
deprived areas in Wales — programme some cases a single partnership covers
expenditure amounted to £214 million in total more than one Communities First area.

to the end of 2008-09 (Figure 1).
d As at January 2009, there were 147

1.4 Key aspects of Communities First include: partnerships operating across Wales.
Partnerships should comprise equal

a As at January 2009, there were 188 representation from the statutory sector,
Communities First areas (Box 2), and the local community and the
every local authority has at least one voluntary/business sector — known as the
Communities First area (Figure 2). ‘three thirds’ principle.

b The population, size and nature of the e A salaried co-ordinator, funded by the
areas covered by a partnership vary Assembly Government, supports each
significantly: the smallest area has 349 partnership, although some partnerships
people and the largest 25,000, and areas share co-ordinators and the Assembly
are located in inner cities, post-industrial Government has agreed to a small number
valleys, run down housing estates, seaside of partnerships having more than one
resorts and rural parts of Wales. co-ordinator.

2 The term ‘partnership’ in this report refers specifically to a Communities First partnership, except where otherwise stated.
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f The Assembly Government also funds
other partnership posts, such as
development and youth workers, as well as
posts to run specific projects, such as
training programmes.

g The Assembly Government channels
funding to partnerships through Grant
Recipient Bodies (GRBs). In many cases
the local authority is the GRB; other GRBs
include third sector organisations and,
in some instances, the partnership itself.

Box 2 — Selection of Communities First areas

When it was launched in 2001, Communities First covered:

a The 100 most deprived electoral wards in Wales, as
identified by the Welsh Index of Multiple Deprivation3
(WIMD) 2000.

b Thirty-two smaller sub-ward areas (known as ‘pockets of
deprivation’), in recognition of the fact that a ward-level
approach to tackling deprivation can mask small areas of
deprivation within otherwise relatively affluent wards.

¢ Ten sectoral initiatives (known variously as ‘communities
of interest’ and ‘imaginative proposals’). Communities of
Interest developed out of the idea that a solely
geographically-based programme would not capture the
relatively greater deprivation experienced by some
groups of people (such as black and minority ethnic
groups).

The 2000 WIMD calculated deprivation on a ward level,

but in 2005 the exercise was based on smaller geographic

units, known as Lower Super Output Areas (LSOAs).

In 2006, the Assembly Government decided that the

Communities First programme should also cover the 10 per

cent most deprived LSOAs — an additional 46 areas. This

gave a total of 188 Communities First areas.

The process of establishing the 46 LSOAs as Communities
First areas had not been completed by January 2009.

The new areas are either being included within existing
partnerships, or established as new partnerships in their
own right. Seventeen new partnerships have been
established, some of which cover more than one LSOA,

six LSOAs have been merged with existing partnerships and
the final arrangements for a further 10 LSOAs have yet to
be agreed.

Once all the LSOAs have been included, Communities First

will cover 20 per cent of the people of Wales, two per cent
more than covered by the programme originally.

The objectives of Communities
First were very ambitious,
particularly given the innovative
nature of the programme

The objectives of Communities First envisage
wholesale change in the most deprived
communities in Wales

1.5 When it launched Communities First, the
Assembly Government defined the
programme’s objectives as:

a building the confidence and self esteem of
those living in Communities First areas and
developing a ‘can do’ culture;

b encouraging education and skills training
for work;

¢ creating job opportunities and increasing
income for local people;

d improving housing and the surrounding
environment;

e improving health and wellbeing through an
active and healthy lifestyle and by
addressing a range of issues that affect
people’s health;

f making communities safe and secure
places in which to live, work and play; and

g driving forwards changes to the way in
which public services are delivered.

1.6 To support partnerships in delivering these
objectives, the Assembly Government
developed the Communities First Vision
Framework. The original purpose of the
Framework was to help partnerships generate
ideas about the kinds of things they might do
to meet programme objectives. But, in 2008,
this focus was changed to enable better

3 WIMD is the Assembly Government's official measure of deprivation in small areas. The most recent (2008) version of WIMD drew upon data from the following eight areas
(known as domains): income; housing; employment; access to services; health; environment; education and community safety.
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Figure 2 — Location of original 142 Communities First areas

See Below.

NEATH
PORT TALBOT RHONDDA
CYNON TAFF [gg]

A @

BRIDGEND

Communities First



100 most deprived electoral wards O

Blaenau Gwent

1 Nantyglo

2 Tredegar Central
& West

3 Sirhowy

4 Llanhilleth

5 Rassau

6 Cwmtillery

7 Blaina

Bridgend

8 Llangeinor
9 Caerau
10 Bettws
11 Blackmill

Caerphilly

12 New Tredegar
13 Tir Phil

14 Darren Valley
15 Bargoed

16 Hengoed

17 Aberbargoed
18 Gilfach

19 Twyn Carno
20 Pontlottyn

21 Moriah

22 Abertysswg

23 Argoed
24 Aber Valley

40 Bowydd & Rhiw
41 Barmouth
42 Pwllheli South

62 Ystalyfera
63 Briton Ferry West
64 Neath East

80 Treherbert
81 Cwm Clydach
82 Rhydfelen Central/llan

Cardiff

25 Butetown
26 Ely

27 Caerau
28 Splott

Carmarthenshire
29 Glanymor

30 Tyisha

31 Llwynhendy
32 Felinfoel

33 Pantyffynon

Denbighshire

34 Rhyl West
35 Rhyl South West

Flintshire
36 Flint Castle

Gwynedd

37 Peblig
38 Marchog
39 Talysarn

Isle of Anglesey
43 Morawelon

44 Holyhead Town

45 Tudur

46 Maeshyfryd
47 Amlwch Port
48 Porthfelin

Merthyr Tydfil

49 Gurnos

50 Penydarren
51 Dowlais

52 Merthyr Vale
53 Bedlinog

54 Cyfarthfa

Neath Port Talbot

55 Cymmer
56 Gwynfi
57 Glyncorrwg

58 Sandfields West

59 Sandfields Ea:
60 Onllwyn
61 Seven Sisters

65 Pelenna

66 Lower Brynamman

83 Gilfach Goch
84 Mountain Ash West

85 Cymmer
Newport 86 Ynyshir
67 Pillgwenlly 87 Trealaw
68 Tredegar Park 88 Aberaman South
69 Bettws 89 Tonyrefail West
70 Ringland 90 Pen-y-graig
Pembrokeshire Swansea
71 Pembroke: Monkton 91 Townhill
72 Pembroke Dock: 92 Pen.derw

Llanion 93 Graigfelen

94 Castle
Powys

Torfaen
73 Ystradgynlais ]

95 Trevethin

74 Pen-y-waun
75 Maerdy

76 Tylorstown
77 Glyncoch

st 78 Liwyn-y-pia

79 Penrhiwceiber

Rhondda Cynon Taff

96 St Cadocs & Penygarn

Wrexham

97 Plas Madoc
98 Queensway
99 Caia Park
100 Gwenfro

Pockets of Deprivation A

Bleanau Gwent

1 Garnlydan
2 Six Bells
3 Abertillery

Caerphilly

4 Lansbury Park

5 Gelligaer/Penybryn
6 Craig-y-Rhacca

7 Trinant/Pentwyn

8 Tiryberth/Glanynant
9 Cefn Fforest

Ceredigion

10 Penparcau & West Aberystwyth

Conwy
11 Tudno

12 Chester Avenue Estate

Monmouthshire
19 North Abergavenny

Neath Port Talbot

20 Pantyffynnon
21 Fairyland

22 Brynbryddan and Penllyn

Newport

23 Alway Estate

24 Somerton Estate
25 Stow Hill

26 Maesglas and Gaer

Powys
27 Oldford Estate

Swansea
28 Bonymaen

Communities of Interest O

Bleanau Gwent

1 Ebbw Vale — Communities affected

by the Corus Steel closures.

Cardiff

2 Black, Minority Ethnic community of

interest (all of Cardiff)

Neath Port Talbot

7 Domestic Violence community of
interest (all of Neath Port Talbot)

Newport

8 Black, Minority Ethnic community of
interest (all of Newport, with initial
focus on Maindee)

Carmarthenshire/Neath Port Talbot

3 Amman Valley — Cross Local
Authority border community

Ceredigion

4 Upland villages in Tregaron area

Flintshire

5 Rural North Flintshire
neighbourhoods

Pembrokeshire

9 Young people community of interest
(all of Pembrokeshire, initial focus on
Neyland West, Garth and
Milford Haven area)

Powys

10 Dyfi Valley — ‘Necklaced’ rural
communities (parts of Llanbrynmair,
Glantwymyn/Cadfarch and
Machynlleth)

Flintshire 29 Clase/Caemawr Gwynedd

13 Holywell Neighbourhoods 6 LIyn Peninsula rural community of
Torfaen interest

14 Higher Shotton Estate )
30 Thornhill

15 Bryn Gwalia Estate

Merthyr Tydfil

16 Treharris Village
17 Trefechan
18 Troedyrhiw

The Vale of Glamorgan

31 St Thompson
32 Gibbonsdown
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assessment of funding applications,
encourage programme bend and to give the
Assembly Government a better understanding
of how partnerships are delivering (Box 3).

Box 3 — The Communities First Vision

Framework

Since the programme was launched in 2001, there have
been two iterations of the Communities First Vision
Framework. The original version of the Vision Framework
was set out in the 2001 programme guidance. To support
the next phase of the programme (2009-12), in 2008 the
Assembly Government produced a revised Vision
Framework.

The Assembly Government developed the original Vision
Framework primarily to help partnerships generate ideas
about the kinds of things they might do to meet programme
objectives. The 2001 Vision Framework comprised six
themes, or headings:

m jobs and business;

= education and training;

m environment;

m health and wellbeing;

m active community; and

m crime and community safety.

Under these six headings, the 2001 Vision Framework listed
examples of the kinds of activities partnerships could carry
out in order to deliver the programme’s overall objectives.

As part of launching the next phase of the programme from
April 2009, the Assembly Government decided to revise the
Vision Framework. The revised Framework is primarily
intended to enable better assessment of funding
applications, to encourage programme bend and to give the
Assembly Government a better understanding of how
partnerships are delivering by:

= more closely aligning Vision Framework themes with the
Assembly Government’s key policy priorities;

m requiring partnerships to demonstrate in funding
applications how they will address the key policy
priorities, and the extent of their involvement in delivery
alongside service providers; and

m requiring all targets set by partnerships to link to the
themes within the Vision Framework.

4 Communities First Guidance, paragraph 2.4, Assembly Government, 2007

1.7

1.8

In 2007, the Assembly Government added the
objective of ‘encouraging active citizenship’ to
the original seven objectives. Previously, an
objective of this sort had not been an explicit
programme goal, although the Assembly
Government had identified it as one of the six
Vision Framework themes that it expected
partnerships to address when developing a
Community Action Plan for regenerating their
local areas. And in 2008, the Assembly
Government announced its intention that
partnerships should focus more clearly on
delivering regeneration outcomes, such as
jobs and higher incomes, and also introduced
a new focus on addressing child poverty.

The Assembly Government recognises that
the objectives of Communities First are
ambitious: if successful, the programme will
bring fundamental, wide-ranging changes to
local communities and public services#.

The required changes encompass ‘softer’
community development objectives (such as
developing ‘can do’ communities), ‘harder’
regeneration outcomes (such as creating
additional jobs in Communities First areas)
and public service reform (requiring more
responsive and locally accountable public
services).

The principles behind the programme were not
fully evidenced although the Assembly
Government did draw on community
development expertise

1.9

The design of Communities First reflects the
Assembly Government’s belief that, given the
relative failure of previous policies to mitigate
the chronic problems experienced in the most
deprived parts of Wales, new ways of working
were necessary. As a result, there was only
limited evidence available to support some of
the core principles of the programme.

Communities First



Citizen involvement in service design and delivery

1.10 Central to the programme is the principle that

greater involvement by local citizens in the
design and delivery of services should lead to

development work does not necessarily lead
to community regeneration.

Programme bend

better services. The evaluation of the Welsh 1.12 ;I;]he Asseénbly GO\'{t'ernrlr;en: Igecc:jogr:i§es that
Office’s People in Communities programme the core Lommunities First buaget 1s
(Box 1) gave in principle support to the idea g]bsjl;]::f![ic\l/zrs]t ?O??rl:;egrgzr":r%?::gt'gg .
that public services could be improved '
throupgh greater citizen engagenﬁent. success, therefore, the Assembly Government
However, the evaluators also concluded that considers thadt tmak;ns‘gea;,n prog.rar;\.mej and
the approach chosen by People in services need to be ‘bent, or prioriised,
Communities — setting up partnership boards, tgwards C'E[an;ynlt!estlrs:[jar??s? f\s sucrrt1,
developing action plans and carrying out a omrrt1rl]m| 1es _"'IS t'rS] tgse » @ jas blln part,
small number of funded regeneration projects upond' e prlnCIp”e ab |Ecreaste)|. public
— had not been effective in enabling citizens spending, as weill as betier public services,
to influence services. We found no evidence will lead to community regeneration.
tq sugge§t that, in dlesllgnllng Communities 1.13 However, in developing the programme, the
First, which has a similar infrastructure to Assembly Government acknowledged that the
geople n C;)rr?n;unltlzsihthe Af§s§mblyt exact relationship between public sector
overnment had used these findings to funding and community regeneration was an

ensure that Comrnur.utles F|r§t pa.r’Fnershlps unknowné. Data on public spending at a ward
yvere more e.ffectNeI n Sec‘,”'”g C|t|zer.1 level, the basis for most Communities First
involvement in service design and delivery. areas. is not available. This makes it

Link between community development and g‘;;risggy;gggur::gii?g::;"?rger;hat

regeneration

g inadequately-funded public services in the

1.11  Communities First is based on the principle past or to provide evidence for the argument
that community development leads to that poo.rly-funded public services cause
community regeneration — that achieving deprivation.
long-term sustainable ‘harder’ regeneration 1.14 While there was a lack of hard evidence of

outcomes requires greater involvement by
local communities in both defining the
problems they face and developing solutions
to these problems. However, we found little
evidence that the Assembly Government had
assessed the validity of this assumption.

The interim review of Communities First,
conducted in 2006 by Cambridge Policy
Consultants on behalf of the Assembly
Government, cautioned that community

likely success, to inform the development of
the programme the Assembly Government
commissioned a review by a number of
community development experts (both
practitioners and academics) of good practice
in the field. This review established 32
principles of good practice in community
development and identified a number of key
determinants of success’. In designing

5 2007 Assembly Government guidance defines programme bend as the redirection of grant schemes and mainstream budgets to target Communities First areas, and changes in
the way in which services are delivered in Communities First areas, to ensure that services are more responsive to local need.

6 In 1999, a senior Assembly Government official described the idea of Springboard Communities (paragraph 1.2) as ‘putting all our programme eggs in one basket ... to test out
the hypothesis that [this] would in reasonable time bear fruit in terms of measurable improvement'.

7 Community Regeneration Review of Best Practice, Assembly Government, 2001
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Communities First, the Assembly Government b the evaluation of People in Communities

sought to reflect these success factors had confirmed the difficulty of effectively
(Figure 3). securing community involvements;
The mechanisms for delivering the objectives ¢ the delivery chain is diffuse: funding flows
are complex and difficult to implement from the Assembly Government, via Grant
Recipient Bodies, to nearly 150
1.15 Achieving the ambitious objectives of the partnerships which may each carry out
innovative Communities First programme is a their own projects;
considerable challenge for the Assembly
Government and its partners in local d programme bend is key to the success of
communities and the rest of the public sector. the programme, but it is inherently difficult
In particular: for relatively small, disparate partnerships
on their own to influence the spending
a the Assembly Government, which was a patterns of large, well-established public
relatively new organisation, had little sector organisations such as the NHS; and

experience in delivering large scale
community-based regeneration initiatives;

Figure 3 — Aspects of Communities First reflect good practice in community development

Partnership

Local partnerships should reflect the ‘three thirds’ principle (of equal representation from different sectors) and be based upon a
formal partnership agreement, outlining the relative roles and responsibilities of partnership members.

Participation

Local people have key roles and responsibilities — as partnership members, for example.

Capacity Raising

The Assembly Government’s 2001 guidance expected partnerships to develop a Capacity Building Plan, ‘set[ting] out the

communities’ aims in developing the capacity of the community, partnerships and agencies to enable engagement in the
[Communities First] process’.

Identifying communities for support

In line with good practice, the Assembly Government used both ‘hard’ statistical data and more qualitative and localised
knowledge to identify eligible communities.

Equal opportunities

The programme aims to address social inequalities by improving the lives of those living in the poorest areas and to foster
social inclusion by developing opportunities for all to participate in effecting change.

Evaluation of success

The Assembly Government originally envisaged local people playing a role in determining how to monitor the success of
partnerships in their areas. The Assembly Government committed itself to measuring whether the programme had improved the
quality of life for people living in deprived areas.

Funding frameworks
The Assembly Government committed itself to supporting the programme for at least 10 years.

Source: Wales Audit Office

8 Housing Research Summary 3/01, National Assembly for Wales, 2001
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e the programme relies on consensus from a
wide range of interested parties on the
best way forward for particular
communities, but such consensus may be
difficult to achieve, particularly as some
interested parties (such as elected council
members) may see the Communities First
process as under-cutting other, more
established (and, in their view more
democratically legitimate) decision-
making fora.

1.16 Although the programme has now been in
place for some years, as it has evolved it has
remained complex and challenging. Some
respondents to the Assembly Government’s
2008 consultation document on the next stage
of Communities First highlighted their
concerns about the potentially greater
demands being placed on partnerships under
the proposed next stage of the programme?®.
Communities First co ordinators and local
stakeholders expressed similar concerns
during our case study visits, which took place
around the time of the Assembly Government
consultation.

Partnerships have been set up
and local benefits have been
achieved

Almost all Communities First areas now have a
functioning partnership, although progress in
reaching this stage has been slow

1.17 The creation of partnerships to represent local
communities is central to the Communities
First programme. With one exception’0, the
programme has resulted in all the original 142
areas having a functioning Communities First
partnership. However, some of the new LSOA
areas identified through the 2005 WIMD are

yet to form a partnership or be merged with
an existing partnership. In many areas
partnerships were set up relatively quickly and
were able to make swift progress towards
developing plans for their areas. In other
instances, however, establishing the
partnership took a significant amount of time
and work.

Variations in the ease of forming partnerships
have been due, in part, to historical factors:
partnerships in most areas that had a long
history of community regeneration were set
up relatively quickly, while other areas, which
in effect had to start from scratch, took more
time. Delays were also caused by local
disagreements, for example: on the role of the
partnership, especially in relation to existing
community organisations and partnerships;
about who should sit on the partnership; and
about the arrangements for managing the
partnership’s activities. There were also
tensions between areas and groups within
some Communities First areas.

Most partnerships have engaged the local
community

1.19 Although it is not a specific objective of the

programme, engaging with local communities
to identify their needs and build their capacity
is fundamental to Communities First’'s ethos
of delivering bottom-up regeneration with,
rather than to, people and communities.

The majority of partnership co-ordinators

(53 out of 71) who replied to our relevant
survey question said that they had carried out
an audit of local need, including consulting
with local stakeholders and the community.
Co-ordinators reported using a variety of
techniques for this, including focus groups,
surveys, door to-door visits, and community
events. Many co-ordinators told us that talking

9 Athree-month consultation period on the next stage of the programme began in January 2008 and stemmed, in part, from the One Wales commitment to develop Communities
First into what was then to be called Communities Next — although the Assembly Government subsequently decided to retain the original name.

10 Following local difficulties, West Rhyl has been run by a Project Board with representatives from the statutory sector. In August 2008, the Assembly Government announced that
West Rhyl would no longer be part of the Communities First programme. See also Case Study 7 on page 53.
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to local people informally at Communities
First offices, at community events, or while
working in the community was often the most
valuable way to identify community needs,
concerns and aspirations.

1.20 Local people can engage with Communities
First directly through membership of the
partnership, although this is usually limited to
a relatively small number of people (usually
between 5 and 15). However, one partnership
told us that, because of historical difficulties
creating a settled partnership, up to 70 local
people attend partnership meetings.

While this level of attendance might reflect
local enthusiasm to be involved with the
programme, such a large partnership can
make it difficult to develop a clear strategic
focus and identify priorities. Some
partnerships have been able to accommodate
widespread community engagement through
sub-groups, which feed in to the main
partnership (Case Study 1).

1.21 In delivering Communities First locally,
partnership staff manage and support a range
of local activities that engage local people,
such as training schemes, carnival events,
environmental clean-ups, and healthy eating
events. These activities provide an
opportunity for partnership staff to talk to
residents about local concerns and ideas for
future activities. For example, in West Rhyl,
which did not have a formal partnership,
Communities First staff used local activities,
such as fit clubs and mother and toddler
groups, to gather opinions on what projects
local people wanted to see developed in the
area.

1.22 In many areas, the partnership offices have
become an important focal point for engaging
with communities. In some instances, the
partnership host meetings and training events
at the office, which can be a hub of local

activity. In some areas, Communities First is

Communities First

Case Study 1 — Caia Park (Wrexham)

Communities First Residents Panel

The Caia Park Communities First Residents Panel, a
sub-group of the main partnership, comprises local
residents with an interest in working with Communities First
to improve the local community. The members of the
residents panel reported that their involvement with
Communities First had empowered them to have a greater
role in their local area. The residents emphasised that their
involvement in the panel had changed the way they
approached local service providers; giving them greater
confidence to represent their views and those of the local
community. The panel had been involved in lobbying the
local authority to clean-up some parts of the estate, by
presenting the Council leader with photographic evidence of
areas with a large amount of rubbish and litter, and in
securing changes to the local bus route. Although some of
the members of the panel had been involved with
community groups prior to Communities First, others had
not, and told us that Communities First had given them a
confidence boost.

Source: Wales Audit Office

closely associated with a large community
facility from which a number of agencies
operate, such as the renovated Miners
Institute in Llanhilleth in the south Wales
valleys. In other instances, the Communities
First office is a converted house or flat, such
as in Bonymaen, Swansea or Caia Park,
Wrexham, where, despite being relatively
small, the offices can still provide a focus for
local activities and local engagement. In West
Rhyl, the Communities First team did not
have an office in the community, and the
co-ordinator cited this as a major barrier to
engaging with local people.

1.23 Many partnerships have determined that
engaging with children and young people is a
priority. In 2007-08, Communities First funded
165 youth worker posts across Wales, and
many partnerships have attached to them
young people’s forums or sub groups.
Communities First youth workers told us that
they can offer services beyond what has been

traditionally provided by statutory youth



1.24

services. Most were engaged in outreach
work, engaging with young people on the
streets in order to encourage them to
participate in local projects or to develop their
own activities. In many partnerships we
visited, work with young people is among the
more visible achievements, with photographs
of young people involved in various activities
displayed prominently around Communities
First offices.

As well as children and young people,
partnerships also aspire to engage other so
called ‘hard to reach’ groups. The Assembly
Government’s 2007-08 monitoring data shows
that partnerships across Wales reported 380
examples of engaging with such groups.

The groups with which partnerships most
commonly engaged were: children and young
people (140 examples); people with
disabilities (82 examples) and older people
(76 examples).

Partnerships have helped support groups and
individuals in improving their personal
circumstances and the local area
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The Communities First programme has
helped to support a number of groups and
individuals, contributing to the programme’s
capacity building objective of building
confidence and self esteem. Our case study
visits showed that partnership co-ordinators
and development workers have spent a
considerable amount of time developing the
capacity of local groups, such as providing
administrative support, helping organisations
to become formally constituted, and helping
local groups to access funding for projects.
Examples of the kinds of organisations and
groups supported include:

a mother and toddler groups;
b community/social enterprises;

¢ youth clubs;
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d sports/fitness clubs; and
e community centres.

Evidence from the Assembly Government’s
monitoring reports, our survey and case study
visits show that most partnerships have
helped support individuals to improve their
mental, emotional and physical wellbeing.
Many of the co-ordinators and development
workers we spoke to referred to examples of
intensive mentoring for individuals, often with
the result that people with low confidence and
self-esteem moved on to participate in
activities, training or groups associated with
the Communities First programme. We also
found examples of people taking a more
active role in their community by sitting on
committees and helping to organise
community events. Our case study visits and
Assembly Government monitoring shows that
partnerships can also generally demonstrate
local benefits from projects aimed at
improving physical health and wellbeing.
Examples of the kinds of projects we came
across during our fieldwork include:
community fit-clubs, food co-operatives,
healthy eating schemes, keeping well at
winter programmes, and community walks
(Case Study 2). The staff and stakeholders
we spoke with highlighted the benefits to
individuals, such as weight loss, increased
consumption of healthy food and take-up of
exercise.

Most of the partnerships we visited provided
some evidence that they had supported
people into e