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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

Background 

Old Bell 3 Ltd. was commissioned in June 2014 to undertake an evaluation of 

the role of Local Service Boards’ (LSBs) support officers.  

 

The Welsh Government currently provides funding to Welsh Local Authorities 

to employ Support Officers to support the work of LSBs, a key co-ordinating 

mechanism bringing together local service providers such as Local 

Authorities, Local Health Boards (LHBs), the Police and Fire and Rescue 

Services and the Third Sector.  

 

In West Wales and the Valleys (WWV), funding for the Support Officers is 

provided through the LSB Development and Priority Delivery Project, part-

funded by the European Social Fund (ESF), which also funds a series of 

service redesign projects. In all, the LSB –ESF project is funding some 18 

posts across the 15 local authority areas within WWV, at a cost of some £2.2 

million for the period until March 2015. The roles vary between different areas, 

reflecting the diversity of LSBs and the pre-existing support arrangements in 

place, but key elements of the role include:  

 Supporting the development and information of LSB transformational 

projects; 

 Supporting LSB development into long-term sustainability; 

 Providing monitoring reports to the LSB on project proposals; 

 Attending and participating in the LSB development network (facilitated 

by the Welsh Government); 

 Targeting relevant officers from across LSB partner organisations to 

participate in generic theme networks.  

 

Outside WWV, the Welsh Government provides funding of up to £50,000 per 

annum through a LSB Development Grant to each of the seven local 

authorities (in East Wales) to fulfil an analogous role.   
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The evaluation was intended to assess the impact of the introduction of the 

LSB Support Officer role on project outcomes and the development of LSBs; 

to provide evidence of where and how the role had been used most effectively 

and to identify lessons for the future.  

Work Programme 

This report is based on a work programme undertaken between July and 

October 2014, the main elements of which were:  

 Receiving and reviewing the job descriptions, annual reports and (for 

WWV) quarterly reports related to the work of the Support Officers;  

 Reviewing relevant policy literature; 

 Undertaking three focus groups with Support Officers and their line 

managers (involving 25 participants) in the margins of a meeting of the 

LSB Support Officer Learning Network;  

 Undertaking face-to-face interviews with six staff from Welsh 

Government and the Welsh Local Government Association (WLGA);  

 Undertaking fieldwork in six case-study areas in two stages involving in 

total some 57 interviews as well as a desk-based review of relevant 

material;  

 Preparing an interim report in August 2014, following the first stage of 

the case-study fieldwork and discussing it with the Steering Group for 

the evaluation; 

 Facilitating a discussion at a meeting of the Welsh Government 

representatives on LSBs on 16 September; 

 Drafting this report. 
 
 
Findings 
From the Welsh Government perspective, LSBs continue to be a vital piece in 

the architecture of public service delivery, as is reflected in the decision to put 

them on a statutory basis through the Well-being of Future Generations 

(Wales) Bill, albeit with the new title of Public Services Boards. Though a 

more recent development, Single Integrated Plans (SIPs) also have rapidly 

become established as the main way in which LSBs are expected to plan and 

programme public service improvement, and again are being taken forward 

through the Bill. However the fieldwork undertaken for this evaluation 
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suggests there remains some confusion about the scope of the Plans: should 

they focus only on areas where work in partnership is necessary to realise 

common goals of the LSB or are they intended as comprehensive statements 

of partners’ interventions to improve social, economic and environmental well-

being? 

 

In considering the conclusions to be drawn from this evaluation about the 

contribution made by the specific funding for Support Officers to taking 

forward this agenda of local (or area-based) partnership working, it is 

important to be clear that the position in different case-study areas varied 

greatly: and that generalisations, therefore, have to be handled with care. 

 

Nevertheless, the case-studies as a whole, together with the evidence from 

stakeholders and the focus groups with staff from most of the 22 local 

authorities in Wales, do provide evidence that in many cases the Support 

Officers have added value in terms of:  

 the operational effectiveness of the LSBs, and better working 

relationships between partners, leading to a greater sense of common 

purpose and collective leadership amongst the partners; 

 a greater integration between the LSB and the work of different, more 

thematic, partnerships; 

 the development of SIPs which are seen to be reasonably robust 

agendas; 

 the capacity to monitor and performance manage the implementation of 

the SIP; 

 ensuring that SIP priorities are starting to influence corporate planning 

of key partners, notably local authorities. 

 

There is less evidence that the Support Officers’ work, by improving the 

operation of the LSBs and SIPs, has yet delivered better outcomes for 

citizens, though it is probable that this is to some extent at least a matter of 

timing, given that many SIPs were only developed in 2012/13. As for LSBs 

themselves, while generally positive about their performance and potential, 

partners, including local authorities, do not appear to yet be fully committed 
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themselves to make them a permanent part of the landscape, in the absence 

of Welsh Government encouragement and funding.  

 

Support Officers generally also seem to have made less of a contribution to 

the development and implementation of ESF delivery projects than 

stakeholders might have anticipated: this was partly because the timescales 

meant that projects were often (though not always) developed before Support 

Officers were in post, and partly reflects the fact that project management 

resources have generally been included as part of project running costs. 

Support Officers have, however, in many cases played an important part in 

ensuring compliance with ESF rules and, to some extent at least, mitigated 

the administrative burden seen as a corollary of European funding. 

 

It would also appear that sharing learning has, as yet at least, been a 

relatively modest part of the Support Officers’ role and achievements 

(although this may be a stronger feature of the final months, as lessons are 

learnt from the delivery projects). While Welsh Government has made some 

effort to promote networking between Support Officers (which seem to have 

been particularly effective in North Wales), there seems much greater scope 

for greater sharing of practice and experience derived from the pilot projects. 

 

While Support Officers have formed a useful conduit for communication 

between Welsh Government and LSBs (complementing the representation of 

senior civil servants on each LSB), this appears to have sometimes been 

used inappropriately. The contribution of the Support Officers to regional 

working has been relatively slight, reflecting perhaps the fact that the LSB/SIP 

agenda has been developed in parallel with the regional agenda. 

 

If generalising about the outcomes from the Support Officers’ work is 

challenging, seeking to draw conclusions from the evidence as to what 

circumstances have contributed to greatest success is even more difficult. In 

reality, given the small cadres of staff supporting LSBs, the qualities and 

strengths of the individuals filling the posts appears to have had a major 

influence on performance: while the other important influence, the broader 
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culture of partnerships within the area under consideration, is equally difficult 

to replicate. There are, perhaps, some suggestions that tighter, more focused 

LSBs work better (at least from the perspective of those at the table) and that 

having operational groups below the LSB is valuable: while it is more clearly 

the case that high-levels of turnover both in the Support Officers posts (not 

helped by fixed-term contracts) and in membership of the LSB and associated 

bodies (not helped by the fact that many organisations are working on a larger 

footprint than individual LSBs) is disruptive. Not all of the contributors to the 

evaluation favoured placing LSBs on a statutory basis, but it seems likely that 

this will, to some extent, increase the importance attached to LSB priorities by 

partners. 

 

Recommendations 

In the light of our findings, we make eight recommendations. In summary, 

these are that the Welsh Government: 

 continues to provide ring-fenced funding to local authorities to support 

the work of LSBs as they transition to Public Services Boards but that 

the funding should not be tied to specific posts.  

 in providing this resource, should encourage a strong focus on a) the 

work to produce the needs assessment and the first of the new 

generation of well-being plans b) the proactive management of LSBs 

agendas and c) the performance management of SIP priorities and 

actions.  

 should seek to encourage sharing of experience with regard to using 

RBA techniques to track progress in terms of implementing the 

priorities set out by the SIP and with regard to using operational groups 

to support the work of LSBs.  

 Should provide more explicit guidance, as the Well-being of Future 

Generations (Wales) Bill becomes law, as to the extent to which the 

local Well-being Plans are intended to cover all interventions by Public 

Service Board partners within the area, or only those delivered in 

partnership. 
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 should encourage the formation of further joint LSBs or (after the Bill 

comes into force) mergers between Public Services Boards as allowed 

by the Bill, on the basis of the likely boundaries of reorganised local 

authorities, even in advance of the creation of these new authorities; 

 needs to consider carefully how to facilitate LSBs to bring forward new 

pilot projects, in the absence of ESF funding, given the current lack of 

willingness to pool resources. In our view, however, any funding regime 

should be designed to strongly incentivise financial contributions from 

the partners themselves.  

 should seek to replicate in other parts of the country the effective 

networking activity between Support Officers in North Wales. 

 in the the short term, should, as intended, prioritise efforts to draw out 

and disseminate lessons learnt from the delivery projects both within 

individual LSBs and between them.  
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
  

1.1 Background 

 

Old Bell 3 Ltd. was commissioned in June 2014 to undertake an evaluation of 

the role of Local Service Boards’ (LSBs) support officers.  

 

The Welsh Government currently provides funding to Welsh Local Authorities 

to employ Support Officers to support the work of LSBs, a key co-ordinating 

mechanism bringing together local service providers such as Local 

Authorities, Local Health Boards (LHBs), the Police and Fire and Rescue 

Services and the Third Sector. LSBs are intended ‘to bring together the key 

contributors to local service delivery …. to improve service delivery and 

undertake joint action where the need is identified in fields such as health and 

social care, services for vulnerable children and others where good outcomes 

depend on joined-up action’1.   

 

In West Wales and the Valleys (WWV), funding for the Support Officers is 

provided through the LSB Development and Priority Delivery Project, which 

has an overall budget of some £17.3 million, of which the European Social 

Fund (ESF) is providing £10.3 million2: the majority of this funding is being 

used to support the implementation of a series of service redesign projects3. 

In all, the LSB –ESF project is funding some 18 posts across the 15 local 

authority areas within WWV, at a total cost of some £2.2 million for the period 

until March 20154. The roles vary between different areas, reflecting the 

diversity of LSBs and the pre-existing support arrangements in place, but key 

elements of the role include:  

 Supporting the development and implementation of LSB 

transformational projects; 

 Supporting LSB development into long-term sustainability; 

 Providing monitoring reports to the LSB on project proposals; 

                                                
1
 Making the Connections: Delivering Beyond Boundaries’, Welsh Assembly Government, 2006 p.3 

2 See WEFO website: http://wefo.wales.gov.uk/programmes/progress/searchprojects/80531?lang=en. 
The funding is provided under Priority 4 of the ESF Operational Programme for West Wales and the 

Valleys: Modernising and Improving the Quality of our Public Services (Making the Connections).  
3 LSB ESF Business Plan v. 4, Welsh Government, 2011, p.27 
4 Ibid., Annex C8 

http://wefo.wales.gov.uk/programmes/progress/searchprojects/80531?lang=en
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 Attending and participating in the LSB development network (facilitated 

by the Welsh Government); 

 Targeting relevant officers from across LSB partner organisations to 

participate in generic theme networks5.  

 

Outside WWV, the Welsh Government provides funding of up to £50,000 per 

annum through a LSB Development Grant to each of the seven local 

authorities (in East Wales) to fulfil an analogous role6.   

 

1.2 Aims and Objectives of the Evaluation 

 

The aims and objectives of the evaluation are set out in Box 1 over. 

 

It is important to note that this evaluation is working within the context of a 

wider evaluation of the LSB-ESF Development and Priority Delivery Project 

which is being undertaken by Cardiff University in association with Shared 

Intelligence and IFF Research.  

                                                
5 Ibid., p.86 
6 Invitation to Tender, p.3 
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Box 1: Aims and objectives for the evaluation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Aim 1 – To assess the impact that the introduction of the LSB Support Officer role 
has had on project outcomes and development of LSBs in Wales. 
  
Objectives: 

 Seek evidence of whether the LSB Support Officer has provided added 
value  (e.g. has it enabled improved capability for partnership working, 
collaborative project delivery, capacity of LSBs to deliver on priorities in their 
Single Integrated Plans, cost-effectiveness and cross-cutting themes such 
as equality and environmental sustainability); 

 

 Assess to what extent LSBs have been more able to establish long term 
improvement practices as a result of the introduction of the LSB Support 
Officer Role; and 

 

 Assess to what extent LSBs have been more able to network and share 
learning with other projects as a result of the introduction of the LSB Support 
Officer Role. 

 

Aim 2 – Seek evidence of where and how the LSB Support Officer roles have 
demonstrated the potential to further enable LSB projects to achieve their 
outcomes and examine the funding and implementation processes to identify 
lessons for future development. 
 
Objectives: 
 

 Consider the range of approaches adopted by LSBs in relation to the 
Support Officer Role and consider the contexts in which the role has been 
undertaken most successfully; 

 

 Assess to what extent the role has supported the development of collective 
leadership capability and capacity; 
 

 Investigate whether there are any individual innovations or elements of the 
approach that are particularly worthy of consideration for future 
implementation; and 
 

 Consider the ongoing prospects for the role in the light of evidence gathered 

for the previous objectives under Aim 2. 
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1.3 Work Programme  

 

This report is based on research undertaken between July and October 2014. 

This has involved: 

 An initial meeting with the Steering Group on 1 July 2014 leading to an 

agreed work programme set out in an Inception Report; 

 Agreeing a sample of six case-study areas; 

 Attending a Learning Workshop for LSB staff and LSB Delivery 

Projects, arranged by the Welsh Government and facilitated by Shared 

Intelligence in Merthyr Tydfil on 3 July; 

 A follow-up discussion with Carol Hayden of Shared Intelligence by 

telephone;  

 Receiving and reviewing the job descriptions, annual reports and (for 

WWV) quarterly reports related to the work of Support Officers funded 

by the project in WWV and by the Welsh Government LSB 

Development Grant in East Wales;  

 Reviewing relevant policy literature including: 

o Making the Connections: Delivering Beyond Boundaries; 

o The Simpson review and the Footprint for Public Service 

Collaboration; 

o The Local Government (Wales) Measure, 2011 and Explanatory 

Memorandum; 

o Promoting Local Democracy, Welsh Government White Paper, 

May 2012; 

o Learning to Improve: an Independent Assessment of the Welsh 

Government’s Policy for Local Government, Second Interim 

Report, Cardiff University, 2011; 

o The Report of the Commission on Public Service Governance 

and Delivery, 2014; 

o The Response of the Welsh Government to the Commission 

through the White Paper Devolution, Democracy and Delivery: 

Improving Public Policy for People in Wales; 

o The Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Bill; 
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 Developing and agreeing with the Steering Group a set of research 

instruments for the evaluation; 

 Undertaking three focus groups with Support Officers and their line 

managers in the margins of the LSB Support Officer Learning Network 

meeting on 15 July 2014. In total 25 individuals from 17 local 

authorities and the Local Government Data Unit took part7;  

 Undertaking a small number of ‘national’ stakeholder interviews  on a 

face-to-face basis with the following individuals:  

o Sioned Rees (Welsh Government); 

o Dan Jones (Welsh Government); 

o Claire Germain and Ceri Thomas (Welsh Government);  

o Daniel Hurford and Susan Perkins (WLGA); 

 Undertaking an initial package of fieldwork (in July/early August) 

related to each case-study area involving: 

o Desk based review of relevant materials; 

o Face-to-face interviews with the Support Officer(s) and their line 

managers: in total we interviewed 14 staff from the six local 

authorities; 

o Preparing an initial case-study report;  

 Preparing an interim report, including a draft logic model and 

discussing it with the Steering Group; 

 Facilitating a discussion at a meeting of the Welsh Government 

representatives on LSBs on 16 September; 

 Undertaking a second package of fieldwork (in September/October) 

related to each case-study area involving: 

o Face-to-face interviews with other local stakeholders with an 

insight into the LSB process and the work of the Support Officer: 

in total we were able to interview an additional 43 individuals 

from across the six areas. These included: 

 Two local authority members (from two different case-

study areas);  

                                                
7 This included staff from four authorities included as case-studies. Three Local Authorities have not 

contributed either through the focus groups or through the case-studies (Bridgend, Flintshire and 

Swansea)   
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 15 local authority officers (from across all six areas);  

 Eight representatives of LHBs (from five case-study 

areas);  

 Five representatives of County Voluntary Councils 

(CVCs) (from three case-study areas); 

 Two representatives of Police Forces (from two different 

case-study areas);  

 Four representatives of Housing Associations (from two 

case-study areas); 

 Two representatives of the Fire and Rescue services 

(from two different case-study areas); 

 Two representatives from the Probation Service (from two 

different case-study areas); 

 One representative from a Further Education Institution 

(FEI); 

 One representative from JobCentre Plus; 

 One representative from National Resources Wales 

(NRW).  

o Updating the case-study reports. 

 Drafting this report. 
 

In the remainder of this report we set out: 

 The policy context for the study (Section 2); 

 The Programme Logic Model we have developed as the basis for the 

evaluation (Section 3); 

 The findings from our review of relevant documentation, the interviews 

with stakeholders and our six case-studies (Section 4); 

 Finally, our conclusions and recommendations (Section 5).  
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2.0 CONTEXT  
 

2.1 Introduction 

 

In this Section, we outline the changing policy context within which the funding 

for the LSB Support Officers has operated. We first consider (Section 2.2) the 

long-term development of the Public Service reform agenda and the 

emergence of the LSBs and (more recently) the concept of the SIP, before 

turning to the relationship between the LSB agenda and the emerging focus 

on regionalisation (Section 2.3)  and the report on the Commission on Public 

Service Governance  and Delivery (Section 2.4). Finally, (Section 2.4) we turn 

to the most recent developments in terms of the Well-being of Future 

Generations (Wales) Bill, currently before the National Assembly for Wales. 

 

2.2 The Public Service Reform Agenda 

 

The Welsh Government has, over more than a decade since the publication of 

the original ‘Making the Connections’ report authored by Sir Jeremy Beecham 

in 2004, developed a distinctive and coherent approach to public sector 

service delivery based around the idea of ‘voice, rather than choice’, in other 

words seeking to harness the experience, views and preferences of service 

users to help shape public services that are more tailored and responsive to 

users’ needs in preference to a more marketised approach. This approach 

has been based around the need for collaboration rather than competition 

within the public sector in order to improve the integration between different 

services and to deliver citizen-focused services. 

 

A critical part of this approach was the creation of Local Service Boards 

(LSBs) within each of the local authority areas in Wales, a process which was 

set in train by the (then) Welsh Assembly Government in ‘Making the 

Connections: Delivering Beyond Boundaries’ (2006). LSBs were intended: 

‘to bring together the key contributors to local service delivery, both 

devolved and non-devolved. They will have a mission to improve 



An Evaluation of the Role of Local Service Boards’ Support Officers: Final Report 

 

 

16 

service delivery and undertake joint action where the need is identified 

in fields such as health and social care, services for vulnerable children 

and others where good outcomes depend on joined-up action’8. 

 

The LSBs would ‘develop out of the existing Community Strategy Partnerships 

and build on their valuable experience, adding to that the mission for joint 

action on service delivery’9. 

 

At that time the intention was for the LSBs to be an over-arching mechanism 

of co-ordination, bringing together the main public service providers (Local 

Authorities, Local Health Boards [LHBs], Police, the Fire and Rescue services 

and Welsh Government itself) but complimenting rather than supplanting pre-

existing thematic partnerships:  

‘Local Service Boards are not intended to replace key existing 

partnerships such as those for Community Safety, Health and Well-

Being and Children and Young People, but they will provide the hub 

around which these other partnerships can function’10.  

 

However, in the context of pressure on public finances and ‘a multiplication of 

joint working arrangements at different levels and across multiple partners, 

including those partnerships working at a community level through the 

Communities First Programme [and] the development by the WLGA of 

Regional Partnerships’11, the Welsh Government has become increasingly 

concerned to achieve some streamlining of institutional arrangements at the 

local level.   

 

Thus, the ‘Programme for Government’ of the new Labour administration in 

2011 promised to: 

‘simplify our statutory partnership structures, removing the need for so 

many separate plans, needs assessments and committees [and 

to]…publish statutory guidance that will set out clearly what Ministers 

                                                
8 Making the Connections: Delivering Beyond Boundaries’, Welsh Assembly Government, 2006 p.3 
9 Ibid., p. 20 
10 Ibid., p. 21 
11 Literature Review for the LSB-ESF Development and Priority Delivery Project, Meza et al, Cardiff 

Business School, 2013, p.4 



An Evaluation of the Role of Local Service Boards’ Support Officers: Final Report 

 

 

17 

expect from local authorities and public service partners in respect of 

increasing effective collaborative activity’12. 

 

These promises were followed through with the publication (initially in January 

2012 as a draft consultation document and then as final statutory guidance in 

June 2012) of ‘Shared Purpose, Shared Delivery: Guidance on Integrating 

Partnerships and Plans’.  

 

While expressing general satisfaction with the development of partnership 

working between those involved in the development and delivery of public 

services, the Guidance noted that: 

‘as these local partnerships have developed they have given rise to too 

much complexity and duplication, including second and third tier 

partnerships, working groups and task and finish groups’13.  

 

It therefore concluded that: 

‘Streamlining of local partnership structures under the clear leadership 

of the LSB is necessary in order to make them fit for purpose, to re-

establish accountability and redirect staff and resources to support 

integrated planning and delivery’14. 

 

At the centre of this process of streamlining was the requirement for each LSB 

to develop - by April 2013 - a Single Integrated Plan (SIP), which would: 

‘replace at least four of the existing statutory plans and strategies (the 

Community Strategy, the Children and Young People’s Plan, the 

Health, Social Care and Well-being Strategy and the Community Safety 

Partnership Plan…), thereby reducing complexity and duplication, and 

freeing up resources’15. 

 

                                                
12 Programme for Government, Welsh Government, 2011 pp.8-9 
13 Shared Purpose, Shared Delivery: Guidance on Integrating Partnerships and Plans, Welsh 

Government, 2012, p. 3 
14 Ibid., p. 4 
15 Ibid. 
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SIPs were to be based on ‘a strategic needs analysis to determine which 

should be the priorities for local action’16. Crucially, SIPs and the needs 

analyses underpinning them were seen as integrally linked to the need to re-

orient service provision to a much clearer focus on early interventions, not 

least as a way of responding to increasing financial pressures: 

‘It is the view of the Welsh Government that the foundation for moving 

forward sustainably is a well-evidenced, single integrated plan for the 

area that clearly reflects the needs of the local population, and that 

local government and partners must focus their efforts most forcefully 

on early intervention and prevention, in order to break cycles of 

dependency and prevent the persistence of poor outcomes from one 

generation to the next17’. 

 

A critical part of the needs analysis was expected to be better engagement 

with service users and the population in general, with this seen as an area 

where LSBs had been relatively weak: 

‘The Welsh approach to public service reform is premised on citizen 

voice as a driver for service improvement. The single integrated plan 

should include an engagement strategy setting out how partners intend 

to engage with people and communities, with a very clear focus on how 

this will best support service improvement and improve the experience 

of people using the services’18. 

  

The Guidance made clear that LSBs should continue to be the driver of 

change in terms of public service reform and improvement and highlighted the 

importance of a clear link to public service delivery and commissioning: 

‘LSBs should ensure that there is a strong strategic focus to 

commissioning and delivery, which must clearly link back to evidence 

of need’19. 

 

                                                
16 Ibid., p.9 
17 Ibid., p.2-3 
18 Ibid., p.15-16 
19 Ibid., p.9 
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The Guidance also stressed that while Local Authorities have a key role to 

play ‘the LSB is a partnership of equals and should not be local authority 

dominated’20. It required that: 

‘the core membership of a LSB should consist of leaders of the local 

authority (political and / or executive), police, health service, county 

voluntary council, and a senior representative of the Welsh 

Government’21. 

 

2.3 LSBs and the Regional Agenda 

 

While in many ways the last decade has seen considerable continuity in terms 

of the policy agenda of public sector reform – with a strong emphasis on local 

partnership working focused on the LSB – another important developing 

strand of policy has been the increasing focus on regional working in terms of 

public service delivery.  

 

Even in 2006, it was recognised that there was a need for the commissioning 

of some services at a regional or national level, with a priority being:  

‘Regional and national collaborations - in which local bodies work 

together regionally or nationally to deliver specialised, complex or 

cross-boundary services which they cannot deliver effectively and 

efficiently on their own to 21st century standards’22. 

 

However, with the onset of the financial crisis and the subsequent squeeze on 

public sector spending, the issue of regional delivery of public services has 

moved into sharper focus. The Simpson Review, published in 2011, argued 

for a much stronger emphasis on the collaborative procurement at regional or 

national level of a wide range of public services23 and made clear that, in the 

context of pressures on public funding and a relatively generous settlement for 

local government to date ‘“steady as you go” is not an option’24.  

                                                
20

 Ibid., p.7 
21 Ibid., p.8 
22 Making the Connections: Delivering Beyond Boundaries’, Welsh Assembly Government, 2006 p.25-

6 
23 Local, Regional, National: What Services are best delivered where? Welsh Government, 2011, p.6 
24 Ibid., p.10.  
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Building on this, the Welsh Government agreed a new ‘collaborative footprint’ 

for public service delivery in July 2011, which consisted of six regions25: 

 North Wales (the six Unitary Authority areas of Isle of Anglesey, 

Gwynedd, Conwy, Denbighshire, Flintshire and Wrexham). 

 Mid and West Wales (Powys, Ceredigion, Carmarthenshire and 

Pembrokeshire). 

 Western Bay (Swansea, Neath Port Talbot and Bridgend). 

 Cwm Taff (Merthyr and Rhondda Cynon Taf). 

 Cardiff and Vale (Cardiff and the Vale of Glamorgan). 

 Gwent (Blaenau Gwent, Caerphilly, Monmouthshire, Newport and 

Torfaen). 

 

In reality, there appears to be some tension between the growing focus on 

regionalisation and the emphasis on the LSB and the SIP as a key building 

block of local service delivery, and ‘Shared Purpose, Shared Delivery’ 

suggested that clarifying the relationship was a work in progress: 

‘While the regional agenda for collaboration may be distinct from the 

agenda of LSBs, there are clear connections between the two. These 

connections are likely to develop differently, depending on the 

agreement of partners in each area, in response to the challenges of 

service delivery. Where regional leadership groups are already in 

place, they should establish clear mechanisms for linking local and 

regional needs analysis, delivery and accountability. Where regional 

arrangements are not already in place, LSBs might jointly consider how 

best these can be established’26. 

 

The recent evaluation of the Welsh Government’s policy framework for local 

government between 2007 and 2011 suggested that there were significant 

tensions between different policy goals (a regional agenda driven by the need 

for greater efficiency and a citizen engagement agenda focused on greater 

personalisation of services): 

                                                
25See: http://gov.wales/topics/improvingservices/publications/rcastatscomp/?lang=en  
26 Shared Purpose, Shared Delivery: Guidance on Integrating Partnerships and Plans, Welsh 

Government, 2012, p.23 

http://gov.wales/topics/improvingservices/publications/rcastatscomp/?lang=en
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‘So the evidence from our study suggests that the Welsh Government 

needs to choose which policy instruments it believes offer the best 

hope of securing more effective and efficient local services. If citizen 

engagement is going to be the main driver of these changes, it follows 

that powers and funding need to be devolved down to neighbourhoods. 

This might imply retaining existing unitary authorities but encouraging a 

much stronger role for neighbourhood teams, community groups and 

community councils. If, on the other hand, the best way to improve 

services and make better use of the available resources is through 

regional or even national consortia, then Government needs to 

continue to encourage partnership working between authorities, or to 

reorganise local government in order to create larger councils and, 

perhaps, consider whether the current division of responsibilities 

between local and central government is right’27.  

 

2.4 The Commission on Public Service Governance and Delivery and the 

Welsh Government Response  

 

More recently, in April 2013, the Welsh Government announced a review of 

‘public service governance and delivery’ by a Commission headed by Sir Paul 

Williams to identify alternatives to the current arrangements for public service 

delivery, in the light of the First Minister’s view that these were: 

‘not sustainable or acceptable in the longer term, given the scale of the 

public sector cuts which are yet to come’28. 

 

The Commission’s Report was published in January 2014.  

 

The report clearly signals a need for a ‘step change in public service 

governance and delivery’29 to respond to the continued pressure on public 

budgets as a result of austerity, demographic change and increasing public 

demand for world-class services. It argues that while the perception of public 

                                                
27 Learning to Improve: An Independent Assessment of the Welsh Government’s Policies for Local 

Government, 2007 – 2011, Cardiff Business School, Welsh Government GSR Report 58/2013 p.9   
28 Welsh Government Press Release, 30 April 2013 
29 The Report of the Commission on Public Service Governance and Delivery: Summary Report, p.2 
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services by citizens is relatively positive, ‘the picture for too many of the public 

services in Wales is poor and patchy’30. 

 

The report proposes restructuring local government through the merger of 

current local authorities, on the basis of one of four different models, involving 

10, 11 or 12 unitary authorities: only Powys of the current 22 authorities would 

be certain to see no change, though here the report advocates a merger 

between the local authority and the LHB. Swansea and Carmarthenshire 

might also be retained in some of the scenarios.  

 

The report argues that while the consolidation of partnership working at the 

local level through LSBs is welcome in principle, ‘there is clear evidence that 

progress so far has been no more than limited and sporadic’. It suggests that 

there is little evidence of collaboration having any impact on service standards 

or the attainment of outcomes and reports ‘a general sense that supporting 

collaboration consumed more resource than the results could justify’, 

concluding that ‘the current systems and structures need a radical overhaul’31.  

 

The report recognises that even with strong leadership from the Welsh 

Government, the significant change required will take at least three to five 

years32 and recommended that programme arrangements for local authority 

mergers should be in place by Easter 201433. Others of its 62 

recommendations of relevance to LSBs include: 

 The need for urgent action to integrate health and social services on 

the basis of ‘clear and robust plans...involving detailed proposals, 

milestones, targets and outcomes for improved and integrated delivery 

of all relevant services’34; 

 That ‘local partnership structures must be radically streamlined and 

made more effective’, with LSBs i) ensuring that they meet criteria set 

out in the report for effective partnership working; ii) overhauling (within 

no more than 12 months) other local partnership structures to bring 

                                                
30 Ibid., p.10 
31 Ibid., p.22 
32 Ibid., p.86 
33 Ibid., p.90 
34 Ibid., pp.88-89 
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them into line with these criteria and the priority outcomes set by the 

LSB; and iii) ensuring that SIPs focus on the priority outcomes and ‘set 

out clearly the actions which need to be undertaken, by whom and by 

when’35; 

 The need for the Welsh Government to reform LSBs to ensure that 

‘there is a national single, robust governance model in place which is 

equitable and transparent and which ensures that decisions are based 

on identifiable responsibilities and actions and joint rights and 

obligations’ and so that LSBs are ‘empowered to take significant and 

meaningful decisions’36;  

 A strong focus on the importance of scrutiny including ensuring that 

LSBs put in place a specific scrutiny programme and the requirement 

of the ‘co-option of individuals from advocacy and other groups onto 

scrutiny committees to increase such committees’ capacity and 

capability to provide constructive and informed scrutiny’37; 

 That the Welsh Government should agree with each LSB by the end of 

2014/15 ‘how the board and its members will contribute to national 

strategic outcomes while also addressing local needs and priorities’38. 

  

The report thus, while endorsing the direction of travel of the Welsh 

Government over recent years in terms of partnership working strongly 

suggests that relatively little progress has been made and much remains to be 

done.  

 

In response to the Commission’s report, the Welsh Government published two 

papers in July 201439. The first of these – ‘Devolution, Democracy and 

Delivery: Improving Public Services for People in Wales’ – sets out a reform 

agenda for public services in order ‘to improve the well-being of people across 

Wales now and in the future’40.  

                                                
35 Ibid., pp.89-90 
36

 Ibid., p.93 
37 Ibid., p.92 
38 Ibid., p.97 
39 Alongside a third paper dealing with increased powers for the devolved Welsh Government. 
40

 Devolution, Democracy and Delivery: Improving Public Services for People in Wales, Welsh 
Government, July 2014, p.7 
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The paper endorses the overall recommendations of the Commission which it 

says ‘viewed as a package…represent an important and logical next phase of 

reform’, while acknowledging that ‘the Commission’s findings are 

uncomfortable reading for many in public services’41.   

 

The paper sets out a vision for public services in Wales which – in line with 

earlier Welsh Government policy – stresses that ‘public services must 

increasingly be delivered not to people but with people...involving people in 

the design and delivery of services, recognising people’s own strengths and 

tailoring services accordingly’42. The vision also emphasises the need for 

‘acting earlier to help people take action preventatively to improve their lives, 

rather than only responding when things go wrong’ and ‘putting people’s 

needs foremost, working to engage a wide range of partners to work as “one 

public service”’43.  

 

The paper endorses the need to restructure Welsh local government and 

expresses a preference for the 12-authority model proposed by the 

Commission, while not ruling out considering alternative proposals44. It 

stresses a commitment to ‘rationalising and developing stronger, more 

focused partnerships with other public services and realigning existing 

partnerships and collaborations with the boundaries of new local authorities 

and other delivery partners’ and highlights the continued central importance of 

LSBs in the new arrangements45. 

 

The paper stresses the importance of the forthcoming Well-being of Future 

Generations (Wales) Bill which it says will establish a smaller set of national 

outcome goals which public service organisations and partnerships will need 

to address46.  

 

                                                
41

 Ibid., p.8 
42 Ibid., p.11 
43 Ibid.  
44 Ibid., p.13 
45 Ibid. 
46 Ibid., p.19 
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The paper also emphasises that: 

‘public services need to innovate and continuously seek to improve to 

anticipate and respond to economic, environmental and societal 

changes in Wales. New models for public services need to be 

encouraged… and we need to find new ways of actively managing the 

demand for public services rather than just passively reacting to it’47.  

 

The second paper, ‘Devolution, Democracy and Delivery: White Paper – 

Reforming Local Government’ was a consultation document which focused 

more narrowly on Welsh Local Government with a deadline for responses of 1 

October 2014 (highlighting that the highly ambitious timescale for change set 

out by the Commission has already slipped).  

 

The White Paper: 

 Stresses the importance of early intervention to reduce demands for 

acute services and of greater engagement with citizens over the design 

of services48;  

 Endorses the need for a stronger system of scrutiny of local 

government and other public bodies49;  

 Underlines the importance of partnership and collaboration and more 

particularly the role of LSBs which it says have ‘a vital role in bringing 

local public service organisations together’ but says reform as 

advocated by the Commission is needed and will be proposed through 

the forthcoming Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Bill50; 

 Endorses the need to restructure Welsh local government but argues 

that there is insufficient time to pass legislation before the next National 

Assembly elections in May 2016 , while promising to publish a draft Bill 

for consultation in autumn 201551; 

                                                
47

 Ibid., p.21 
48 Devolution, Democracy and Delivery: White Paper – Reforming Local Government, Welsh 
Government, July 2014, p.10 
49 Ibid., pp.14-15 
50 Ibid., p.17 
51 Ibid., pp.24-25 
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 Envisages that the new authorities would come into existence on 1 

April 2020 but commits to legislate to allow voluntary mergers at a 

more rapid pace5253. 

 

2.5 The Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Bill  

 

Most recently, the Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Bill was 

introduced in the National Assembly for Wales on 7 July 2014 and is currently 

passing through the legislative process.  

 

While the proposed legislation is wide-ranging, including crucially laying out 

provisions for all parts of the public sector in Wales to set and monitor 

performance against well-being objectives, Part 4 of the Bill specifically relates 

to putting the partnership arrangements currently embodied in the LSBs on a 

statutory footing. In particular, the Bill requires: 

 The establishment of a Public Services Board for each local authority 

area in Wales, consisting of a core membership of the local authority, 

the relevant LHB, the relevant Fire and Rescue authority, and the 

NRW, but with a requirement for the Board also to invite the Welsh 

Ministers, the Chief Constable and Police and Crime Commissioner of 

the relevant Police Force, a representative of the relevant provider of 

Probation Services, and a representative of a body representing 

voluntary organisations in the area54; 

 Each Board to seek advice from other partners, including Town and 

Community Councils and further and higher education institutions 

situated in the area as well as a range of Welsh Government 

Sponsored Bodies55; 

                                                
52 Ibid., p.26 
53

 This report was drafted prior to the Local Government (Wales) Bill being tabled in January 2015 and 

a further White Paper, Devolution, Democracy and Delivery: White Paper: Reforming Local 
Government: Power to the People, being published in February 2015 
54 The Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Bill, National Assembly for Wales, 2014, Part 4, 

Chapter 1 
55 Ibid. 
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 Public Services Boards to be subject to scrutiny from the relevant local 

authority’s Overview and Scrutiny Committee(s)56; 

 The aim of each Board to be to ‘improve the economic, social and 

environmental well-being of its area in accordance with the sustainable 

development principle’57; 

 Each Board to produce an assessment of the state of economic, social 

and environmental well-being within its area, on the basis of wide 

consultation, and to produce a local Well-being Plan (effectively a 

successor to the SIP), also on the basis of wide consultation, setting 

out objectives for meeting the overall aim and specifying steps to be 

taken to fulfil these objectives: these plans to be produced within 12 

months of each ordinary local authority election58; 

 Each Board, in setting objectives, to apply the sustainable development 

principle, by balancing ‘short term needs with the need to safeguard the 

ability to meet long term needs’ and by taking an integrated approach, 

including considering how its actions may impact on its own and other 

public bodies well-being objectives59;  

 Each Board, in developing its Well-being Plan to seek and incorporate 

the advice of the Future Generations Commissioner for Wales, 

established under Part 3 of the Bill60; 

 Each Board to publish an Annual Report on progress against the 

objectives set in it Well-being Plan61. 

 

The Bill also provides for two Public Services Boards to merge on a voluntary 

basis, provided that they both involve the same LHB (and do not involve more 

than one LHB) or to collaborate in any way they choose, as well as providing 

for the Welsh Government to direct Boards to collaborate62. 

 

                                                
56 Ibid. 
57 Ibid., Part 4, Chapter 2 
58

 Ibid. 
59 Ibid. 
60 Ibid. 
61 Ibid. 
62 Ibid. 
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3.0 PROGRAMME LOGIC MODEL 

 

The programme logic model set out at Figure 3.1 below attempts to set out 

the implicit theory of change underpinning the funding for the LSB Support 

Officers. This was derived from the analysis of the job descriptions (for local 

authorities within WWV only) and quarterly/annual reports, the focus groups 

with relevant local authority officers, and the interviews with national 

stakeholders and case-study LSB officers and their line-managers but it was 

also informed by the business plan and the wider policy literature and was 

discussed with the Steering Group for the evaluation.  

 

The model should be read from left to right, with the identified activities 

expected to give rise to the related outputs and results, and ultimately 

impacts. We are conscious that the definition of ‘outputs’ is generally poor but 

this reflects the fact that quantitative outputs are rarely identified or reported 

against in the documentation.  

 

We have grouped the activities, outputs and results into four broad areas 

which seem to us to cover the main foci of LSB officers work namely: LSB 

Partnership and Working; Single Integrated Plan (SIP); Delivery and Learning 

and Responding to Welsh Government Priorities. It should be noted that 

Inputs/Resources and the ultimate desired impacts are not segmented 

between these: clearly the resources are used across all four areas of activity, 

while the ultimate impacts will derive from the interaction of the different 

results of the project (and indeed many other factors).  

 

In this context, it is essential to note that as with all such models, externalities 

(i.e. factors wholly outside the control of the intervention itself) play an 

increasingly important part as one moves from left to right:  in relatively subtle 

interventions such as this, which are strongly dependent on the culture and 

behaviours of individuals and organisations, the role of such externalities is 

likely to be particularly significant.  
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It should also be noted that this model is generic attempting to generalise 

across all 22 Local Authority areas. As part of the case-study research we 

sought to test the validity of the model in the six different areas in order to 

highlight similarities and differences between them. The results of this 

analysis are shown in the Technical Appendix.  
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Figure 3.1: Programme Logic Model for the LSB’ Support Officers 

Inputs/ 
Resources 

Activities Outputs Results Impact 

 
WG funding for 
support officers  

 

Line-
management/ 
Other 
partnership staff 
from LAs  

 

Inputs/data 
/analysis from 
other LSB 
partners  

 

WG support/ 
guidance  

 

LSB and Partnership working  

LSBs 
established as 

sustainable form 
of planning and 

delivery 
infrastructure  

 

Improved 
outcomes related 
to SIP priorities  - 

citizen-centred 
services 

 

Efficiencies from 
pilot projects/joint 
working identified 

and 
mainstreamed 

 
Efficiencies from 
regional working 
identified/realised  

 

Servicing LSB: secretariat  
 

Servicing LSB: reporting 

 

LSB Engagement/Communication  

 

Review of LSB Structures and Performance  

 

Facilitation sub-groups/partnerships  

 

Relationship management with partners 
 

LSB meetings held/attended  
 

LSB sub-group meetings held/attended  

 

Engagement events organised  
 

Secondments between partners  
 

 

Improved capability for partnership working 
in LSB and sub-groups  

 

Integration/rationalisation of plans and 
partnerships with LSB  

 

Long-term improvement practises 
embedded in LSB working  

 

Single Integrated Plan  

Data gathering/needs analysis  
 

Developing/updating SIP – including 
identifying priorities  

 

Progress chasing/Performance 
management of SIP priorities 

 

SIP and underpinning needs analysis 
produced/updated 

 

Agreed SIP/LSB actions followed 
up/reported  

 

Agreed and embedded performance 
management systems  

 

SIP sets meaningful shared priorities for 
LSB partners  

 

Agreed SIP priorities delivered  
 

Delivery and Learning  

 

ESF/other project development/application 
 

ESF/other project monitoring/compliance  
 

ESF/other project management  

 

Drawing out learning/good practice in area 
 

Disseminating good practice across Wales  
 

 

Projects developed  
 

Project monitoring reports completed  

 

Project progress reports to LSB  

 

Project evaluation/lessons disseminated  
 

 
 
 

Collaborative ESF/other projects delivered 
to plan  

 

Learning from ESF/other projects 
disseminated/mainstreamed  

 

Responding to Welsh Government Priorities  
 

Liaison with WG officials  
 

Trouble shooting WG requests for 

info/action  

 

Contributing to regional working  
 

 

WG requests responded to  
 

 

Specific WG priorities addressed  

 

LSBs integrated into regional working  
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4.0. FINDINGS 
 
4.1 Introduction 

 

In this Section, we report on our findings from the fieldwork undertaken in the 

case-study areas, along with the desk-based review of documentation linked 

to the officers’ role, the focus groups with LSB Support Officers and the 

interviews with national stakeholders.  

 

We have structured this Section around the programme logic model which we 

have developed for the project (see Figure 3.1). We first consider evidence 

with regard to inputs, examining in particular the extent to which the resources 

provided from the Welsh Government to support the work of the LSB are 

complemented by other resources (Section 4.2) before examining in turn the 

four thematic areas of LSB and Partnership Working (Section 4.3), the Single 

Integrated Plan (Section 4.4), Delivery and Learning (Section 4.5) and 

Responding to Welsh Government Priorities (Section 4.6). We then consider 

progress in terms of the desired impacts (Section 4.7) before reporting on 

enabling factors and barriers which have been encountered (Section 4.8). 

Finally, in Section 4.9 we report on stakeholder views of the need for future 

support.  

 

4.2 Inputs/Resources  

 

KEY FINDINGS  

Within WWV, the resources received by individual local authorities have 

varied, depending on the nature of the requirement put forward by each 

authority, and have been linked to specific posts. By contrast in East Wales a 

standard amount of £50,000 per annum per authority has been available 

(though not all have claimed up to this limit). Contributors to the research 

generally found the freedom given in East Wales desirable, while welcoming 

the fact that support in WWV had been tailored to specific local needs. 
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The seniority of posts supported has varied considerably, though individual 

officers have sometimes taken on responsibilities above those associated with 

the grading of their posts: many interviewees also felt that the term Support 

Officer gave a misleading impression of their role. Turnover of staff has been 

a problem in many areas, sometimes compounded by changes in line 

management.   

 

Most Support Officers are based in the corporate centre of local authorities, 

but the context in which individual Support Officers have worked has been 

very different in different areas: in some cases, they have been the only 

resource available to the LSB, while in others they have functioned as part of 

larger teams (albeit ones with multiple responsibilities).  Generally, teams 

have been subject to cuts over recent years and Welsh Government 

stakeholders, in particular, expressed concerns over the lack of analytical 

skills available. 

 

Welsh Government support for networking has been generally appreciated 

but appears to have been more proactive in North Wales and may have 

deterred others such as the WLGA from greater engagement.  

 

The Business Plan for the LSB – ESF project, as revised in November 2011, 

makes clear that the level of Welsh Government funding to be drawn down by 

different local authority areas within WWV would vary quite considerably, 

reflecting the bid for resources made by each local authority: thus, over the 

lifetime of the ESF project, Bridgend was allocated £316,485 to pay for two 

full-time officers and Blaenau Gwent  £273,553 to pay for two full-time officers 

and a part-time (40%) support worker. On the other hand Conwy and 

Swansea were each to receive less than half as much (£120,000 in each 

case) while Gwynedd did not bid for any funding and Anglesey was to receive 

£100,000. This would appear to have been reflected in practice, as the 10 

most recent annual reports available suggest a wide range of funding being 

requested and drawn down by different local authorities.  
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By contrast, the annual funding provided to East Wales’ local authorities is 

largely consistent across the seven. Here, a standard amount of £50,000 per 

annum per authority has been available (though not all have claimed up to 

this limit). East Wales authorities have considerable discretion over how to 

use the resource (and consequently the funding does not always fund a 

particular post[s]) whereas the requirements of ESF funding mean that in 

WWV, the use of the funding is tied more specifically to individual post(s), with 

job descriptions having to be agreed with Welsh Government.  

 

While our fieldwork suggested that in practice, programme managers within 

Welsh Government had been relatively flexible about these issues, 

interviewees from East Wales certainly believed the greater degree of 

discretion they possessed (while still having to demonstrate that resources 

have been used for the specific support of the LSB) was preferable: 

‘The freedom that we’ve had in East Wales with the £50,000 grant has 

meant we’ve been able to do what we’ve needed to do rather than it all 

being prescribed to us. We’ve been able to match our response to the 

needs of the area. Others haven’t been able to do that’. (Case-study D 

interviewee) 

 

This was generally echoed by others, particularly within the focus groups. 

‘we’re not trying to fit a square peg into a round hole, you actually can 

make it [the funding] work for you.’ (Focus group participant) 

 

The seniority of posts supported by the funding in WWV appears to vary 

considerably from managerial to clerical grades (with most posts designated 

between Grade Point 5 and SO 2 on the local authority scale), with a small 

number of local authorities (e.g. Bridgend and Ceredigion) having several 

funded posts. Interviewees generally welcomed this variety, seeing it as 

reflecting a willingness on the part of programme managers to respond to the 

specific needs and circumstances of individual local authorities and national 

stakeholders stressed the importance of taking into account the broader 

structures and context in which proposed posts were located.  



An Evaluation of the Role of Local Service Boards’ Support Officers: Final Report  

 

 

34 

However, both in the focus groups and the case-studies (notably C), in cases 

where there had been a low turnover of staff, some interviewees noted a 

natural tendency for post-holders to assume more complex and ‘managerial’ 

tasks as the role developed, but also noted that this was not necessarily 

reflected in formal changes to the post, leading to individual officers being 

perceived as in practice working above the grade at which they were paid: 

‘Originally she [the Support Officer] was expected just to co-ordinate 

the papers for the LSB but now she is writing them.’ (Focus-group 

participant) 

 

Related to this, many interviewees felt that the term ‘Support Officer’ 

significantly underplayed the importance of the role actually played by the 

individuals: 

‘the term support officer kind of diminishes the value of the role, that’s 

the wrong word, it’s quite a senior post.’ (Focus group participant) 

 

‘the role is more about facilitation than supporting.’ (Focus group 

participant) 

 

While most local authorities in WWV used this term, a number of other 

different job titles were also used e.g.: 

 ‘LSB Business Support Officer’ (Bridgend) 

 ‘Programme Manager’ (Caerphilly) 

 ‘Project Co-ordinator - Local Service Board’ (Swansea) 

 ‘Outcome Based Accountability Development Officer’ (Torfaen) 

 ‘Project Officer’ (Ceredigion) 

 

Turnover of staff was reported as having been a significant issue in some 

areas: in some of the case-study areas this had been deliberate, for example 

in B (in East Wales), where new more senior staff were recruited around 18 

months ago as part of a deliberate effort to re-launch what was perceived by 

senior figures within the authority as a failing LSB. But in others, notably E 

where there had been six post-holders in three years, it was unplanned, 
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reflecting the unattractiveness of fixed-term posts and significant changes 

within the local authority.  

 

Of the five ESF funded officers in the four case-study areas within WWV, only 

one (case-study C) had been in post since 2011, one since 2012, two since 

early 2013 and one since the end of 2013. In the remaining case-study area 

(in East Wales), (D), the funded post was filled at the time of the fieldwork by 

an individual appointed in mid-2012 but this officer left the post in September 

2014 and had not been replaced.  

 

The issue of turnover of staff was compounded by the fact that in some areas 

line-managers had also changed frequently, reflecting the amount of 

restructuring underway in local government more generally. This was true in 

two of the case-study areas (A, F) but was also referred to in the focus 

groups. In terms of the case-study areas, C was again an exception here 

where the line-manager of the Support Officer had retained these 

responsibilities throughout even though he had had a substantive promotion 

in the interim, while in E, the frequent upheavals to the role of the Support 

Officer had been offset by stability in terms of more senior staff.    

  

In all of our case-study areas – and it would appear in most of the remaining 

local authority areas - LSB Support Officers were located in the corporate 

centre of local authorities (within the Chief Executive’s Department, Corporate 

Services or equivalent) – though in some cases, such as F this was a 

relatively recent development following an internal restructuring process. This 

perception was confirmed by national stakeholders, who felt that this was 

really important as it meant that communications with the Support Officers 

opened a channel to the strategic decision makers within local authorities, 

such as Leaders and Chief Executives. 

 

Despite this, it was clear from our focus groups that there were very 

significant variations in terms of the context within which LSB Support Officers 

were working and in the other resources which local authorities brought to 

bear to support the work of LSBs. In some authorities the funded Support 
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Officer(s) were the main (if not only) officer resource specifically serving the 

LSB, whereas in others they formed part of larger teams, with other staff core-

funded (up to six or so officers) who collectively supported the LSB (albeit with 

these teams having significant other responsibilities in terms of corporate 

planning or other partnership working).  In part, this reflected the extent to 

which authorities had centralised (or not) partnership working (e.g. Children 

and Young People, Health, Social Care and Well-Being, Community Safety) 

which was formerly supported from service departments. 

 

This variety was to some extent reflected in our case-study areas, though in 

most cases the identified Support Officer was the only dedicated resource 

working solely or principally on work connected to the LSB. In four of the 

areas (A, D, E and F), the Support Officers played a relatively ‘backroom’ role, 

in that line-managers or more senior colleagues tended to speak at LSB 

meetings and were far more visible to external stakeholders. In one of these 

(A), the Chair of the LSB had to be reminded who the LSB Support Officer 

was because his first point of contact was the latter’s line manager and the 

Support Officer deputised to others in terms of key functions such as 

preparing the SIP or performance management of LSB priorities, while in 

another (D), although papers were produced by the Support Officer they were 

presented at the LSB by her line-manager.  

 

By contrast, however, in other case-study areas (B and C), the post-holder(s) 

funded by Welsh Government/ESF were very much the key officer support to 

the LSB: in the former case, the more senior of the two officers reported direct 

to the Chief Executive, for example.     

 

In general terms, however (though not in all cases), the larger teams in which 

Support Officers were based were said to have shrunk (in some cases, 

disproportionately) as a result of ‘salami slicing’ cut backs to local government 

establishments. Thus, in case-study E, the latest post-holder was continuing 

to fulfil some other partnership duties (related to the LSB) which she had been 

responsible for prior to being seconded into the post while in another, the 

Support Officer had inherited some residual responsibilities from former 
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colleagues as the team she belonged to had contracted. A national 

stakeholder noted: 

‘Corporate centres are being cut across the board. Research staff, co-

ordinators etc. are really under the microscope’.  

 

In terms of analytical skills, national stakeholders we interviewed were 

concerned about what was perceived as very uneven access to good data 

and analytical skills within different local authorities: while this was raised by a 

number of case-study interviewees and while in two case-study areas (D and 

E) it was noted that analytical staff had been made redundant to make 

savings, it did not seem such a major concern (though this may reflect a lack 

of awareness of deficiencies). 

 

Support from the Welsh Government’s LSB – ESF team for the work of the 

Support Officers – particularly via the networking opportunities - was generally 

(but not universally) seen as valuable by interviewees, with those from North 

Wales being particularly positive about this: 

‘[Name of WG officer] 'has been invaluable in supporting LSB 

Development Officers and project managers'. (Case-study A 

interviewee) 

 

Elsewhere the support was appreciated but felt to be more reactive: 

‘I don’t really need any particular support from them, they’ve always 

been available if I’ve had any issues’. (Focus group participant) 

 

In one of the focus groups, most participants felt there was scope for much 

more sharing of practice between LSB Support Officers and said they would 

welcome some more facilitation of these kinds of networks: 

‘it just makes sense, we’re all developing needs assessments, we’re all 

looking at the same data so it makes sense to do it together’. (Focus 

group participant) 

 

In at least three of the case-study areas (B, C and D) there were said to be 

close relations between the Support Officers and other Welsh Government 
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staff working on the broader policy agenda, with these being seen as more 

substantive than those with the LSB – ESF team. 

 

National stakeholders thought that there was more capacity to improve the 

support for Support Officers, for example through improving feedback on 

quarterly and annual reports and through greater facilitation of communities of 

practice around specific themes.  

 

However, some national stakeholder interviewees also suggested that the 

‘ownership’ of the LSB support function by the Welsh Government might have 

contributed to WLGA, who were mindful of the risk of duplication, being less 

pro-active in terms of networking and learning related to LSBs than might 

otherwise have been the case.  

 

4.3 LSB and Partnership Working  

 

KEY FINDINGS 

Analysis of Job Descriptions suggests that for most LSB Support Officers, 

work directly servicing the LSB and other partnerships has been a key part of 

the role. 

 

While interviewees suggested that there was significant variation between 

different partnerships, a number of common themes emerged in respect of the 

activities of Support Officers, notably that: 

-  the role was more than that of a traditional Committee secretariat, frequently 

involving devising agendas and co-ordinating papers, and in a minority of 

cases driving the entire work programme of the LSB, as well as in some areas 

playing a key role in taking forward the work of sub-groups;  
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- some Support Officers have played a key role in implementing structural 

change to LSBs and related partnerships; 

- many Support Officers were engaged in taking forward engagement 

strategies, in some cases effectively acting as advocates for this approach 

within their local authorities; 

- Support Officers were very often (though by no means always) seen as 

providing a vital link at a middle management level between partners, acting 

as the ‘glue’ holding partnerships together.  

 

In terms of results, most of those interviewed believed that the effectiveness 

of individual LSBs as a locus for partnership working and as a motor for 

improvement practices had increased and attributed this in no small part to 

the efforts of the Support Officers. However, while considerable progress in 

terms of the rationalisation of plans and partnerships has been made in some 

areas, this was not universally the case, and even in areas where Support 

Officers were seen as doing a good job, LSBs sometimes were overwhelmed 

by the range of activities they were attempting to supervise. 

 

4.3.1 Activities and outputs 

Analysis of the Job Descriptions of the LSB Support Officers in WWV 

revealed a general emphasis on providing higher level strategic support to the 

LSB as a core part of the work of the Support Officers. This included 

strengthening the role, workings and awareness of the LSB, as well as 

developmental partnership working below that. A key aspect across the roles 

was ensuring the effective workings of the LSB (e.g. in generating and refining 

key outputs like the SIP) and from there supporting the fluid translation of LSB 

priorities into practice by ensuring that appropriate partnership structures, 

systems and work programmes were in place. It might also be inferred from 

the sorts of common activities presented in the job descriptions that LSB 

Support Officers role would also include change management, including 

where necessary in relation to the mind-set and culture of LSB partner 

organisations. 
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Interviews with stakeholders and the focus groups confirmed the strong focus 

on the work of the LSB itself and as shown by the Appendix, in all of the case-

studies, this theme featured relatively prominently in terms of the activities 

and the desired results of the LSB Support Officer’s role. 

   

As noted in Section 4.2 above, the visibility and status of the LSB Support 

Officer in the context of the LSB varied considerably within our case-studies. 

But even in those cases where the Support Officer was generally in the 

background as far as members of the LSB were concerned (A, D, E and F), 

this did not mean that their inputs were administrative in nature: indeed, in two 

of these (A, E) basic secretariat tasks such as circulating papers and taking 

minutes were undertaken by the Committee Secretariat/Democratic Services 

team while in a third (D), talking of sub-groups to the LSB, an interviewee 

noted that: 

‘[the Support Officer] is able to call on administrative support within the 

partnership groups via the partners. So she doesn’t take the minutes of 

meetings’.   

 

Interviewees in this case-study area thought that the situation there 

contrasted with a neighbouring local authority area where the role was said to 

be much more purely administrative.  

 

Even so, the value added in terms, for example, of driving forward the agenda 

of the LSB did vary within the case-study areas. In a minority, particularly B 

and C, it was clear that the Support Officer played a key role in pushing 

forward the agenda and developing the content of papers which went to the 

LSB: 

‘Sometimes you can go to meetings and you are not quite sure why 

someone is giving a presentation on a subject, because it doesn’t really 

relate to the priorities at that time. But that has not been the case with 

the LSB because everyone knows what is going to happen and why 

and that’s been down to [name of Support Officer]’. (interviewee, case-

study C) 
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In others (A, D, E and F) by contrast, the function in respect of the LSB was 

much more clearly helping to determine agendas and co-ordinating papers: 

‘she [the Support Officer] spends a lot of time ensuring that the 

appropriate information is available at the appropriate time’. 

(interviewee, case-study A) 

 

[a key part of the role is] ‘ensuring the right papers are available at the 

right time for the right meetings’. (interviewee, case-study D) 

 

Support Officers in case-study areas – and more generally - were also 

engaged in facilitating and driving forward (and in some cases chairing and 

leading) the work of sub-groups of the LSB partners (either generic groups 

shadowing the Board at a more working level or thematic sub-groups, 

sometimes based around pre-existing partnerships). To some extent, again, 

the case-studies fell into two camps, with Support Officers in B and C playing 

a more high-profile role: indeed, in the latter, the Support Officer chaired and 

was driving forward a new sub-group of the LSB focused on economic issues. 

But in other areas also (such as A) the role which the Support Officer played 

in facilitating and supporting specific sub-groups was generally acknowledged 

and welcomed, while in F, the Support Officers had played an important role 

in establishing sub-groups, but tended not to be involved with them once they 

were up and running. 

 

In at least three case-study areas (B, C and E), implementation bodies 

consisting of middle ranking officers – from a range of local authority 

departments as well as from ‘external’ partners – were seen as critically 

important to the progress of LSBs and were largely driven forward by the 

Support Officer. In C, this body was described as ‘the do-ers group, not the 

talkers group’.  

 

In another case-study area (A) where there was a joint LSB between two local 

authorities, the Support Officer also played a role in a separate partnership 

group within the local authority area which arguably fulfilled a similar role. 
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In terms of the involvement of Support Officers in the review/development of 

LSB structures, this was again quite varied, although here, the dividing lines 

tended to reflect the state of development within the local authority area rather 

than the skills or seniority of the individual. Thus in both B and C, where the 

Support Officers were seen as ‘managerial’ and in F, where the ESF-funded 

staff were much more junior, Support Officers had been very actively involved 

in restructuring the LSB and its sub-groups and putting appropriate 

governance arrangements in place. In the latter case, this had included 

abandoning previous arrangements which had seen two bodies, a ‘core’ LSB 

and an ‘associate’ group and creating a unitary LSB, and a number of 

subsidiary groups to support it. In other areas (notably D and E), Support 

Officers tended to work within established (and in the case of D, quite 

sophisticated) structures, though in both of these areas, the Support Officer 

had played a key role in putting in place suitable scrutiny arrangements. 

 

There was less evidence of involvement of Support Officers in the 

performance review of LSB structures themselves, although in A, the Officer 

had assisted with a ‘pause and review’ of the LSB, (which had, however, been 

led by the Chair and facilitated by an external facilitator). 

 

Involvement in terms of wider engagement and communication about the 

work of the LSB was also seen in the focus groups as being a key element of 

many Support Officers work and was a feature of the role for most of the 

case-study Support Officers. In B, where there had been a re-invigoration of 

the LSB, the funded staff had driven forward a series of roadshows focused 

on explaining the SIP and involving a range of LSB partners, while in A, the 

facilitation of an engagement sub-group focused on ensuring broader input 

into the work of the LSB was seen as a key element of the Support Officer’s 

role, with the Officer herself noting that she was: 

'passionate about enabling everyone to have their say ... I don't want it to 

be a local authority driven thing'.  

 

Similarly, in C, the Support Officer had led on a major engagement exercise 

(working with the CVC) on the SIP.  
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By contrast, public engagement was a much less prominent theme in the work 

of Support Officers in case-studies E and F, where it would appear that this 

was more the responsibility of corporate communications teams and 

engagement work featured in only a minority of the Job Descriptions of 

officers in WWV. 

 

One national stakeholder suggested that the involvement of Support Officers 

in engagement work depended very much on the background of the 

individuals concerned, while another argued there was another dimension to 

the work of the Support Officers on engagement, namely raising awareness 

within local authority leaderships (particularly after a change of administration) 

of the importance of listening to the voice of the citizen/user in considering the 

shape of service delivery: here the location of the Support Officer in the 

corporate centre of the local authority was thought to be important.  

 

In terms more specifically of the third sector, while in many cases (notably C, 

E and F) relations with the third sector (and the CVC representative on the 

LSB in particular) were said to be good or better, broader engagement with 

the sector seemed to be a quite limited part of most Support Officers’ role 

within case-study areas. Indeed, several Support Officers (e.g. D and F) 

acknowledged that they had relatively little to do with the sector. Interestingly, 

however, CVC interviews were in several cases (e.g. B, C and F) more likely 

to see the Support Officers as having a played a constructive role than the 

Officers themselves. Indeed, in C, a CVC interviewee thought that the Support 

Officer had made a major contribution to getting the concepts of citizen-

engagement and co-production more widely accepted. 

 

In the context of a focus group, one Support Officer also drew attention to a 

challenge in terms of third sector engagement with the LSB, namely the fact 

that the CVC was seen as representing the third sector when this was not 

entirely the case: 

‘our infrastructure organisation [i.e. the CVC] feel that everything 

should be rooted through them whereas some of the national 

organisations that we deal with are a lot bigger than they are so it’s 
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really managed more on an ad-hoc basis, our third sector infrastructure 

organisation is the vice-chair on the LSB, but there is additional work 

that happens not through them’. (Focus group participant) 

 

More generally, in at least half of the case-study areas (C, D and E), 

relationship management was seen as a key part of the Support Officer role, 

with the Officer forming a key ‘conduit’ between the local authority and other 

partners. Thus, in C, a stakeholder within the local authority saw the Support 

Officer as ‘the go to person’ for reaching out to partners: 

‘she knows people in all the relevant organisations’. 

 

Conversely, in case-study E, a number of external partners saw the Support 

Officer as the first point of contact for any interaction with the local authority. 

This was echoed more generally within the focus groups and in stakeholder 

interviews, with some national stakeholders seeing Support Officers as the ‘go 

to’ contacts for all matters to do with the LSB and with one focus group 

participant saying of a Support Officer who had been in post for several years: 

‘She acts as a point of contact to all the LSB partners, they use her as 

a point of contact within the authority to find other contacts in the 

organisation. They’ve built up that trust ... she’s been a useful resource 

for them … this builds their commitment to the LSB’. 

 

In such areas, the Support Officer was often seen as ‘providing the glue’ in 

terms of the partnership by building and maintaining good personal 

relationships and as such diplomatic skills were seen as a key part of a 

successful Officer: 

‘It provides a really nice bridge into organisations at a level which isn’t 

Chief Executive level, but isn’t strictly hands-on operational’. (Case-

study B interviewee) 

 

‘They [Support Officers] generally have good relationships with 

partners…it’s one of those maxims we trot out frequently… that it’s the 

middle management where the problem is in terms of partnership 
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working…and Support Officers are important in linking the middle bits 

of organisations’. (National stakeholder interviewee) 

 

In one focus group, participants agreed that the role of the Support Officer 

was above all as an ‘enabler’, creating and facilitating relationships: having 

‘the informal, off the cuff, conversations that build up relations’. Another 

participant in this group saw the Support Officer as playing ‘the silent 

influential role’ which ensured that LSB members engaged in the ‘day to day 

routine work’ which in turn enabled more effective partnership working. A third 

thought that the critical aspect of the Support Officer role was: 

‘having the time and availability to go to these disparate organisations 

and be the glue’. 

 

Having said this, there were often different views of this by different 

interviewees in the same case-study. Thus in E, those closest to the Support 

Officer felt that this was a key part of the role, and that the Support Officer 

represented a ‘way in’ to the local authority by external partners, but while this 

view was shared by one or two external stakeholders with limited pre-existing 

contacts within the authority, it was contradicted by others who felt they 

already had established relationships with more senior contacts and did not 

need to go via the Support Officer.   

 

4.3.2 Results 

Turning to results, in general, case-study interviewees were relatively positive 

about the extent to which the last few years had seen an improved capability 

for partnership working in the LSB and sub-groups and indeed, in none of the 

case-study areas was there a prevailing view that partnership working had 

become more difficult or fractious, despite the pressure of difficult economic 

and financial circumstances. Where things were working well, this was 

generally attributed to a considerable extent to the work of the Support Officer 

(albeit that interviewees, particularly in C, D, E and F tended to emphasise 

that sound traditions of partnership working predated the introductions of 

LSBs).   
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Indeed, in some of the case-study areas – notably B, C and D – there was 

unanimity that the LSB had increased in stature and effectiveness.  Thus in B, 

all interviewees agreed that relationships between LSB partners and 

commitment to the process had greatly improved over the last two or three 

years, a fact largely attributed to the appointment of a new Support Officer 

(only part-funded by Welsh Government) which had led to a complete 

restructure of LSB membership and sub-groups. 

‘now it really is the place where decisions are made as opposed to 

people just having conversations about things that are going on’. 

(Case-study B interviewee). 

 

Similarly, in D, all interviewees thought that the Support Officer had 

contributed to a stronger partnership mind-set within the LSB and partnership 

groups, with a LHB interviewee citing as evidence for this that ‘partners are 

now doing things without getting chased’, while in C the Support Officer 

herself felt that the working group which operated beneath the LSB and which 

was critical in preparing its work had proved a significant success: 

‘It brings together senior people – and it’s important that they are at 

that level – and this group are in effect the real champions of the SIP 

and of partnership working across the various partners. It is this group 

that plays the role in delivering the objectives set out by the SIP and as 

a group it is functioning really well’.   

 

In the other three case-study areas, views were more mixed.  

 

In A, a number of  interviewees, both internally and externally to the local 

authority felt that the LSB was still struggling to find an appropriate role and 

focus for itself, though attributed this in part to the fact that it was functioning 

as a joint body covering two local authority areas. Thus one partner in the 

LSB believed that the LSB was ‘slow moving’ and felt he had seen ‘no 

evidence of them [LSBs] working effectively’, while another said that it could 

be difficult to see precisely what was coming out of the LSB, while still feeling 

it was worthwhile as a way of bringing under one umbrella a range of useful 
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things which were happening in the area. Difficulties within the LHB meant 

that it had not engaged in the work of the LSB to the extent expected. 

 

Similarly, in F, while most interviewees felt that there had been progress in 

terms of the commitment of partners since a restructuring of the LSB around 

two years ago, the Support Officers and their line managers thought that there 

was ‘still a long way to go’, citing for example that an effort to put in place 

weblinks to LSB members’ websites had foundered because several partners 

did not have any mention of the LSB or partnership working in general on their 

web-sites, while CVC interviewees doubted whether the LSB was making any 

real difference on the ground.  

 

In E, while interviewees within the local authority believed that considerable 

progress had been made in terms of the commitment to, and the effectiveness 

of, partnership working (‘the LSB has definitely not stood still, it has moved 

forward’), several external partners felt relationships within the LSB were not 

always good and believed the work of the LSB remained too unfocused and 

dominated by minutiae, consisting of a series of updates from partners rather 

than providing scope for creative thinking: 

‘I wouldn’t want it [the LSB] to go away but we need a high level 

strategic approach that focuses on challenges not services…service 

issues do need sorting out but those need to be sorted out at a lower 

level’ (Case-study E interviewee). 

 

However, even in these three case-study areas where there was less than 

complete satisfaction with the work of the LSB, interviewees generally took 

the view that the Support Officer(s) had played an important role in moving 

the agenda on: 

‘[the Support Officer has played a key role in-] crafting the processes 

and structures of the LSB … being the point around which ideas can 

coalesce … otherwise there would be no person … nobody whose 

responsibility it is to take on an idea and make sure something 

happens … there’s always a gap between ideas and resources 

becoming available … and there’s a lot of work around that … [the 
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Support Officer]’s been very involved in that’. (Case-study A 

interviewee). 

 

The evidence from the case-studies was largely reflected in the views of 

national stakeholders and the feedback from focus groups, where most 

participants felt that their LSBs had generally become somewhat more 

effective, with the Support Officers playing a key role in this. 

‘they [the LSB members] are becoming more challenging, they 

understand what their role is as an LSB in making sure that they are 

delivering on their priorities and holding partners to account’. (Focus 

group participant) 

 

‘we’ve been able to continue to support and develop the LSB so it does 

continue to have a work programme… without having a role that could 

do that, I think it would be difficult’. (Focus group participant) 

 

‘In terms of community planning, for the most part they’ve made 

astounding progress over the last three or four years’. (National 

stakeholder interviewee). 

 

However, some stakeholders felt that many LSBs still struggled to focus on 

the key issues, and risked becoming overwhelmed with the task of simply 

monitoring progress in terms of the SIP and other planning frameworks, rather 

than focusing on the difficult issues: 

‘not enough conversations are happening about the really difficult 

issues and how organisations can work together to tackle them’. 

(National Stakeholder) 

 

Some national stakeholders tended to believe that non-local authority partners 

viewed the Support Officers as a shared resource, thus contributing to a 

sense of ownership of the LSB. But both in the focus groups and in the case-

studies there were mixed views as to the extent to which Support Officers 

were seen as a ‘shared resource’ or were indistinguishable from other local 

authority officers.  
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Thus in one of the focus groups, one participant felt that they were regarded 

as a resource for all LSB members whereas another felt ‘they [LSB members] 

see me as a local authority function, and that’s it’. Similarly, in one case-study 

area (F) most of the external stakeholders interviewed were not aware that 

the Support Officers were funded by the Welsh Government: 

‘I genuinely thought that they were core staff … I had absolutely no idea 

that they were being funded by the Welsh Government’. (Case-study F 

interviewee) 

 

By contrast, external stakeholders in some other case-study areas (e.g. B, C) 

definitely saw the Support Officer as a shared resource: 

‘She’s seen as an LSB person not a council person’. (Case-study C 

interviewee) 

  

In B, the fact that both staff involved with supporting the LSB had come from 

outside of the local authority was seen as a distinct advantage in nurturing this 

perception.  

 

As already noted, LSB Support Officers were also seen as having played an 

important role in several of the case-study areas (notably A, C and F) in 

reviewing the operation and structures of the LSB and putting in place 

improvements, including performance management systems and 

standardised information/reporting flows: putting in place a much clearer and 

better articulated relationship between different partnership bodies and the 

LSB was seen as a key outcome of the Support Officer’s activities in case-

study F, for example: 

‘The team is very much a conduit between them’. [the LSB and the 

various partnerships underneath it]  

 

Moreover, in D, while a comprehensive sub-structure of partnerships (both 

thematic and spatial) which superseded previous arrangements was in place 

even before the start of the current funding period, the Support Officer 

function in this area had largely focused on putting in place and operating a 
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reporting back and performance management system (see also Section 4.4 

below). 

 

The Support Officers in these areas had thus made a contribution to the 

embedding of long-term improvement practices in LSB working and the 

integration and rationalisation of other partnerships with the LSB. 

 

Nevertheless, in some of the case-study areas, there remained significant 

issues over what was seen by some partners (particularly those such as 

LHBs, the Police and the Fire and Rescue Service which spanned several 

local authority areas) as the proliferation of different and sometimes 

uncoordinated partnerships. In case-study E, for example, senior local 

authority interviewees were sceptical of the fact that there continued to be a 

Health, Social Care and Well Being Strategy, driven by the LHB – and argued 

that this was partly because Welsh Government had not clarified the 

legislative requirements sufficiently.  Similarly, in A, despite some 

rationalisation of pre-existing partnerships there remained several tiers of 

partnerships, not all of which worked closely with the LSB, a situation 

complicated by the fact that the LSB spanned two local authorities.  

 

It was clear from the focus groups that this issue was not uncommon: while 

some participants spoke of previous strategic partnerships (Children and 

Young People, Health, Social Care and Well-Being, Community Safety) being 

folded into the LSB, in at least three (non-case-study) WWV authorities these 

partnerships were still operating semi-autonomously, with the Support Officers 

having little insight or engagement with these.  
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4.4 Single Integrated Plan  

 

KEY FINDINGS 

As might have been expected, given the strong focus on SIPs in ‘Shared 

Purpose, Shared Delivery’, work related to the SIP emerged from the 

fieldwork as the other main focus of the Support Officer role. This involved a 

significant investment of time and effort in the early stages of the funding 

period in co-ordinating and in many cases authoring the SIP itself, although in 

many cases data and analytical skills appear to have been contributed by 

other partners. 

 

Latterly, the focus was seen to have shifted to acting as the ‘gatekeeper’ or 

principal advocate of the SIP and putting in place and implementing a system 

of performance management of SIP priorities, generally based on an RBA-

approach. This was a key element of the work of the Support Officers in all 

but one of the six case-study areas and in some cases was clearly the main 

focus of the role.  

 

There were mixed views about the fitness for purpose of the SIPs in terms of 

setting meaningful priorities for LSB partners, which were moreover being 

translated into practice. In half of the case-study areas, most or all 

interviewees shared the view that the SIP was proving effective in setting 

priorities and highlighting the need for specific interventions, while in others 

there were mixed views, with local authority interviewees tending to be more 

positive than those from other partners. 

 

In some local authorities, LSBs were said to be playing an increasing role in 

informing and shaping Corporate Plans, but a minority of contributors to the 

research were sceptical as to the extent to which local authority service 

departments had ‘bought into’ the SIP.  
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4.4.1 Activities and outputs 

Work around the development of the Single Integrated Plan was the other key 

area of activity highlighted by almost all of those interviewed during the 

evaluation and indeed, the development, design, publication and adoption of 

the Single Integrated Plan was highlighted in all available Annual Reports as a 

key outcome of the work of the Support Officers.  

 

In all the case-study areas, the Support Officer(s) had been involved with the 

development of the SIP, though the extent of this varied, generally reflecting 

the seniority of the Officer and/or the other resources available to any broader 

Partnership team. Thus, in A where a wholly new SIP was being developed, 

the Officer was described as playing a ‘supportive’ though important role 

(largely related to work with partners), with other colleagues taking the lead on 

analysis and drafting. In C, while co-ordinating and driving the development of 

the SIP was seen by external partners as something which had largely been 

done by the Support Officer in the first period after her appointment, in reality 

the Support Officer herself and her line manager thought that: 

‘We were something of a double act I suppose in terms of the work we 

were doing on the SIP especially’. 

 

In D (one of the East Wales areas), the SIP was developed before the current 

round of funding became available, but it was the staff in the team in which 

the Support Officer was based who had led on this.    

 

Elsewhere the development of the SIP had been a key responsibility of the 

Support Officer. To some extent, however, this was something which was 

seen in the case-study areas as time-bound i.e. something that had been a 

major focus of activity for a relatively limited period of time, while the SIP was 

drawn up. This was certainly the case in F, for example, where the Support 

Officer’s role had largely focused on the development and writing of the SIP, 

including overseeing the consultation process, during his first year in post and 

where interviewees both within the local authority and outside it saw this as a 

key output from the work of the LSB team. Similarly, in B, the development of 
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the needs analysis and the development of a SIP which reflected the shared 

priorities of the key partners in the LSB was seen as the key achievement of 

the first year in post of one of the two officers funded (in part) by Welsh 

Government funding, although here, work to develop the SIP had continued 

since its initial adoption, with an audit to map partners’ activities against the 

Plan and the development of a two-year Implementation Plan to support it. 

 

Similarly in E, the development of the SIP, including data collection and 

analysis was seen as the key achievement of the first year of ESF funding, 

when a key part of the Support Officer’s role had been compiling the needs 

assessment, ‘facilitating a dialogue across all the partners’ and whittling down 

the long list of potential priorities highlighted in the partners’ corporate plans 

and strategies into something more manageable.  

 

In this area also, the Support Officer’s ongoing role was seen as being very 

much about ‘keeping everyone on task’ and keeping the SIP at the forefront of 

the Council’s and others thinking – which a senior local authority interviewee 

stressed was important given the severe pressures on the local authority’s 

and other partners’ budgets: it was all too easy for strategies like these to 

simply sit in a cupboard, but the LSB Support Officer had ensured it was 

actually used as a reference point for action.   

 

In practical terms, this ‘gatekeeper role’ involved compiling a half-yearly 

updates on progress against key SIP objectives, drawing on input from 

partners.   

 

The emphasis on this aspect of the role in this case-study area reflected a 

very strong common theme from other case-studies, namely the contribution 

made by the Support Officers to the development and implementation of a 

performance management framework for tracking progress against the SIP.  

 

In all of the case-study areas, again with the partial exception of A, where 

quarterly progress reports were the primary responsibility of a separate officer 

tasked specifically with performance management, progress chasing and 
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performance management of SIP priorities was an absolutely central part of 

the Support Officers’ work. 

 

Thus, in D, the Support Officer’s main role had been around the development 

of an RBA-based monitoring and reporting system, cascaded down through a 

complex and integrated system of thematic and area based partnerships, 

which enabled the LSB to track progress and identify problems.  All of those 

interviewed in this area acknowledged that the Support Officer had played an 

important role in developing and rolling out the performance management 

system and, crucially, embedding RBA within partners.  

 

In this context, an interviewee from the LHB in this area stressed that the 

Support Officer had done an excellent job not only in developing and 

embedding RBA practices but selling the concept to partners in the first place, 

arguing that what had been key here had been the Support Officer’s 

approach: instead of telling partnership members / frontline staff what they 

needed to be producing, the Support Officer had, firstly, provided them with 

clear methods/approaches (e.g. providing supporting templates/recording 

sheets) and then given their staff ongoing support to gather the data. This 

approach had helped build confidence and buy-in – a feeling of ‘being in this 

together; doing this together’. 

 

Similarly, in C, the development of a Management Information System to 

monitor progress against the SIP was seen as a key output of the work of the 

Support Officer: 

‘The SIP itself and the Management Information System have been 

major achievements obviously. Both have involved a lot of input from 

[the Support Officer] and I consider both to be excellent as the basis for 

shaping the delivery of services.’ 

 

In this area, again, the Support Officer was seen as critical in keeping the SIP 

at the top of busy people’s agendas:  

‘The Community Strategy which came before the SIP was a fine piece 

of work. But I think it did just sit on the shelf. Whereas everyone now 
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knows about the SIP. And I’ve played a role in that. They do call me 

Mrs SIP because of the amount of times I bang on about it! But it all 

adds to that awareness that keeps it at the top of the agenda. So my 

role has been important in that way’.  

 

Similar views from a range of interviewees both within and outside the local 

authority were forthcoming in the other case-study areas: 

 In F, a system of RBA based report cards had been developed by the 

Support Officer which were now being used as the basis for reporting 

upon progress between the various subsidiary partnership bodies and 

the LSB itself; 

 In B, as already noted, a SIP Implementation Plan had been developed 

and was, going forward, to be the basis of monitoring progress, 

although in this area, some interviewees felt that the LSB was not as 

far advanced as some other LSBs in the region. 

 

In general, views expressed in the focus groups also confirmed the centrality 

of the development and monitoring of SIP in the work of the Support Officers: 

‘The SIP was [initially] a major area of my role ... writing, gathering 

partners, working with the steering group, to engagement…’  

 

‘[a key function is] being able to actually show what the outcomes are 

that are being achieved and assisting in providing that information and 

evidence base’. 

 

However, focus group participants tended to stress that the needs analysis, in 

particular, had been a collective effort (a point also reflected to some extent in 

the case-studies): 

‘We did rely on partner organisations to undertake our needs analysis – 

it wasn’t just one person doing the job, we drew on others’ knowledge 

… it was therefore owned by others … it helped us that we didn’t try 

and do all of it ourselves’. 
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By contrast, national stakeholders, while agreeing that SIP monitoring and 

performance management was a key (and growing) element of the role, were 

perhaps more sceptical as to whether, in many cases at least, Support 

Officers had been senior enough to really drive forward the development of 

the SIPs: 

‘Some [Support Officers] had some involvement…LSB Support Officers 

have done a facilitation role but I can’t think of one case where a 

Support Officer has really led the process’.  

 

Even so, some national stakeholders were convinced that the Support 

Officer’s role in terms of progress chasing and ensuring that issues discussed 

at the LSB were followed up was crucial to the effectiveness of the LSBs. 

 

4.4.2 Results 

Turning to results, views from national stakeholders, the focus groups and the 

case-study interviewees about the extent to which the extant SIPs actually set 

meaningful shared priorities for LSB partners and were being realised in 

practice varied considerably.  

 

National stakeholders were perhaps the most sceptical, arguing that in reality 

SIPs varied very widely, with some being excellent on paper, but not being 

reflected in real action, others being less than fully fit for purpose and based 

on a relatively weak analytical base and a few genuinely informing action on 

the ground. However, these stakeholders also felt that a sound SIP was a 

necessary but not sufficient condition for an effective LSB. 

 

In the focus groups, too, participants suggested there was a mixed picture, 

with some Support Officers and their managers suggesting it was a real 

struggle to ensure that the Plans were implemented in practice.  

 

In one focus group, participants thought it was difficult to get organisations 

with different planning cycles and timescales to genuinely embed the SIP 

priorities: 
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‘it’s trying to get people to understand that really the SIP should be at 

the top and people should be working down from there’. 

 

In another focus group, a major problem was seen as being resistance within 

the local authority to embedding partnership working either from ‘silos’ 

(education being singled out as a particular issue) or corporately: in one local 

authority, the authority was launching an engagement strategy of its own 

which was said to be really duplicating what the LSB was doing (a situation 

which was seen as familiar to some other participants in the group).  

 

Moreover, in this group, several participants argued that the SIP had failed to 

really set priorities: 

‘the SIP had long lists of actions which were purely the responsibility of 

individual organisations, and I’ve insisted that these are stripped out 

and we only focus on the work being delivered in partnership’. 

 

This last point was related to an issue which arose in all the focus groups: a 

degree of confusion about the role of the SIPs and the LSBs, with 

disagreement as to whether the policy intention continued to be for SIPs and 

joint working to focus only on ‘wicked issues’ where collaboration between 

LSB partners was needed or whether they were expected to act as an 

umbrella bringing together action relevant to key priorities, even when 

responsibility resided purely with one partner (local authority, LHB etc). In this 

context, the approach in Powys where the SIP and the local authority’s 

corporate plan were being merged seemed to have caused consternation in 

some areas, even though it was recognised that the overall objectives/targets 

set out in the SIP were supposed to be shared across all organisations’ 

Corporate Plans.  

 

In terms of the case-studies, these generally presented a more positive 

picture of the fitness for purpose of the SIPs, in terms of providing an agenda 

of shared priorities for LSB partners, and the extent to which SIP priorities 

were being delivered, albeit that some of the reservations of focus group 
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participants as to the extent of the ‘buy-in’ of key partners and the success (or 

otherwise) of narrowing down SIP priorities were also reflected. 

 

In at least three of the case-study areas (B, C and D), all or nearly all of the 

interviewees took the view that the SIP had effectively set a shared agenda of 

common priorities and was being reflected, at least in part in actions taken by 

a range of partners. 

 

Thus, in B, all interviewees argued that the quality of the SIP and the needs 

analysis underpinning it was now excellent and unrecognisable in comparison 

to previous plans:   

‘It’s such a significant improvement on what we had previously, it’s 

concise, it’s relevant, it works for us, it works for our partners’. 

 

In this area, there was also an overwhelming consensus that the SIP was 

guiding partners’ priorities and actions on the ground. Importantly here, the 

local authority’s own corporate plan had been aligned with the SIP, although 

despite this, one or two of the non-local authority interviewees argued that it 

was the local authority where there was least awareness and understanding 

of it: one of these argued that it was easier to work in partnership with a 

department within the local authority as an ‘outsider’ than it was for local 

authority departments to work as partners together.  

 

In this area, interviewees again attributed the success of the SIP very strongly 

to the inputs of the two officers who were part-funded by Welsh Government 

funding: 

‘[without the funding] we would have really struggled to make the 

integrated plan the relevant document that it is… we now have a SIP 

that rather than being something that people felt was a burden or 

something that existed somewhere, it’s something that everyone 

recognises the importance of, it’s something fundamental to the 

organisation’s drive, we know that the partners relate to it very 

strongly’.  
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Similarly, in C, all the interviewees were extremely positive about the 

contribution made by the Support Officer to developing a SIP which was felt to 

be broadly fit for purpose, arguing that her role had been ‘absolutely essential’ 

to producing the SIP. Here it was also felt that the performance management 

system, combined with a more systematic approach to capturing citizens’ 

views on services, was also starting to guide operational decisions, 

embedding partnership in a series of practical interventions at the area level 

and thematically:  

‘It’s about using real specific interventions not only to make changes in 

service delivery but also as a way of encouraging partnership working. 

They act as the framework on which you develop partnership.’ 

 

At the same time, the Support Officer herself in this area was concerned that 

the SIP was not sufficiently focused, leading to an overwhelming volume of 

management information to be assimilated: 

‘Maybe we missed a trick in that we didn’t … have four or five priorities 

…and focus on those…the SIP was useful in bringing everyone 

together but now we need to reduce the number of priorities to make it 

all manageable’. 

 

In D, again the introduction of an RBA-based performance management 

system was seen as generating more detailed, consistent and robust data 

which the partnerships below the LSB and individual organisations were 

beginning to use to target services. As already noted, in this area, the way in 

which the Support Officer had proactively aided the creation and 

implementation of these systems was seen as critical. At the same time, 

interviewees suggested that buy-in from partners was far from universal, and 

did not always penetrate down to the front-line, even when senior managers 

were committed.  

 

Elsewhere, the picture presented by different interviewees within the same 

case-study area was more mixed.  
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Thus in E, interviewees within the local authority and some of those outside 

argued strongly that the SIP did focus down on a series of key priorities (in 

contrast to the earlier Community Plan which was seen as ‘motherhood and 

apple pie’) and was shaping service delivery in practice: again, in this area, as 

in case-study B, the authority’s Corporate Plan was seen as closely aligned 

with and flowing out from the SIP, with the SIP thus indirectly having a key 

role in shaping the authority’s actions on the ground.  

 

Local authority interviewees in a range of departments argued that while the 

Corporate Plan was in many ways still the key document for the authority – 

because fundamentally ‘the regulators’ policed the way in which it carried out 

its statutory duties – in reality this flowed from the SIP, rather than the other 

way around. Indeed, one of these interviewees who was not directly engaged 

with the LSB, said that she had been working on a performance management 

plan, and it was clear that the SIP sat at the apex of this, above the Corporate 

Plan, while another interviewee stressed that there was a flow through from 

the SIP to the Corporate Plan to the budget priorities which were determining 

where cuts were made and what services were prioritised in difficult times. 

 

In contrast, however, a number of interviewees from other partners within this 

same LSB doubted the extent to which the SIP was really shaping delivery, 

certainly of their own organisations’ activities, given that it contained ‘too 

many priorities’ and given that that the LSB was still seen as something 

separate from, rather than integral to the ‘day job’, and (in part because of the 

lack of a statutory basis) less important than core work. 

 

Similarly, in F, local authority interviewees were generally more upbeat about 

the role and influence of the SIP than other partners. Thus, a senior local 

government officer argued that the development of the SIP had been a key 

contribution to the work of the LSB in that it had served to identify the local 

needs and priorities and given rise to some specific interventions, while other 

interviewees were somewhat more critical, arguing that the document was 

‘very generic’ and ‘covered everything’ as opposed to being a document that 

prioritised the key changes or action required:  
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‘the content was sound but it was not focused enough really’. 

 

In the final case-study, A, there was more general agreement that the SIP 

(which was about to be superseded) was not fit for purpose, as it tried to 

cover ‘everything that we thought should be in there’, including ‘things that 

would be done anyway’, and had not succeeded in informing corporate 

priorities, a problem exacerbated by the fact the LSB was covering two local 

authority areas. In this case, the new SIP was expected to:  

‘focus on what we need to do together [in order] to do them better … 

non-statutory things where, if we work together, we can make a 

difference’. 

 

4.5 Delivery and Learning  

 

KEY FINDINGS 

 

Although the Job Descriptions for Support Officers in WWV region suggested 

that involvement with delivery projects should have been an element of the 

role, the fieldwork did not suggest that this was the case. 

 

Support Officers were generally involved with supporting ESF delivery 

projects (which invariably had their own project management resource as part 

of the project funding) to report back to Welsh Government/WEFO and in 

monitoring and reporting progress back to the LSB, but there appeared 

relatively little involvement with project development or with project 

management, albeit that Support Officers were generally involved in Steering 

Groups.   
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Similarly, involvement with disseminating and learning from good practice was 

less of a feature than might have been expected from the original Business 

Plan. Some Officers were engaged in highlighting ‘success’ stories internally 

within the LSB, and the potential for learning from pilot projects would 

increase as these came to an end, but there was much less evidence of a 

willingness (or to some extent the opportunity) to share lessons across LSBs. 

 

4.5.1 Contribution to project development, delivery and monitoring 

Our analysis of Job Descriptions suggested that work related to ESF delivery 

projects was expected to be a key element of the Support Officer role in 

WWV, although only two Annual Reports highlighted successful 

implementation of transformation projects as a key result.  

 

However, as will be seen from the Appendix, the ‘delivery and learning’ theme 

within the programme logic model appeared to be relatively little in evidence 

in practice in the case-study areas (though it is important to recognise that in 

B and D, in East Wales, there were, of course, no ESF-funded projects).  

In terms of activities, in two of the case-study areas (B, E) the development of 

ESF and other practical delivery projects were said to have been an important 

strand of activity. Thus, in E, an earlier incumbent of the Support Officer role 

was said (by an interviewee in a functional department of the local authority) 

to have played a critical role in both identifying the potential and developing 

the funding application for a very successful ESF-funded project, while the 

Support Officer’s line manager said this had been the case for a number of 

other projects also.  

 

In B, in East Wales, one of the two part-funded Support Officers had also 

played a critical role in terms of developing a successful bid for the Regional 

Collaboration Fund, which was highly valued by participating members of the 

LSB.  

 

Elsewhere the role in developing ESF projects was less prominent. In case-

study F, this was in part because the local authority had not been keen to take 
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a lead role in ESF, although the Support Officer had contributed to developing 

an unsuccessful project application which was being taken forward without 

ESF funding. In A, the Support Officer had been involved in getting the ball 

rolling, developing outline project plans and ensuring that the right 

stakeholders were involved in steering groups for prospective delivery 

projects, but had not been responsible for developing the project applications 

themselves (not least since these had been well in train by the time the officer 

came into post), while in C, the Support Officer had had some involvement in 

some project development activity, but again had not led on this.  

 

More generally, outside the framework of the ESF there was relatively little 

evidence of Support Officers generating ideas for piloting partnership working 

on specific themes, with the exception of B highlighted above.  

 

Support Officers also had little or no direct responsibility for project 

management, though in some areas (e.g. A and E) they sat on Steering 

Groups for ESF funded projects.  

 

In WWV, some case-study Support Officers (notably, again, in A and E) were 

more involved with supporting project monitoring, which generally was seen 

as burdensome due to the requirements of ESF (with one project manager in 

case-study E saying that the monitoring returns were more onerous than for 

many grants 10 times the size). Thus, in A, a project lead noted that the 

Support Officer had helped ‘to keep us very tidy administratively … she’s a 

stickler for detail’, providing project partners with ‘a lot of guidance’ in terms of 

WEFO’s requirements. He felt that she had played an important part in 

‘keeping us compliant’ in terms of the monitoring and financial information 

submitted to the Welsh Government/WEFO.  

  

More generally, also the strong focus reported in Section 4.4 on performance 

management of the whole of the SIP was reflected in an emphasis on 

ensuring progress in terms of specific partnership projects was being reported 

to LSBs. 
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It followed that while, in many cases, case-study interviewees believed that 

real results were emerging from the delivery projects, which had the potential 

to improve the delivery of services over the longer term and to generate useful 

learning going forward (including some examples where such improvements 

will be sustainable either because they have involved a non-recurrent 

investment in skills or technology or because they will be mainstreamed) 

these positive results were believed to be only attributable to a modest degree 

to the inputs of the Support Officers.   

 

National stakeholders generally shared the view that Support Officer role was 

limited in terms of projects, with the exception of monitoring and ensuring 

there was reporting back, though this was thought to have varied quite 

considerably between different LSBs. Indeed, one of the national stakeholder 

interviewees noted that in networking meetings he attended issues around the 

ESF projects were never raised. 

 

This did not mean that LSBs did not focus in on projects – in some cases this 

was said to be a key part of the LSB’s role, and indeed in some contributors’ 

views risked squeezing out more strategic considerations, while in other LSBs 

project progress was only reported to LSBs on an exception basis.  

 

The focus groups provided a more mixed – and to some extent contradictory 

– picture. In one focus group, work connected with the ESF delivery projects 

was seen to have taken an increasing amount of Support Officers’ time, albeit 

that this was mostly connected with monitoring rather than project 

development or delivery: 

‘In [name of area] I attend all the Steering Groups of the ESF funded 

projects to help improve the communication between projects and the 

LSB. You can identify things that can be escalated up and discussed at 

the LSB … we can point out areas for improving and change at the 

LSB’.  
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In this group, participants often seemed to view the success of LSB-

sponsored projects as their main achievement, with one for example noting of 

a specific project that they had contributed through: 

‘writing the bid, pulling together the business case, recruitment work, 

getting the team on board, engaging with the partners across the three 

areas, overseeing the team and making sure they’re on track.’ 

 

By contrast, in another focus group, participants generally thought that the 

Support Officers played only a minor role in the development and delivery of 

ESF funded projects: indeed, one of these thought that this was an odd 

understanding of the role since in her view it focused on building the LSB 

infrastructure and culture, while each of the delivery projects had their own 

project manager and was reasonably well resourced to do all aspects of the 

job. 

 

4.5.2 Learning from good practice 

In terms of drawing out and learning from good practice, despite this being a 

key questioning theme for our case-study interviewees, it generally was not a 

theme which generated much discussion – either in relation to sharing good 

practice internally within the LSB or externally with other LSBs (and in this 

context, it may be relevant that only a minority of Support Officers’ job 

descriptions specifically refer to sharing good practice as being a key part of 

the role). 

 

To some extent, this was because, in terms of the ESF delivery projects at 

least, results were only now becoming apparent, meaning that until this point, 

it had been premature to try to glean lessons from them. Thus in case-study E 

a number of interviewees suggested that it was relatively early to point to 

practical examples of sharing good practice from within the projects, since the 

delivery projects were currently in the midst of (internal) evaluation with a 

strong focus being on drawing out learning points on how to undertake 

change management effectively: this, it was argued, would certainly be drawn 

out in the LSB and other relevant groups. Indeed, in this area it was expected 
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that the experience from the delivery projects would lead to the development 

of an Organisational Development strategy for the LSB as a whole. 

 

However, in two case-study areas (B and D), interviewees tended to believe 

that their methods of operating as partnerships were themselves best 

practice, meaning that they had relatively little to learn from elsewhere.. Thus 

in D almost all interviewees were confident that the LSB was viewed across 

Wales as a pioneer in developing and managing partnership structures and 

supporting systems, while in B, one of the Support Officers noted: 

‘[Name of local authority] has a steep history of being the first … It does 

often feel like a place where you come to, to see what we’re doing’. 

 

This perhaps suggested a degree of complacency, albeit that in one of these 

cases a number of national stakeholders did indeed hold the authority up as a 

model of good practice. 

More generally, national stakeholders thought that LSBs, with significant input 

from the Support Officers, had provided a platform for raising awareness of 

successful interventions locally, which could and did spark ideas about similar 

approaches that could be used (an example of a text messaging service 

alerting a wide range of local stakeholders to incidents of anti-social behaviour 

was highlighted) but agreed that transferring good practice between areas 

was much more difficult: 

‘They’re less good at sharing beyond their own area’.    

 

As noted in Section 4.2, a number of case-study interviewees and focus group 

participants paid tribute to the work of the Welsh Government LSB – ESF 

team in North Wales in facilitating exchanges between Support Officers and 

LSBs more generally. But despite this, the fieldwork suggested that there had 

been relatively little sharing of good practice across/between LSBs, even 

though there was significant commonality of some pilot projects. A number of 

reasons were given for this including a reluctance to be seen to copy ideas 

from elsewhere (the ‘not invented here syndrome’), the difficulty of replicating 

conditions which might determine the success of approaches and the fact 
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that, in the context of the LSB –ESF project, Welsh Government had until 

recently taken a less pro-active role than it might have done.  

 

In this context, it is notable that the ‘lessons learned’ section of the 12 extant 

Annual Reports tended to focus on process issues related to the LSB as a 

whole rather than learning from projects or practical examples of service 

improvements. Thus, the most commonly cited of these lessons were: 

 

 The need for greater resourcing for the Support Officer role;  

 That citizen engagement was more difficult than might be expected; 

 The need to streamline (or conversely adequately resource) monitoring 

/reporting requirements, particularly for ESF projects; 

 That staff recruitment could take longer than expected; 

 That achieving partner ‘buy-in’ could take longer / be more difficult than 

anticipated, particularly in relation to partners providing financial 

resources;  

 That establishing appropriate scrutiny functions could be more difficult 

than anticipated; 

 That evaluation could be useful.  

 

4.6 Responding to Welsh Government Priorities 

 

KEY FINDINGS 

 

The role of LSB Support Officers as a conduit for addressing Welsh 

Government requests for information or action was seen neither particularly 

problematic nor as a particularly major part of their work by most Support 

Officers, although national stakeholders voiced some concerns about this. 

 

Similarly, the involvement with, and contribution to regional working was 

generally limited. 
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Support Officers were generally sensitive to the need to consider equal 

opportunities and environmental sustainability, but the drivers here were more 

related to the corporate statutory responsibilities of local authorities than the 

requirements of ESF.  

 

National stakeholders felt that Support Officers were often used – sometimes 

inappropriately – as a channel or ‘way in’ to local authorities and LSBs more 

generally by Welsh Government: 

‘Ministerial letters tend to get sent to the Chair of the LSB…“what are 

you doing about information sharing”, “what are you doing about 

childhood obesity”, “what are you doing about domestic abuse”…I can 

think of at least five in the last year…that tend to get given to the LSB 

Coordinator to craft a response. Of course, that shouldn’t happen, they 

[WG departments] should write to the person responsible for domestic 

abuse and that person should put something to the LSB’63.  

 

However, this did not emerge as a major focus of Support Officers’ activities 

from the fieldwork.  

 

True, some Support Officers saw the job as being something of a ‘catchall’ 

and in some case-studies, interviewees felt that Support Officers were often 

on the receiving end of requests from Welsh Government which were 

tangential to their core work: interviewees in E cited the Armed Services 

Covenant, for example, while in F, the Support Officer felt there had been a 

sharp upturn in requests for the LSB to respond to consultations and to 

provide information. But in general terms, this was not seen as particularly 

problematic. Thus, for example the Support Officer in case-study A noted that 

she probably did help to ensure that Welsh Government priorities were 

addressed by the LSB, though she would not necessarily think of herself as 

doing this, while in F, the Support Officer had taken the lead in establishing a 

new Anti-Poverty workstream in response to Welsh Government 

requirements, but felt that this was appropriate to the work of the LSB. 

                                                
63 In reality, we understand that the examples cited were indeed ones where LSBs were asked to take a 

lead but were not ones which were the subject of Ministerial correspondence. 
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In terms of regional working, in most cases, the work of Support Officers and 

indeed LSBs was seen as separate from, or even tangential to, the 

developing regional agenda. Thus, in case-study E, interviewees generally 

argued that the work of the LSB was on a separate track to thinking about 

regional structures, albeit that this was a source of frustration for some. 

Similarly in A, one stakeholder argued that LSBs as currently constituted 

would be swept away once local government reorganisation started to bite, 

although others thought that the experience of having a joint LSB across two 

local authority areas – though not always straightforward - was helping to 

smooth the way for such reorganisation.  

 

Support Officers in two other areas – C and D – were contributing to the 

development of cross-border LSB structures, though in neither case were they 

leading the process: in both these areas, the Support Officer’s role was 

principally in feeding in data and information to emerging joint bodies.  

 

The contribution of Support Officers to integrating LSBs into regional working 

was thus limited. National stakeholders thought that this was probably 

inevitable, particularly in areas where regional footprints involved a large 

number of local authorities, while pointing out that efforts were now underway 

to ensure that networking meetings between Support Officers did try to link 

into emerging Welsh Government thinking about regional working.    

 

In terms of the ESF cross-cutting themes of equal opportunities and 

environmental sustainability, case-study interviewees and participants in the 

focus groups tended to see these as being embedded in the work of Support 

Officers, but perceived that this was driven not by the need for compliance 

with ESF but rather by their position in the ‘corporate centre’ of local 

authorities, with wider regulatory requirements, such as the Public Sector 

Equality Duty playing a key role and the prospective requirements of the Well-

being of Future Generations (Wales) Bill in terms of sustainable development 

practices. Thus, in case-study E, Equality Impact Assessments were now 

common practice because of the requirements of the Equalities Act, although 
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one senior interviewee noted that the SIP was in practice a very useful source 

of data for such Assessments.  

 

4.7 Impacts 

 

KEY FINDINGS 

 

It may well still be too early to gain a clear view of the impacts of the Support 

Officers’ role. However the evidence from the evaluation suggests that: 

 Support Officers have played an important part in establishing LSBs in 

many areas as a significant element in the planning and delivery 

infrastructure, although these are less likely to be self-sustaining in the 

absence of continued policy direction (and funding) from Welsh 

Government; 

 the impact of SIPs (which were seen by interviewees as attributable in part 

to the Support Officers) in terms of improved outcomes for citizens is 

emergent at best, though many interviewees were optimistic that the SIPs 

had the potential to lead to such outcomes; 

 insofar as pilot projects may lead to the mainstreaming of more efficient 

approaches to service delivery (which is not yet clear), the attribution to 

Support Officers for this will probably be quite slight; 

 Support Officers have had relatively little impact in terms of the regional 

agenda. 

 

As already noted in Section 3, it is challenging given the complexity of the 

environment in which Support Officers are working to attribute results directly 

to them and thus to establish the impact of this intervention. Moreover, 

impacts necessarily only emerge over the longer term, and with LSBs (and 

even more SIPs) still relatively new, it needs to be stressed that a complete 

picture is probably not yet available. 

 

However, as has been seen, particularly in Section 4.3, the Support Officers 

appear to have made a significant contribution to establishing LSBs as a key 
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part of the infrastructure of service planning and delivery. Certainly, of our 

case-study areas, in at least four (B, C, D and E) the LSBs appeared to be 

well-embedded and accepted and in three of these (B, C, D) as well as F, 

other partnerships seemed to have been integrated effectively under the aegis 

of the LSB. Evidence from the focus groups and the stakeholder interviews 

would suggest this picture is not atypical, albeit that the spectrum in terms of 

the effectiveness of LSBs is quite large. 

 

The extent to which the LSBs are sustainable is, however, more uncertain: in 

many ways, the ‘buy-in’ of partners still appears contingent on the clear 

signals from Welsh Government of the importance it attaches to this form of 

working (which of course will be reinforced when the Well-being of Future 

Generations (Wales) Bill effectively puts similar bodies on a statutory footing) 

and as will be seen in Section 4.9, there are still question marks over the 

willingness of local authorities and partners to put in place even quite modest 

resources of their own to sustain their operation. 

 

In terms of SIPs, again the evidence from the case-studies is generally 

positive, in that in all but one (A) of the case-studies, most stakeholders felt 

that the SIPs – while still capable of improvement – represented an evidence-

based assessment of the needs of the area which went some way to spelling 

out priorities, with appropriate performance management arrangements in 

place to track progress against them. Again, Support Officers were  

perceived as having played an important role in enabling LSBs to progress to 

this point, and again the broader evidence does not suggest our case-studies 

are atypical.  

 

Nevertheless, evidence that SIPs are leading – at least as yet - to improved 

outcomes and more specifically to more citizen-centred services was less 

forthcoming from our fieldwork. Some national stakeholders felt that there 

were examples where strong partnership work and robust SIPs were leading 

to practical changes in service delivery, perhaps most notably in relationship 

to children’s and family services and older people – though these were still not 

universal.  
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In terms of the case-studies, in some instances – for example, in case-studies 

B and D – interviewees were confident that data were helping refine and 

target interventions more appropriately, while a small number of very specific 

examples were cited where work in the LSB (enabled by the Support Officer) 

had led to service improvements: for example, in case-study C, where work in 

an LSB sub-group had led to the local FE College adopting new approaches 

to managing attendance, drawing on the experience of the local authority’s 

education department.   

 

To a large extent, then it would appear too early to reach a conclusion as to 

whether these improvements to the ‘scaffolding’ will result in service 

improvements on the ground. 

 

Turning to the potential outcomes from pilot projects in terms of realising and 

mainstreaming efficiencies, again it is arguably too early to draw conclusions 

on this, with projects only now coming to an end. However, while there was 

much positive evidence presented in the case-studies of specific projects 

which were said to be delivering well, as noted in Section 4.5, the extent of 

the attribution to the Support Officers for such successes is probably quite 

limited. Moreover, it is too early to be able to take a view on the extent to 

which any efficiencies which are identified will be mainstreamed – and to 

some extent the apparent lack of a strong commitment to sharing good 

practice across as well as within LSBs may suggest a risk that the full 

potential of any such efficiencies will not be realised.  

 

Finally, in terms of regional working, as noted in Section 4.6, Support Officers’ 

contribution to this agenda appears to have been relatively limited. 
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4.8 Enabling Factors and Barriers  

 

KEY FINDINGS 

 

The fieldwork suggested a number of factors which helped to determine the 

success or otherwise of Support Officers in fulfilling their role. 

 

A key enabling factor was believed to be the personal skills and qualities of 

the individuals who had been recruited, though it was acknowledged that this 

was not sufficient to overcome structural/cultural barriers, while staff turnover 

(in part the result of the fixed-term contracts which were a result of ESF 

funding) and the lack of resilience which came from (in most cases) relying on 

one post, was felt to undermine the prospects of success.  

 

Inconsistent representation of partners on LSBs was also seen as a disruptive 

factor and was linked to both the scale of reorganisation and restructuring 

which had occurred and the fact that many partners operated on larger 

footprints than LSBs and struggled with the level of commitment required, 

often across several LSBs. 

 

However, the main barrier highlighted was (in some areas) the insufficient 

corporate ‘buy-in’ to LSB decisions and priorities on the part of local authority 

service departments and other partners more generally, linked by some 

interviewees to the lack of a statutory basis. 

 

There were mixed views as to whether austerity and the impact of budget cuts 

was leading to a willingness to innovate (thus spurring commitment to LSBs) 

or, conversely, was resulting in partners retreating into a more defensive 

stance. However, there was general agreement that LSB partners were 

unwilling to pool resources and that this was generally a barrier to effective 

operation.     
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In terms of the enabling factors and barriers which have influenced the 

success or otherwise of Support Officers in different local authority areas, a 

number of common themes emerged from the fieldwork. 

 

The first related to the skills and attributes of the individuals recruited as 

Support Officers: in many cases, interviewees, including national stakeholders 

believed that the calibre and commitment of Support Officers was high, with 

analytical skills, organisational and networking/diplomatic skills being 

mentioned as important:  

‘The range of skills and knowledge needed is very disparate …it 

amazes me that the Partnerships have managed to do as well in 

finding 22 people who can do it’. (Focus group participant)  

 

In this context, national stakeholders emphasised the importance of analytical 

capabilities, not only on the part of the individual but also corporately, to the 

success of the LSB – and noted that these capabilities had been reduced as 

the result of cuts to departments such as planning. 

 

The theme of the skills needed being disparate was one which recurred, with  

some interviewees in one case-study area (D) arguing that the role was too 

wide for any one individual and participants in a focus group suggesting that 

the way in which the role differed in different areas reflected a natural 

tendency for individuals and their line managers to play to their strengths: 

‘Some of us have better skills in some areas than others ... and it might 

be the case that the reason some have focused on particular areas is 

due to their strengths’. 

 

However, individual strengths were not of themselves sufficient to overcome 

structural barriers, particularly where good relationships between key partners 

were not in place:  

‘I can think of places where there are good people in post but where 

they are frustrated by other local, cultural, political or systemic/ 

corporate difficulties, where they’re frustrated from making the LSB 

perform effectively’. (National stakeholder interview) 
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It was notable that in some case-study areas where interviewees had 

generally very high regard for the capability of the Support Officer (for 

example, in case-study A where one stakeholder spoke for many in saying 

that ‘[the Support Officer] is a stand out individual’), this was not sufficient to 

lead to strong outcomes, while another national stakeholder observed that a 

successful LSB needed strong political leadership, partners who were 

genuinely committed and a good LSB Support Officer – and that it was difficult 

to isolate the role of just the last of these from the other factors. 

 

Another factor related directly to the individual Support Officer was longevity, 

with participants in one focus group suggesting that those areas where there 

had been continuity in terms of the individual filling the post had generally 

seen the most positive results.  

This was seen to be a problematic issue in the context of the ESF funding, 

because this necessitated fixed-term contracts: it was argued that in some 

cases, this had led directly to a high turnover of staff, as incumbents tended to 

look for more secure posts, particularly in a time of budgetary pressure:  

‘you just can’t compete with front line posts on a permanent basis in social 

services or whatever’. (Focus group participant) 

   

In this context, annual reports from a number of LSBs highlighted the negative 

impact of delays in recruitment processes, while national stakeholders also 

highlighted the issues of capacity and resilience: given the very limited 

resource often available, then one individual on long-term sickness absence 

could have a major impact. 

  

Alongside the stability of the personnel within the Support Officers’ post, 

another issue flagged up (most frequently as a barrier to Support Officers 

operating effectively) was the consistency or lack of it in terms of the 

representation, particularly of non-local authority partners, on LSBs.  

'partnership working is at the mercy of whoever is involved at the time 

... it's different each day, depending on who's there'. (Case-study A 

interviewee) 
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Reorganisations (e.g. of LHBs, Natural Resources Wales, the Probation 

Service) and the restructuring of the police with the election of Police and 

Crime Commissioners were seen to have contributed to a lack of stability in 

membership in LSBs, which was seen as disruptive, while the fact that many 

key partners operated over footprints which were considerably larger than 

individual local authorities was also seen as contributing to this. Thus, in one 

case-study area (E), interviewees were concerned that the LHB 

representation on the LSB came from an area team which was not perceived 

as being well plugged in to the corporate centre, whereas in another (A), the 

fact that the LHB did not have a ‘sub-regional structure’ was thought to be a 

problem, leading to inconsistent attendance. In a third area (B), a restructuring 

of the CVC had led to a significant discontinuity in the engagement of the third 

sector.  

 

Related to this was a view expressed by some interviewees (including those 

with experience of several LSBs) that smaller LSBs tended to function more 

effectively. Indeed, it was notable that those of the case-studies (B,C, D) 

where the LSBs appeared to function most effectively  -- at least in the view of 

those engaged with the LSB - had small LSBs (no more than ten members). 

Clearly, however, there may also be a trade-off here in terms of missed 

opportunities from excluding certain potential partners and/or resentment on 

the part of those who are ‘excluded’. In this context, it is also worth noting that 

in case-study F, an experiment with having a core LSB and a wider 

consultative group had been deemed a failure. 

 

However, the key factor highlighted by many interviewees as a potential 

barrier was the lack of support or buy-in from the most senior officers (and 

political leadership): 

‘I think one of the barriers is not having sufficient support at the right 

level within the local authority corporate centre…they need someone at 

head of service/director level to push through the message’. (National 

stakeholder interviewee)   
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Support Officers were generally felt to have limited opportunity to influence 

this, though two examples were cited, one in a case-study area (D) and one in 

another local authority, where Support Officers were perceived as having 

acted successfully as strong internal advocates of partnership working.  

 

Indeed, despite the generally positive view from the fieldwork of the state of 

play of many of the LSBs (and in particular, the view that in most cases there 

had been positive forward momentum over recent years, in no small degree 

due to the inputs from the Support Officers), many contributors nevertheless 

felt that the commitment to draw lessons from, and act on, issues emerging 

from the SIP and the LSB was patchy.  

 

Indeed, in one of the focus groups, participants unanimously agreed that the 

biggest barrier to making a success of the LSB was the lack of  wider 

ownership of the LSB within their own authority, a feeling that heads of 

service, elected members and even LSB members ‘just don’t get it’. In 

particular, participants felt strongly that there was little understanding of what 

went in to making a partnership work:  

‘one of the members said to me “you’re just glorified secretaries”’. 

More generally, in most of the case-study areas (A, D, E, F), at least some of 

the interviewees highlighted the issue of partners lacking real commitment to 

implementing decisions coming out of the LSB – or being unable to mobilise 

their own organisations to do so.  

 

Thus in C, several interviewees (from inside and outside the local authority) 

suggested that partners had been slow to fully buy into the concept of 

partnership working: for too many it was still seen as something additional to 

their role rather than something central to their role. In F, similarly, an 

interviewee felt that while partners demonstrated a commitment to working 

together within meetings, there was less evidence of that commitment being 

followed through between them.  

 

Similarly in E, an interviewee from outside the local authority argued that while 

a key part of the Support Officer role was holding the LSB to task on taking 
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forward its priorities, the authority in doing so was undermined by the lack of a 

statutory basis for the LSB – this meant that it could not compel individual 

organisations to deliver: as a result, the LSB prescriptions ‘don’t rank as 

highly’ as some other duties – it tended to be seen as something over and 

above the day job and it was difficult sometimes to take back the holistic 

messages from the SIP into day to day to work when there were competing 

pressures. This same point was echoed by other interviewees in the same 

case-study area: one felt that the lack of recognition that what flowed from the 

LSB was part of the ‘day job’ was a key barrier, while another found that it 

was difficult to get her organisation to put a high enough priority on things 

flowing out of the LSBs.  

 

The issue of the lack of a statutory basis for the work of LSBs (which will of 

course be resolved by the Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Bill) was 

also linked to the view of some interviewees that the overall legal framework 

within which LSBs had to operate was unhelpful. In particular, in this same 

case-study area, local authority interviewees argued strongly that the fact that 

there remained statutory requirements for other partnerships (such as the 

Health, Social Care and Well Being partnership) was unhelpful to achieving a 

streamlining of local plans (though it was acknowledged that Welsh 

Government guidance suggested such requirements could be met via the 

SIP), while a participant in a focus group made a similar point: 

‘There is a conflict of legislation coming from Cardiff which restricts 

what we can do at the LSB – the Health Board, the Council and others 

have their own legislation that they have to work within ... if there was a 

better alignment to policy from policy makers in Cardiff it would make 

our life easier’. 

 

In addition, we have already noted (Section 4.4) that at least some 

participants in the focus groups felt that there was a lack of clarity over the 

policy intention of the Welsh Government as to the whether SIPs should 

concentrate on key issues where partnership working over and above the 

statutory functions of individual partners was needed or should seek to 

provide an umbrella for all the partners’ activities (thus allowing a clearer 
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alignment with the corporate planning of individual organisations). This in turn 

related to a further concern voiced by participants in the focus groups and 

some case-study interviewees, that the whole process could easily become 

overwhelmed by the scale of reporting required to track progress. 

  

Budgetary pressures unsurprisingly also emerged as a key contextual factor, 

with mixed evidence as to the extent to which this was, on the one hand, 

driving a willingness to innovate and find new ways of addressing needs (with 

national stakeholders generally feeling this should be happening, and one 

arguing that ‘there’s no doubt that cuts drive innovation, disruption drives 

innovation’) or, on the other, putting local authorities and other partners on the 

defensive (e.g. in terms of taking risks).  

 

In several of the case-study areas, both of these views were expressed by 

different stakeholders. Thus, in F, the Support Officers and some other local 

authority interviewees were generally upbeat, arguing that budgetary 

pressures were increasing interest in how services could be delivered more 

efficiently on a joint basis, but partner organisations tended to challenge this 

view, arguing that cuts meant staff had taken on greater work and/or 

responsibility which meant that they had less time and resources to dedicate 

to partnership work:  

‘it’s very much batten the hatches down at the moment’.   

 

Similarly, in E, some stakeholders were optimistic that financial pressures 

would lead in the longer term to creative solutions, but others argued that the 

local authority’s central preoccupation with managing the cuts and avoiding 

compulsory redundancies was distracting attention from strategic agendas 

such as the LSB. Moreover, in this area, some local authority interviewees 

noted that in an era of cuts, public sector bodies increasingly prioritised 

meeting statutory duties and ensuring they were not open to legal challenge in 

this regard – which undermined the focus within the LSB and SIP on 

preventative measures and long-term solutions. 
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In C, it was argued that while an initial response to financial pressures was to 

‘look inwards’, the Support Officer was starting to gain some traction for the 

view that partnership working could offer at least in part a solution to the cuts, 

while in similar vein, the Support Officer in D felt that budget cuts had caused 

some people to withdraw slightly from the LSB process in trying to protect 

what is ‘theirs’ for fear of losing it, but in other cases had opened partners’  

eyes to what could be done together and had put pressure on others to follow 

suit.  

 

In an interesting slant on this, a number of interviewees in one of the East 

Wales case-studies (B) argued that the lack of access to ESF and other 

external funding was an advantage, because it drove a collaborative 

approach. Thus one argued that in other areas, public sector organisations 

found it easier to access external funding which: 

‘sometimes can be a barrier to working in partnership because they 

don’t need to, they can deliver services themselves. We can’t deliver it 

unless we’re working in partnership with others which has given us a 

really strong foothold for the LSB’.  

 

A further factor related to financial pressures where views were more 

consistent was the lack of financial resources directly at the disposal of the 

LSB. Across the Board, focus group participants and case-study interviewees 

tended to draw attention to the difficulty of getting LSB partners to pool 

resources, even in a minor way, and this was also a factor highlighted in a 

number of Annual Reports: 

‘I’ve realised that any talk of jointly financing anything – even £200 for a 

website – kills discussion stone dead’. (Focus group participant) 

 

In none of the case-study areas did there appear to be any pooled budgets to 

support the operation of the LSB as such, though in one or two cases, 

partners had pooled budgets to deliver projects.   
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4.9 The Future  

 

KEY FINDINGS 

 

The vast majority of contributors to the evaluation believed that some 

continued ring-fenced funding of the Support Officer role was necessary, 

although national stakeholders tended to see this as only an interim measure 

until the Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Bill entered into force.  

In our case-study areas, it seemed likely that, without such funding, posts 

would be cut, with partners being unwilling to contribute to sustaining them. 

 

The reluctance of partners to jointly fund LSB does beg the question as to the 

depth of the commitment to LSBs and partnership working, and may reflect 

that, despite a genuine enthusiasm for what has been achieved, collaboration 

through the LSB remains a second-order priority for organisations under 

financial pressure.  

 

Across the board, a strong view emerged from those we interviewed that 

some form of continued ring-fenced funding to support the work of LSBs was 

highly desirable. 

 

National stakeholders generally believed that there would be a need for some 

form of ring-fenced funding going forward, at least until the Well-being of 

Future Generations (Wales) Bill came into force, despite the general principle 

that hypothecation was to be avoided, given the significant cuts which had 

already affected corporate policy teams. However, one argued strongly that in 

providing funding it would be important to be ‘prescriptive about outcomes 

rather than structures’, while others felt that once Public Services Boards 

were established on a statutory basis, local authorities would no longer have 

an excuse for not funding posts themselves. 
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More particularly, in the session with Welsh Government representatives on 

the LSBs, it was argued that in an ideal world, the partners themselves would 

fund the core secretariat costs but with pressures on budgets there was little 

will to pool resources and there was a real risk that if dedicated funding was 

pulled, local authorities would resort to doing the minimum necessary. There 

was a real danger that there would be a major hiatus pending local 

government reorganisation and a loss of momentum. Rolling forward the 

current arrangements was favoured by all of those who spoke. 

 

Similar views were expressed in the focus groups with Support Officers and 

their line-managers, with only one or two dissenters. In one focus group, all 

the participants agreed that the ring-fenced resource was vital for the 

continued effective functioning of the LSB and that simply moving the funding 

into the Revenue Support Grant would be a disaster, while in another, all of 

the local authority participants felt resources would be reduced in the absence 

of a continued dedicated funding stream with one saying: 

‘without that central role, everything within the LSB would suffer’. 

 

In the third group, one participant thought that the work of the LSB was now 

so embedded that the staffing structure would be maintained, but others said 

posts would be cut. In this group, there were serious concerns about the lack 

of clarity about the medium term plans of the Welsh Government. Contributors 

in particular called upon the Welsh Government to give a clear and early steer 

about funding from April 2015 onwards. A few also voiced their concerns 

about losing experienced staff over the coming few months if the uncertainty 

was to continue. 

 

In terms of the case-studies, there was almost unanimity in favour of 

continued funding by Welsh Government for the function, with some local 

authority interviewees also suggesting that - far from being at odds with local 

government’s stance against hypothecation - this was an example (in the 

context of the Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Bill) of the Welsh 

Government needing to fund new statutory duties. While a handful of 

interviewees favoured a quid pro quo for continued funding of making the LSB 
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secretariat independent of the local authority, this was very much a minority 

view.  

Our own conclusions were that in all but one of the case-study areas (C), the 

existing level of resources would be unlikely to be maintained in the absence 

of ring-fenced funding. In at least three cases (D, E and F) it was argued 

strongly that, with front-line services being cut, local authorities would be 

unable to justify protecting posts at the corporate centre, however valuable 

these were seen to be, while partners were unable or unwilling to ‘stump up’ 

to meet part of the costs. Thus in F, a leading figure within the Council stated 

categorically that given budgetary pressures it would be impossible to 

maintain the current posts, and contributors from partner organisations, while 

accepting that in principle they ought to fund the work of the LSB team in the 

future, said that in reality this prospect was highly unlikely given that their own 

organisations were facing sharp financial cut-backs as well. 

 

At one level, of course, this seems paradoxical, in that in most cases, case-

study interviewees were simultaneously saying that the Support Officers role 

was ‘essential’, while at the same time claiming that their organisations would 

be unlikely to contribute to paying for them. In reality, this perhaps reflected – 

despite the avowed strong commitment to partnership working and the LSB - 

something of a more implicit ambivalence to these developments within public 

service organisations. That is to say, at the end of the day what appeared to 

matter most to such organisations was their internal organisational priorities 

and commitments (including statutory obligations). Only after those had been 

secured was partnership ‘on the agenda.’ In this sense, the Support Officer 

role might be essential to run an effective LSB and partnership structure, but 

at the end of the day, partnership working itself was still only a second order 

concern, given the scale of the budgetary cuts underway.  

 

While the concerns of most interviewees focused on the funding for Support 

Officers going forward, a handful of interviewees in one case-study area (E) 

also argued strongly for the need for access to future ‘risk capital’ to 

experiment with collaborative projects which might, but which were not 

guaranteed to, generate financial savings (to complement the ‘Invest to Save’ 
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Fund  which could be used where there was a higher degree of confidence 

that savings as well as service improvements could be generated). Some 

national stakeholders also recognised that there would be a need going 

forward to offer a range of instruments to support LSBs pilot and mainstream 

innovative actions, including Invest to Save type approaches.  
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5.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
From the Welsh Government perspective, LSBs continue to be a vital piece in 

the architecture of public service delivery, as is reflected in the decision to put 

them on a statutory basis through the Well-being of Future Generations 

(Wales) Bill, albeit with the new title of Public Services Boards. Though a 

more recent development, SIPs also have rapidly become established as the 

main way in which LSBs are expected to plan and programme public service 

improvement, and again are being taken forward through the Bill. However 

the fieldwork undertaken for this evaluation suggests there remains some 

confusion about the scope of the Plans: should they focus only on areas 

where work in partnership is necessary to realise common goals of the LSB or 

are they intended as comprehensive statements of partners’ interventions to 

improve social, economic and environmental well-being? 

 

In considering the conclusions to be drawn from this evaluation about the 

contribution made by the specific funding for Support Officers to taking 

forward this agenda of local (or area-based) partnership working, it is 

important to be clear that the position in different case-study areas varied 

greatly: and that generalisations, therefore, have to be handled with care. 

 

Nevertheless, the case-studies as a whole, together with the evidence from 

stakeholders and the focus groups with staff from most of the 22 local 

authorities in Wales, do provide evidence that in many cases the Support 

Officers have added value in terms of:  

 the operational effectiveness of the LSBs, and better working 

relationships between partners, leading to a greater sense of common 

purpose and collective leadership amongst the partners; 

 a greater integration between the LSB and the work of different, more 

thematic, partnerships; 

 the development of SIPs which are seen to be reasonably robust 

agendas; 

 the capacity to monitor and performance manage the implementation 

of the SIP; 
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 ensuring that SIP priorities are starting to influence corporate planning 

of key partners, notably local authorities. 

 

There is less evidence that the Support Officers’ work, by improving the 

operation of the LSBs and SIPs, has yet delivered better outcomes for 

citizens, though it is probable that this is to some extent at least a matter of 

timing, given that many SIPs were only developed in 2012/13. As for LSBs 

themselves, while generally positive about their performance and potential, 

partners, including local authorities, do not appear to yet be fully committed 

themselves to make them a permanent part of the landscape, in the absence 

of Welsh Government encouragement and funding.  

 

Support Officers generally also seem to have made less of a contribution to 

the development and implementation of ESF delivery projects than 

stakeholders might have anticipated: this was partly because the timescales 

meant that projects were often (though not always) developed before Support 

Officers were in post, and partly reflects the fact that project management 

resources have generally been included as part of project running costs. 

Support Officers have, however, in many cases played an important part in 

ensuring compliance with ESF rules and, to some extent at least, mitigated 

the administrative burden seen as a corollary of European funding. 

 

It would also appear that sharing learning has, as yet at least, been a 

relatively modest part of the Support Officers’ role and achievements 

(although this may be a stronger feature of the final months, as lessons are 

learnt from the delivery projects). While Welsh Government has made some 

effort to promote networking between Support Officers (which seem to have 

been particularly effective in North Wales), there seems much greater scope 

for greater sharing of practice and experience derived from the pilot projects. 

 

While Support Officers have formed a useful conduit for communication 

between Welsh Government and LSBs (complementing the representation of 

senior civil servants on each LSB), this appears to have sometimes been 

used inappropriately. The contribution of the Support Officers to regional 
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working has been relatively slight, reflecting perhaps the fact that the LSB/SIP 

agenda has been developed in parallel with the regional agenda. 

 

If generalising about the outcomes from the Support Officers’ work is 

challenging, seeking to draw conclusions from the evidence as to what 

circumstances have contributed to greatest success is even more difficult. In 

reality, given the small cadres of staff supporting LSBs, the qualities and 

strengths of the individuals filling the posts appears to have had a major 

influence on performance: while the other important influence, the broader 

culture of partnerships within the area under consideration, is equally difficult 

to replicate. There are, perhaps, some suggestions that tighter, more focused 

LSBs work better (at least from the perspective of those at the table) and that 

having operational groups below the LSB is valuable: while it is more clearly 

the case that high-levels of turnover both in the Support Officers posts (not 

helped by fixed-term contracts) and in membership of the LSB and associated 

bodies (not helped by the fact that many organisations are working on a larger 

footprint than individual LSBs) is disruptive. Not all of the contributors to the 

evaluation favoured placing LSBs on a statutory basis, but it seems likely that 

this will, to some extent, increase the importance attached to LSB priorities by 

partners. 

 

In the light of our findings, we make the following recommendations: 

 

Recommendation 1: While appreciating that resources are extremely limited, 

we recommend that the Welsh Government continues to provide ring-fenced 

funding to local authorities to support the work of LSBs as they transition to 

Public Services Boards. We recommend that the funding should not be tied to 

specific posts – and, indeed, that local authorities should be encouraged to 

establish such posts on permanent contracts – but that authorities should be 

required to demonstrate that the overall resources directly related to 

supporting the LSB exceed the funding provided and to provide brief annual 

reports on the work of the officer(s) involved. Ideally, we believe that this 

funding should be provided for three years in order to provide capacity to 
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deliver the needs assessment and the first local well-being strategies after the 

next local government elections64.  

 

Recommendation 2: We recommend that in providing this resource, the 

Welsh Government should encourage a strong focus on a) the work to 

produce the needs assessment and the first of the new generation of well-

being plans b) the proactive management of LSBs agendas and c) the 

performance management of SIP priorities and actions. As such, the Welsh 

Government should encourage local authorities to ensure staff themselves 

have, or have access to, appropriate analytical skills. 

 

Recommendation 3: The Welsh Government should seek to encourage 

sharing of experience with regard to using RBA techniques to track progress 

in terms of implementing the priorities set out by the SIP and with regard to 

using operational groups to support the work of LSBs. Where this is not 

already the case, the Welsh Government should encourage local authorities 

and partners to ensure that there is a structured and hierarchical relationship 

between thematic partnerships and the LSB. 

 

Recommendation 4: As the Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Bill 

becomes law, the Welsh Government will need to provide more explicit 

guidance as to the extent to which the local Well-being Plans are intended to 

cover all interventions by Public Service Board partners within the area, or 

only those delivered in partnership. 

 

Recommendation 5: While appreciating that there are bigger agendas at 

play, we recommend that the Welsh Government should encourage the 

formation of further joint LSBs or (after the Bill comes into force) mergers 

between Public Services Boards as allowed by the Bill, on the basis of the 

likely boundaries of reorganised local authorities, even in advance of the 

creation of these new authorities, not least because this will enable more 

                                                
64 Since drafting this report, Ministers have decided to extend the funding for one year only. While this 

decision is understandable in the light of budget pressures, it will be important to ensure that local 

authorities ensure that adequate human resources are available to develop robust needs assessments and 

well-being strategies.   
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meaningful participation by non-local authority partners in the transition to new 

local government structures . At the same time, it needs to be acknowledged 

that transferring good practice from existing single authority LSBs to new joint 

structures will (from past experience) be challenging: in our view, it is critical 

that merged LSBs/Public Services Boards are also working to a shared Plan. 

 

Recommendation 6: The Welsh Government will need to consider carefully 

how to facilitate LSBs to bring forward new pilot projects, in the absence of 

ESF funding, given the current lack of willingness to pool resources. In our 

view, however, any funding regime should be designed to strongly incentivise 

financial contributions from the partners themselves.  

 
Recommendation 7: The Welsh Government should seek to replicate in 

other parts of the country the effective networking activity between Support 

Officers in North Wales. 

 

Recommendation 8: In the short term, Welsh Government officials should, 

as intended, prioritise efforts to draw out and disseminate lessons learnt from 

the delivery projects both within individual LSBs and between them. Focusing 

(as has already been done to some extent) on common types of project (e.g. 

Team Around the Family, Integrated Care Packages for Older People) is likely 

to be fruitful here.  

 

 

 

 

 

 


