[image: image1.emf]0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

How did you feel about starting this programme?  

5 - "I was motivated by the objectives of the programme"

4

3

2

1 - "I felt obliged to attend"
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Evaluation Summary: Culture & Sport Improvement Toolkit (CSIT)

Introduction

London Boroughs implemented a programme of self-improvement, which included a 360 self assessment, a peer challenge and developing an improvement plan (CSIT).  It was developed in response to requests from the sector for a more coordinated and simpler set of improvement tools.  The training programme took place from July 2008 - January 2010 in five tranches (plus additional pilot sessions and training for cultural partners and agencies).  The training was run by Steve Wood and supported by Sue Thiedeman.  The training was attended by the following boroughs (as well as attendees from MLA London, London Councils, Arts Council and Sport England):
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Methodology

The evaluation was conducted by survey monkey sent out to CSIT training participants and those involved in the CSIT process in June 2010 to measure the longer term impact of attending CSIT training and undertaking the CSIT process.  81 members of local authority staff were trained to be peers through LCIP training and additional staff undertook training on other aspects of CSIT.  A total of 32 members of staff from 21 local authorities responded to the survey.  
The survey asked participants to: rate their motivation levels before and after attending the training; the extent to which the training provided adequate skills and knowledge to complete the CSIT process; whether the CSIT process helped them to develop an approach to improving services; and whether the CSIT process has informed service and budget planning.  
Motivation levels
The participants were asked to rate their motivation levels regarding participation in the CSIT programme at the beginning stages and after attending the training.  The graphs below depict the responses given at both stages.
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How did you feel about participating in the programme after

completing the training?

5 - "Highly motivated about being involved in the programme"

4

3

2

1- "It was a complete waste of time"


14 respondents reported the same level of motivation, 10 reported an increase in motivation and 6 reported a decrease in motivation.   Six comments made regarding feelings prior to starting the programme related to specific aspects of the CSIT programme that appealed: “The principles of the programme were good and I was interested in a critical friend approach” and “the opportunity to undertake a peer to peer assessment was appealing”.  A further 6 comments linked or compared CSIT to other models and programmes that have been used to drive improvement such as QUEST and TAES; those who self-identified prior knowledge recorded either the same levels of motivation or an increase in motivation from prior to starting the programme to completing the training, with one respondent commenting: “Having delivered QUEST for Sports Development for some time I am used to the service improvement model with assessment and peer challenge. CSIT originally seemed like an extension of this but facilitated greater interaction between the various cultural services, improving communication and cross team working”.  

There were three respondents who had little or no knowledge prior to starting and this caused some reservations about the programme; one respondent who rated their motivation level as two prior to starting the commented: “At first, I was slightly confused as to what we were required to do”.  This individual went on to record a two point increase in motivation levels and noted after the training that “CSIT became clear and worthwhile”.  Of the other two respondents who had little or no prior knowledge of CSIT, one recorded an increase in motivation levels and the other remained the same with both commenting positively on the CSIT process: “I felt that the way CSIT had been described was promising in terms of encouraging organisations to be honest about the areas where they could improve, rather than presenting an ever-rosy picture to auditors that did not help in the long term” and “I have found CSIT to be incredibly useful and insightful. It should really replace audit as is less about scrambling to find non-existent evidence and more about having an honest approach to improvement “.
Capacity was a concern both prior to beginning the programme and during the CSIT process.  At the start of the programme one respondent stated that they had “some concern about capacity but definitely wanted to undertake the programme” and a training participant who recorded decreased motivation levels remarked that they “suffered capacity issues as it was rather labour intensive at times”.  

Of the six participants that recorded decreased motivation levels one participant hadn’t attended the training and was relaying their perceived impression of staff motivation levels; one related to capacity issues as discussed above; two expressed concern about the wider reach of CSIT “We found it useful for our own service planning but borough wide I doubt the impact at Asst Director & Director level” and “If clear links can be demonstrated between next year's service plan and lessons learned from the CSIT experience, including improved service delivery, then it will have been a success”; and two had concerns about the training and overall process: “CSIT is the EFQM excellence model with some alterations. The role play training was dreadful and added no value. EFQM training does not involve role play or condescension unlike the CSIT training” and “I thought the training was too long, unfocused and bureaucratic. It made what seemed to be a simple process too complicated and added to the already large performance appraisal work we were doing”.  We have already seen from the evaluation undertaken after the training that the role playing aspect of the training split opinion: “17 comments directly relate to role playing of which, 9 were positive, 3 were of mixed opinion and 5 were negative”.
Ability to undertake CSIT processes

The participants were asked to rate the extent to which the training sessions provided them with the skills and knowledge required to conduct the processes involved in CSIT.  The graph below depicts the responses given:
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Self-assessment 360-degree review Peer-led challenge Improvement Planning

5 - The training did provide adequate skills and knowledge

4

3

2

1- The training did not provide adequate skills and knowledge


An approach to improving services, informing service planning and informing budget planning
The survey asked participants involved in the CSIT process to reflect on the influence on developing an approach to service improvement, service planning and budget planning.  The graph below depicts the responses given:
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Has undertaking the CSIT

process helped you to

develop an approach to

improving your service?

Has undertaking the CSIT

process informed your

service planning?

Has undertaking the CSIT

process informed your budget

planning?

No

Yes


Respondents were asked to explain the answers they had given to each of these areas of potential impact.  CSIT was identified as contributing to a wide-ranging array of approaches to improving services including providing a method that involved staff “at all levels”; building on existing improvement models “London Borough also uses QUEST as an improvement tool. CSIT has enabled additional improvement targets to be identified and included with a wider QUEST / CSIT improvement plan”; and systemising the approach to improvement: “We've also put together a detailed improvement plan with regular check-up dates. Whenever we look at business planning, we go back to the areas of strength/improvement and ensure we cover them”.  Several answers focussed on engaging in a joined-up approach “Cultural services are now working together to tackle areas identified for improvement and individual service areas are focusing on key areas highlighted by the process”; and the provision of a challenge methodology “CSIT gave us time to look at our services and having critical friends really helped us realise we were doing some things well and others not so well”.  One respondents who answered in the negative stated that this was because “We already had an approach” and the other because they had not yet completed the process: “We have not been able to undertake the Peer Challenge at this stage as our partner organisation have been unavailable. But the self assessment proved useful and sparked some interesting debates”.
The following comments demonstrate the range of ways that CSIT informed service planning: 

· “we have changed staff communication processes”

· “We have attempted the get the improvement projects that we developed into individual service plans rather than have them as stand-alone projects.”

· “It has helped to move away from the culture of doing things in a certain way because they historically always have been.”

· “certainly our services have changed, however the CSIT was only one of a number of factors that have resulted in us changing the way we work and what we deliver.”

· “It was useful having the views of relevant colleagues in other boroughs and highlighted some areas to develop”

Five individuals identified that CSIT had not informed service planning; three identified that this was due to timing: “we were already implementing service planning” and “the process will absolutely inform our service planning process to the certainty that one of the areas for improvement is more collaborative working across culture including joint service planning” and the additional two did not provide any further information.  
Significantly fewer organisations identified that CSIT had informed budget planning.  Those who expanded on the reasons that CSIT it had not informed budget planning fell into three categories: those who felt that budget planning was a different exercise to CSIT; those who ordinarily may have used CSIT to inform budget planning but hadn’t yet implemented it or were unable to as a result of changing situations; and those who did not explicitly specify that CSIT would ordinarily have been used but highlighted the current climate as impacting on their budgets:
· “we are undergoing a separate budget exercise and I do not think that CSIT 's focus is the best way to deal with budget planning, just one facet of it”

· “Due to wider changes - in normal circumstances it would have, and we believe it will help in financial planning to come”
· “This area is the focus of our next phase of improvement action and we see this as a logical extension flowing from CSIT”

·  “Budget planning is currently reactive”

· “the council transformation plan has taken over our budget planning”

Nine individuals identified that CSIT informed budget planning but very few offered further explanation.  The following are the only clarifications that were recorded:
· “resource allocation”
· “Only some minor changes for the current year but this is likely to increase in 2011/12”

· “Due to a number of reasons including CSIT I have delegated budget administration and money matters through most people in the team”

· “London Borough has adopted a Business Planning model to replace Service Planning, ie to ensure that all Service Plans are fully costed and budgeted for.”
Further comments and suggestions
Survey respondents were given the opportunity to comment more generally on the London CSIT programme which highlighted in fuller detail some of the perceived strengths and weaknesses of the process; 20 respondents took up this opportunity.  The majority of the comments were positive.  However, three respondents felt that other methodologies could have been more usefully employed: “CSIT is the EFQM excellence model with some alterations…There are enough frameworks around to identify areas for improvement. Suggest effort in the future is aimed at the improvement planning phase” and “it takes too long to get to the conclusion and I argue that some good qualitative research would have achieved the same outcomes in a much shorter timeframe“.  It was suggested by some respondents that further meetings of those involved would ensure continuing improvement: “I think it be would be good if the officers undertaking these challenges from the London Boroughs met every 6 months for half a day just to  go over experiences and improve methods of carrying out the challenge or even the self assessment”.  Several participants highlighted the benefits of having the opportunity to bring the diverse functions and teams of their service together and the advantage of working with a different local authority service:  “CSIT was an excellent way of looking at the services we provide and really questioning them.  Conducting Peer reviews really enabled me to understand how other authorities approach cultural services, I learned a lot”.  Capacity clearly remained an issue throughout the process:  “I think it is a fantastic programme but to get the most out of it, you have to put a significant amount of effort into it and include as many people as possible - we included staff (including the most senior staff in the wider organisation), members, partners and stakeholders and it worked for us. From peer-led challenges I have taken part in, those organisations which opened themselves fully to the programme got the most useful results”.  
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