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Executive summary

Urban Regeneration: Making a Difference (URMAD) was funded by the Higher
Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE). Four universities (Manchester
Metropolitan University - MMU, University of Central Lancashire - UCLAN, Salford
University and University of Northumbria - UNN) collaborated on projects which
addressed community needs in the areas of Community Cohesion, Crime, Health and
Well-being, and Enterprise - all in turn with a focus on urban regeneration. They
worked together on 46 projects for two years, in partnership with community
organisations in relation to emergent and responsive interpretations of urban
regeneration. MMU led on 16 projects across the four themes. Twelve of these were
from the theme of Community Cohesion (CC); two from Health and Wellbeing; one
from Crime; and one from Enterprise. MMU was also responsible for delivering the
Community Cohesion theme. In total, staff from MMU contributed to 35 projects.

Project and partnership development

= CC Project ideas crystallised through discussions and dialogue, facilitated by the
face to face development days

= HEl-community and inter-HEI partnerships raises issues of IP and mechanisms
must be found for addressing this as the partnerships form.

* The short time scale meant that many community partnerships were built on pre-
existing relationships. The inter-HEIl collaborations were nearly all new,
supported by the development processes.

= Resources need to be found for developing alliances within HEI - community
partnerships for collaboration across the different HEls to enable trusting
relationships to form which break down preconceptions of expertise.

= Pre-set outcomes do not always sit easily with collaborative project development
with community partners. Nevertheless, community partners made active
contributions to project proposals.

= Good working relationships were built amongst the CC Theme leads from
different HEls

= Better ways need to be found of maintaining communication with all those
involved in individual projects that combine to form a larger one of institutional,
strategic importance.

= The reciprocal understanding of the work undertaken by academics and
development or knowledge transfer managers should not be taken for granted
and needs to be constantly clarified.

= Thinking and discussion time needs to be properly resourced for those with an
overview of project potential in order to enhance institutional learning.

Project delivery

= The buy out model for community engagement work needs to be critically
reviewed and guidance issued drawing on case studies of good practice

= More attention needs to be paid to working at institutional level with Heads of
Departments and Deans: written contracts are not sufficient to ensure good
stewardship of monies allocated in terms of community engagement work.

= There is a need to develop guidelines about best practice in the allocation of
finances to Faculties or Departments for projects like this in the future.



= The process of requiring time sheets as evidence of activity for different kinds of
projects could usefully be reviewed.

= Mechanisms for sharing experiences across projects, and more widely, need to
be found in order to enable organisational learning.

*= Procedures for monitoring projects need to be clear from the outset and support
given to staff who are new to project management.

= There should be clear procedures for gaining publicity from and about
engagement projects at institutional level.

= Serious consideration should be given to including costs for community partners
in pricing projects of knowledge exchange.

= Some useful work has been done in developing typologies of University-
community partnerships and it would be valuable to continue with this.

= Useful work has been done to understand inter-HEI collaborations and it would
be valuable if this were to be extended.

= The most difficult collaborations to sustain were those at the greatest distance.

= Useful work has been done to understand co-opetition and co-operation in the
HEI-community engagement context and it would be valuable if this were to be
extended.

= Continual reflection and review of internal and external relationships enhances
the efficacy of HEIl community engagement.

= Resources need to be allocated to the maintenance of cross-HEIl strategic
partnerships.

Project impact

* |tis unclear whether or not the 4-way HEI collaboration will continue in the areas
of the community cohesion projects. However it is likely that some of the
alliances formed will continue.

= Across the CC theme and MMU a wide range of engagement activities were
supported.

= CC projects enhanced capacity building, human, cultural and social capital,
wellbeing and empowerment, of people across the life span and from different
communities, leading to an overall positive impact on quality of life.

= The projects were effective but some kinds of work were not possible due to the
short time scales. HEI-community engagement requires long term working.

= Across the CC theme a rich matrix of different kinds of evaluation revealed
strong impact and good use of resources.

= The projects have enriched understanding of the important social issues. the
nature of community cohesion and of cohesive communities.

= Academics, citizens and regeneration professionals have gained in understanding
and practice from their experiences of working with the projects.

=  The CC and MMU projects have made an active contribution to understanding the
links between community cohesion, urban regeneration and a good society.

* The projects greatly exceeded all planned outputs particularly those engaging
people in communities, but it is too early to assess the long term benefits



= The projects created substantial added value to community groups and
organisations, HEls and public institutions.

= Substantial academic outputs in the form of products, presentations and papers
were produced, and will continue to be produced, which will have a continuing
impact and consolidate MMU's reputation in the field.

= Substantial additional resources have been levered for continuing, broadening or
extending project activities.

= The projects were able to demonstrate reciprocal knowledge exchange.

= Co-created cultures of inquiry emerged through the two-way engagement
between communities and HEls.

= Further development will be needed in MMU to ensure that front line staff and
line managers promote the new engagement practices.

Good practice in HEI-Community engagement

= The projects have achieved many of the internationally known critical success
factors for HEI-community engagement.

= There is an explicit link between University- Community Engagement and Public
Engagement, the latter embracing the former.

= The HEI-community engagement projects have addressed seven major policy and
legislative arenas, with an emphasis on those that affect quality of life and
community.

= Major domains of quality of HEI-community engagement activities have been
identified in terms of project impact, organisational processes and institutional
context.

» HEl-community engagement praxis has been extended and there are clear links
with the potential of social enterprises for contributing to the social good.

Conclusion

Taken as a whole, the Community Cohesion and MMU URMAD projects have had an
influence on local and regional policy and practice. Professionals, citizens and
academics have been brought together in new collaborations that have promoted
new ways of thinking and of doing. Interagency working and cross-boundary
explorations of practice within the public and third sectors have been supported, and
innovations in community engagement and community development have been
introduced. Leadership has been the explicit focus of some of the projects: however,
leadership has been addressed more broadly through the creation of new
relationship spaces wherein cross boundary listening, exploration, development
growth and exchange has taken place. Together, the university with its other
university and community partners have co-created new understandings of policy
working, and whilst there is potential for this to grow, more time will be needed to
see just how much of an impact it makes. Beyond this, the work has generated
accounts of new community practices and HEI-community engagement possibilities.
These have been, and continue to be disseminated widely, thus extending the reach
of the project. The projects have demonstrated a shift from knowledge exchange and
engaged scholarship to co-created scholarship and practice - co-created praxis.
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Glossary

URMAD - Urban Regeneration: Making a Difference. The name of the four

University collaborative community engagement project.

CC - Community Cohesion

HEI - Higher Education Institution, that is a University

Theme leaders - a group of one person from each University charged with
co-ordinating projects funded through Community Cohesion funds, and
including the Community Cohesion Co-ordinator.

Theme Lead - Academic from the university leading on a particular theme,
responsible for co-ordinating and linking all the projects within a theme across
all universities

Strand Lead - within a university the academic responsible for co-ordinating
projects within the themes led by other universities.

Institutional management - group of academic theme and strand leaders,
plus development managers for the lead institution

Overall management - development managers and academic theme leads
from all universities co-ordinating the project overall

Community Cohesion and MMU projects.

‘Project Project title

code

Community

cohesion

Cco1 Children's workforce

CC02 Widening participation of targeted
group

CCo03 Young People's Voice

CCO05 Extended Schools

CCO06 Understanding and influencing
regeneration

CccCo7 Record from the outside

CCo8 Oral History of Frenchwood

CC09 Economic migration

CC11 Sport and physical activity: capacity
building

CC12 Active and Positive Fatherhood

CC13 Record from the outside (bolt on)

CC14 Asperger's

CC15 Engaging communities through the
arts

CC17 Community capacity building

CC18 Making universities work for local
communities

E06 Community land trusts

H10 Understanding health and wellbeing
within the context of urban
regeneration

Project Project title

code

Health

HO1 Information and people with ME

HO5 Cycling in BME communities

HO8 Health inequalities

H11 Exploring the role of partnerships

H20 Health and wellbeing - bolt on

H23 Older people, regeneration, health
and wellbeing

HO2 Healthy prisons

Crime

CRO02 Offenders into employment

CR0O4 School transport

CRO08 Gender in youth offending

CR 09 Crime expert panel

CR16 DV arrest

CR17 Crime prevention for SMEs

Enterprise

EO1 Sustainable mentoring for micro
businesses

EO02 Managing community facilities
through social enterprises

EO05 Connectivity and best practice for
social enterprises

E15 Embedded innovation within SMEs

E16 Building support for social enterprises
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1. Introduction

Urban Regeneration: Making a Difference (URMAD) is a project that was funded by the
Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE). It required collaboration across
four universities (Manchester Metropolitan University, University of Central Lancashire,
Salford University and University of Northumbria) on projects which addressed
community needs in the areas of Community Cohesion, Crime, Health and Well-being,
and Enterprise - all in turn with a focus on urban regeneration. Each of these areas is an
element in Government national and regional policy agendas. The business plan for the
project (URMAD, 2006:1) identified two aims:

1. To address key urban regeneration challenges in the North of England through
interdisciplinary collaboration between the partner universities and practitioner
organisations, particularly in the public and voluntary sectors, and to enhance their
collective impact on society.

2. To build a long term strategic alliance between core university partners while
developing a distinctive form of knowledge transfer (KT), which is both teaching and
research-driven, in order to meet the needs of organisations and professionals in
business and the community.

The plan (URMAD, 2006:3) outlined the three-fold need for the project, which was
submitted to, and funded by the HEFCE Structural Development Fund to the tune of 3.16
million (SDF)'. These were:

1. The need to tackle the real, complex problems facing communities in the Northern
region of England, where social, economic and physical infrastructure issues are
closely inter-twined.

2. The need for change in management practices and the culture of academic staff in
the universities to develop their engagement with business and the community
through cross-institutional and inter-institutional collaboration to enable them to
address those problems in society effectively.

3. A need to provide a demonstrator initiative designed to bring about transformational
change by building the evidence base to make the case for a broader involvement by
Higher Education (HE) in government agendas relating to the economy and society.

Urban regeneration was the focus of the project as all the universities were from city
regions, each facing multiple challenges in economic, social, physical and political
factors. They were unified by an economic development bringing together the different
regional development associations (Moving Forward: The Northern Way (2005) Business
Plan 2005-08 from Northern RDAs). MMU, UCLAN, Northumbria and Salford universities
worked together for two years and developed 46 projects in collaboration with each
other and community organisations in relation to emergent and responsive
interpretations of urban regeneration. MMU led on 16 projects across the four themes.
Twelve of these were from the theme of CC; 2 from Health and Wellbeing; 1 from Crime;
and 1 from Enterprise. MMU was also responsible for delivering the CC theme,
consisting of the 12 projects led by MMU; one led by UNN; two led by UCLAN and two
other projects part funded by Health and by Enterprise. Bradford University contributed

! SDF supports large-scale structural and strategic change in the Higher Education sector that HEIs could not achieve
without additional HEFCE funding.
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________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
to some projects but not in CC. We will report primarily on the Community Cohesion
theme, but also include some discussion of the enterprise, health and crime projects led
by MMU staff.

1.1. Community Cohesion Theme

17 Community Cohesion projects reflecting perspectives of Community Psychology,
Urban Education and Sport and Physical Activity were delivered, two of which were part
funded by other themes. These projects demonstrate third stream research, capacity
building, service development, training, and consultancy. They have also enabled skills
development, empowerment through voice, insight, the exercise of control and links and
networking, all key components of urban regeneration (Kagan, 2007a).

The rationale for the Community Cohesion theme was given in the delivery plan
(URMAD, 2006:8).

Progress on increasing life chances for all is a fundamental element of building
strong cohesive communities and a dynamic society and economy. Conversely
where tensions have developed between different ethnic groups, such as in some
Northern towns in the summer of 2001 ...(where significant disturbances took
place)... ,deprivation and lack of opportunity have been significant contributory
factors.

Public services play a vital part in creating opportunities. Collaborative work
between HE and civic and community based partners will focus on addressing the
cross-government (targets) aimed at reducing race inequality and building
community cohesion (Home Office, 2005).

Partnership working between the HE sector and their public and voluntary sector
partners will encourage a sense of identity and belonging through participation
in education, work and social activities, and through mutual understanding of
cultural difference.

1.2. How was the Theme evaluated?
The theme and institutional evaluation sought information to:

(i) assess the achievement of the theme (were objectives met?)

(ii) gain understanding of how MMU has worked in partnership with other HEIl and
community partners on community engagement issues and implications for the future
(what works and why?)

(iii) refine understanding of community cohesion and urban regeneration as well as of
collaboration and partnership processes (how is community cohesion, urban
regeneration and collaborative working now best understood?)

12



(iv) identify models of community engagement and pathways for evaluation of different
types of activity in the future (what is the impact of different ways of working on HE-
community engagement?

(v) assess the impact of the academic engagement on the work of the community groups
(what has changed?)

In terms of both the Community Cohesion theme and MMU projects, a 'theory of change'
statement (see Murray and Stewart, 2006) was prepared which outlined the mechanisms
by which the theme outcomes and outputs were to be achieved. The evaluation
essentially tested this theory of change.

Initial change statement:

Through the development of an ‘ecological edge’ via collaboration, staff from the
four universities will gain from working effectively together with community groups
on issues of need identified by those groups, and will enable exchange of knowledge
and expertise to strengthen the work of both the community groups and the
universities, as well as building understanding of the role of community cohesion,
health and wellbeing, crime and enterprise in urban regeneration and thus lead to
further collaborative developments.

A qualitative, action research approach to the evaluation enabled the perspectives of
different stakeholders involved to be explored. Regular feedback was given to both CC
theme leaders and MMU cross-theme institutional management meetings, as the project
progressed. There were different data collection methods and 'learning from practice
events' were set up to encourage a participatory and team approach. The aim of this
process was to develop a shared understanding, through information gathering and
reflection, about the overall achievements and processes of project implementation. As
Section 3.1.1 indicates, the learning from practice events across the project were only
partially successful: however the learning through Theme and Institutional meetings was
extensive. The main evaluation data collection tools included:

e Feedback from Learning from Practice events and regular feedback from project
staff

e Semi-structured interviews with project staff (including theme and strand leads,
project leaders, other project workers, development managers and some
community and policy partners) during project and dissemination events

e Field Diaries recording details of the development and implementation of the
processes involved when working in partnership

e Minutes of formal and informal meetings

e Questionnaires and email interviews

e Observations, video and audio recordings and photographs of project activities
and dissemination events

The Project Co-ordinator and Theme academic lead were responsible for collecting and

organising data. The project protocol was submitted and approved by MMU's Faculty of
Health, Psychology and Social Care Ethics Committee.

13
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2. How did projects develop?

The development phase of the project lasted from February to December 2006. This
phase focused on awareness raising about the project in the HEls; activities that brought
together academics and community partners from different HEls and development
managers from MMU; and the commissioning of projects. The emphasis was on face to
face discussion and crystallisation of ideas.
Facilitation is crucial. It was very open ... methodology - people were allowed to
have a voice...a lot of dissident voices... [I] thought that we were never going to
get this to work. A forum to get issues off their chest. Voices spoke up and this
was very challenging for the people running the project because of the nature of
academic freedom. There weren’t huge amounts of money and we had to
convince them it was worth it. | like the fact that we have run it differently [from
other themes and other HEIs]. (MMU Development Manager, Interview)
During this phase, academic staff got to know about the interests of others in different
HEls and community partners. ldeas were generated and shared, project proposals were
discussed and refined, decisions were made about which projects should be
recommended, and contracts and memoranda of understanding were issued for each
approved project. In addition, working relationships and effective practices across the
CC theme and across all themes within MMU were established. Duggan and Kagan
(2007) discuss the role that the development phase made in developing communities of
practice and maximising resources within the CC theme. The stages in the development
process are shown in Table 1.

Table 1: Community Cohesion development process

Date Activity Purpose
28.2.06 Inaugural project meeting across HElI  Clarification of principles of project and
partnership identification of possible models for organisation
and funding across HEls
4.5.06 - 7.7.06 5 CC development events bringing Sharing across interest groups understanding of
together development managers, urban regeneration, CC and potential projects.
academics and community -partners Partnership development, project development and
clarification of selection criteria.
17.7.06 MMU institutional management clarification of strand leader roles and different
roles and responsibilities across the project
August - (i) CC leads from HEIs meetings Project selection and refinement; teambuilding

December 2006

(ii) MMU institutional management
meetings

Project selection and refinement. Overall
management procedures developed. Team
building.

December 2006-
January 2007

Contracts and service level
agreements organised

Clarity with Heads of Department about activities of
staff and funding model

December 2006

CC and MMU Learning from Practice
schedule agreed

Timetable for learning from project delivery at
theme level and institutional level

15
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2.1. Partnerships across HEls

The overall project required the HEIs to work together on projects that were driven by
community needs or demands. There is a tension in this way of working from the outset
as community needs may not be best met by more than one HEIl, or complementary
skills may not have been found across HEls within the timescale. Indeed those interested
in the CC theme initially identified 72 project ideas; after theme and sub-theme
development days, where projects were discussed in face to face groups in relation to
CC criteria and anticipated outputs, 37 projects were still under consideration, and 17 of
these eventually came to fruition. Not all project ideas became proposals; those that did
were discussed by the CC Theme leads and matched against project criteria and
potential to achieve the range of outputs across the Theme (see Section 3.1). Academics
seized the development opportunities presented to them and report advantages to
working collaboratively notwithstanding the 'forced nature' of the links. ?

| think some of the benefits are working with different people who’ve got
different ideas in different institutions and you are not working with the same
old people who are limited by the institutional rigours. Just meeting new people
with different ideas is fantastic but | think it was a forced marriage. (Project Co-
ordinator, Interview with CC Strand Lead)

There was pressure across the project to make email contact with different HEls
following circulation of brief statements of interest and expertise from a limited number
of staff. The CC theme had five face to face development sessions, supplemented by
email contacts and links made via the CC strand leads in the HEls.

Yes it was a forced marriage, particularly around the bidding process as well
and the deadlines around the bidding process. ‘I've got an interesting idea and
quickly let’s email somebody to see if they’ve got an idea. Now that is what
happened with Salford and UCLAN but actually with MMU, because of the
development days, we already had them in place so it didn’t necessarily happen
to the same degree with MMU. ....at least we did a bit of courting so we knew! (CC
Strand Leader, Interview)

It has been a real opportunity a) to get some money in b) to do some interesting
pieces of research and work with different people and it’s great, that has been a
great opportunity and you don’t get that all the time but | think this kind of
forced marriage had to be. | can understand why it had to be. (CC Strand Leader,
Interview)

Part of the rapid learning in the development of HEI partnerships was how to navigate
different HEI policies and practices.

2 Throughout this report references to sources of information vary. At times projects or people are named. This is when
we are confident that third party anonymity is not compromised; staff would not be at risk of retribution within their
Departments; and the reports have been shared across relevant partnerships and alliances. However, the procedures did
not require that all project reports submitted were seen and approved by all involved. In these cases we have referred to
'CC project', without being specific, and have removed personal, institutional and project identifiers.
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Well, | think it has been difficult with the different institutional structures and
having to work within them and also the internal structures and how they don’t
all marry up and the commitment of some to the project and others maybe not
as such. Level of investment affects the quality of the partnership. (Project Co-
ordinator, Strand Leader Interview)

From the vantage point of part way through the project, the development phase was
seen as an exciting time in which staff from the different HEIs were open and
enthusiastic. There was some sense that as time went on internal pressures closed down
some of the openness.

...at that time (development phase) people were very open and free with ideas
and free to share them and subsequently people have become very parochial
now, whether that is pressure from their own institution. So people were more
trusting at the beginning. (CC Strand Leader, Interview)

As the different rounds of the development phase proceeded, inter HEI relationships
began to show some strain, in part because some projects needed more time to develop
a convincing proposal. However, as time went on, more people became interested in
participating in the project and project submissions in all rounds to the CC theme were
strong.

I also think that in those subsequent phases we got a breakdown in some
relations by the second phase because in the first phase...it hadn’t
worked...there had been some projects that got knocked back. There was a spirit
of ‘come on, let’s go in together’ was declining. But | also think that within the
institutions, certainly from our institution, you got a bit of competition in that
people were coming in and saying, ‘I've won this money’ and it was ‘oh we
haven’t been told about that’. (CC Strand Leader, Interview)

The first CC development day included community partners as well as interested
academics from the different HEls and development managers from MMU. It was
designed to explore different perspectives on urban regeneration, community cohesion
and university-community collaborations. It was a fruitful meeting.

[it was valuable] to look at the kind of differences between the aims of the
community partners and the aims of the researchers and find some
commonalties, especially in what we can do for them and what they can do for
us. | found that very helpful as they had less focus on the community cohesion
agenda than we did and some ideas about university collaborations that perhaps
I should have known about but | hadn't thought of. (CC Strand leader evaluation
of first CC development day)

The other four CC development days were held in Manchester and staff from UCLAN,
Salford and UNN had to travel. (The first event was in Leeds and all had to travel.) It was
particularly difficult to get people from community groups from outside Manchester to
participate in this process.

17



..... No we couldn’t get them to come. | think because they were either down in
Leeds or in Manchester. Even though we said that there was money available for
travel. They weren’t sure if they had to buy the tickets and claim it back and they
didn’t have that kind of resources and they weren’t as involved with the project
early on as perhaps MMU'’s partners were so we talked to them about there is a
pot of money and we’ll becoming to see you about this and there are some events
if you would like to come down but it was only after once projects were fully
worked up that they became involved. (CC Strand Leader, Interview)

The projects needed a bit of time built into the project milestones to allow the
formation of these relationships (CC project closure report).
This view was echoed by another CC project leader, who suggested that working with
community organisations needs a longer process than that available on the URMAD
project.
There needs to be a much longer lead in time of about 12 months with a longer
reflection and evaluation time at the end of the project... [in future] a long thin
project instead of a short fat project [would be better]. Working with community
organisations takes time and is usually a protracted process of many meetings
spread over a large time (CC project closure report).
The process of successive development days, rather than a single event was vindicated,
as in many cases ideas changed and evolved.
The [first] meeting made us see we had lost our focus and should concentrate on
[particular] projects. (Urban Education academic feedback).
The extent to which genuinely new ideas emerged through the development process
varied.
Ideas were shifting and coalescing differently throughout the day . The larger the
group the more vibrancy and innovation - although there was still a tendency for
people to dominate and contribute as 'this is how things are' or 'what we do is' - are
they open to learning and doing things differently? (CC Academic lead field diary,
May 2006)

CC Project ideas crystallised through discussions and dialogue, facilitated by the
face to face development days

The speed with which projects had to be developed and the requirements for
collaboration led some project teams across the project to work with those they already
knew (see Table 2).

...even dfter the first round, you saw the bids coming in from people that had
already established relationships and they weren’t prepared to go beyond that
round or they had a very negative view of that first and withdrew and it was
much more open in that development phase and | think the approach that
Community Cohesion took in having the development days did a great deal to
support that. (Project Co-ordinator, Strand Leader Interview)

Of the CC projects, most incorporated new links with people from other HEls as a result
of the development process (See table 2.1). Some new links were made with staff
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internally. Although not everyone developed partnerships through the development
days: they were, nevertheless, useful.

I didn’t meet any of my partners at the development events or get any of the core
project ideas from there. It was more of a greater understanding of the themes
and what the project was about and to see what other people were doing and to
gain an understanding about the bidding process. (CC Project Lead, Interview)

Table 2: Community Cohesion Projects: Types of links made with other HEIs and
Community partners. (For project titles see Glossary, p. 7)

Connections Built on existing links Links developed through the project

Links with other CCO06; CC07; H23 CCO01; CC02; CC03; CCO05; CCo8;cco9;ccay;
HEIls CC12; CC13; CC15; CC17; E06; H10

Internal HEI links CCO01; CC02; CC03; CCO5; CCO06; H23

CCO08; CC12; CC18

Community CCO01; CC02; CCO05; CCoe; CCO07; CC09;CC11; CC13;
contacts and links CCO08; CC12; CC15; CC17; EO06;
H10; H23

As Table 2 shows, the majority of the links with community partners, and intra-
university involvement, were built on existing external relationships, usually from the
lead HEI. HEI links developed through the project.

[the] project leader came up with the idea and she had contacts before that and
had an interest and expertise in the area but we weren’t at the development
days. We tried to get someone involved from [another HEI] but he was already
involved in other URMAD projects so couldn’t be involved. We made a contact
with Health theme lead who recommended someone to partner with us to do the
evaluation.... We got a contact list from the development days, which was useful
because of the people who wanted to be involved and their relevant areas of
expertise. (Interview, CC project worker)

There was uncertainty about working with new academic partners.

It was quite difficult because we had never met and we didn’t know what each
other was going to be like when working as a team. Other project staff, | wasn’t
concerned about as we could tackle that through project meetings but | was
concerned with the evaluators. What was their approach? How is it going to go?
(Interview, CC project worker)

This is not surprising, especially when the project development time was restricted and
no resources were available within the project to pay for staff time.

The projects needed a bit of time built into the project milestones to allow the
formation of these relationships (CC project closure report).
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One area of strain during the project development was in relation to intellectual property
(IP). Academics were required to work with others from different institutions and, for
some, there was a degree of nervousness about sharing ideas between those who had
only just met each other. Some of the early concerns were about adopting
methodologies or about the issues to be addressed. When academic partners worked
together with community organisations to develop projects, the issue did not arise to
the same extent. It was most acute when one set of academics worked up a project and
colleagues from other institutions then joined the project.

people in projects raised this [IP] very early on--partnership papers and products-
who does it belong to...which university? Who had rights to its usage and in some
cases | think it hasn’t been resolved, even now . It is latent and that has hung
underneath the project. Now we comb through at the end...the academics will
have formed a partnership but will have broken off towards the end for their
own personal gain...gone off and done their own thing. Maybe there are some
joint papers and products. It was a challenge for us and we kind of sidestepped
it. Some academics pushed this issue but | don’t think they got real satisfaction
with their answers and this is a new issue for us and we don’t really have good
processes in place. (MMU Development Manager, Interview)

Section 3.4 discusses different kinds of HEI collaborations that emerged, and it is clear
that some sustained looser connections than others, making IP issues more acute. Itis
encouraging to note that many of the papers written about the project are collaborative
(see Appendix 1). Even some collaborations wherein staff worked closely on the project,
have gone their separate ways in follow on activity, separately exploiting the original
collaborative work. It was disappointing to find that when separate project reports were
written about a collaborative project, the project partners (and sometimes originators)
were not even acknowledged.

IP issues arose at wider project level too. For example, one of the projects to which
MMU contributed substantially was a partnership wide project examining Impact of HEI
Community Engagement. The issue of shared IP was raised from the outset and joint
authorship of material was agreed. Once the external evaluators got involved in
facilitating some of the thinking about Impact, and publishing reports of this work under
their own imprint, concerns about IP emerged again. A different kind of issue arose in
some of the press coverage of different parts of the project wherein things that had
been written during the course of the project were taken out of context and wrongly
attributed in articles.

HElI-community and inter-HEI partnerships raises issues of IP and mechanisms
must be found for addressing this as the partnerships form.

There were no mechanisms for external organisations to know about and get involved
with the project unless those interested staff from the HEls told them about it. The CC
theme relied on academics' own links with their community partners: for the CC theme,
none of the HEIs had central mechanisms for inviting interest from the field. It is not
surprising, therefore, that most community partnerships were built on pre-existing
contacts.
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The short time scale meant that many community partnerships were built on pre-
existing relationships. The inter-HEI collaborations were nearly all new, supported
by the development processes.

Resources need to be found for developing alliances within HEl - community
partnerships for collaboration across the different HEls to enable trusting
relationships to form which break down preconceptions of expertise.

University - community engagement work is built on long term, trusting relationships
between academics and the field, and within the URMAD project, this area of
development was not fully resourced. Nevertheless, the fact that projects built on long
term pre-existing relationships reflects good practice, particularly as many projects
have identified further collaborative working with their community partners (see section
4.5).

Savan (2004: 382/3), talking of the Canadian experience of community based research
partnerships, highlights the necessity and challenges of long term collaborative
engagement, requiring commitment from both university and community sides ( as
opposed to shorter term contractual, project based or consultative engagement). She
says:

Both short- and medium-term community-based research projects are enhanced
by ongoing university-community partnerships. These long-term collaborations
foster the trust and shared values critical to successful work involving partners
based in widely differing institutional settings. Partnerships enduring over many
a period of many years provide a stable context for both short consultative and
medium-term contractual community-based research projects. The long-term
collaborative partnerships permit a secure base for the exploration of mutually
important and interesting research trails.....but as the longevity, stability and
beneficial outcomes of partnerships grow, so too do the institutional supports
required to foster them...Generally the longer the project, the more tightly linked
the partners and the more involved both (for all) partners are in all stages of the
research process.

2.2. Partnerships with community organisations

Whilst involvement of community groups in project development was difficult, efforts
were made within the CC theme to incorporate a community perspective from the start.
Staff working in the community engagement field know of some of the suspicion of
universities held by groups in the field.

Universities are seen as these places that people just don’t get involved with, you
know, ‘not for the likes of us’ so when we have worked with them before, it has
been on a research basis and when we have been involved with the local
community in terms of employing them to do research with us. What we were
doing then is saying that we have got this money and there are certain
objectives. So with the subsequent groups we are not the university doing this we
are people that work with the community and we have got some money from a

21



separate organisation. What we were doing then was saying that we have got
this money. We are not the university. (CC Strand Leader, Interview)

It is about breaking down those barriers. 'Come in and use this equipment and it
is not the ivory tower that you are never going to have a chance to got to. It is a
great opportunity for you to see what it is like in higher education' (CC Project
Leader, Interview).

Just as the requirement to involve different HEIs put constraints on the project
development, so did the pre-set criteria and outputs. From the outset staff within MMU
had been uncomfortable with the 'fit' of outputs with the types of work they wanted to
do with community groups. This meant that some projects ideas mooted during the
development days did not proceed and staff did not submit proposals. For example,
some thought the language of some outputs did not reflect collaborative working.

Some of these outputs...'organisations assisted' for example, smacks of
Universities going out to help. This is the business model of knowledge transfer.
Businesses have a problem for which they seek the help of the university. But
with communities we are more sharing, jointly identifying problems and jointly
trying to find some answers. We are not going to 'help'. (CC potential project
worker, Development day feedback).

Others worked with the criteria whilst recognising the tensions and benefits of working
within guidelines.

(Project criteria) were necessary to tick HEFCEs box and | suppose if that was the
only way we could get the funding we were going to have to live with it. They did
provide some kind of structure. [CC theme leads] had gone to all this effort about
the development meetings to think outside the box and yet there were certain
guidelines and certain criteria that naturally narrowed them a bit. | think they
added structure and it needed structure and | think any guidelines do naturally
constrain certain things but not in an over complicated way | don’t think. (CC
Strand Leader, Interview)

Others took a different tack, developing project ideas and then assessing the outputs
that would be met.

If | am honest, (outputs) were the last part of the project. It was a case of
developing an idea and seeing which outputs would be appropriate. So we could
do a bit of this, we could do a bit of that and we could do a bit of the other. (CC
Project worker, Interview)

Pre-set outcomes do not always sit easily with collaborative project development
with community partners. Nevertheless, community partners made active
contributions to project proposals.
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__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
2.3. Partnership across the CC Theme

Theme leads in CC quickly began to meet and develop ground rules for their working
relationships.

(Working with staff from other HEIs) It has been generally quite easy. | have
enjoyed it. It has been one of the things | have enjoyed meeting other people and
getting their perspectives on things and developing different ideas because of he
developmental phase because as the community cohesion theme leader | have
worked with [CC academic lead and project co-ordinator] quite closely. (CC
Strand Leader, Interview)

Being part of the CC Theme leaders' group was also fun.

It seemed to work well. There are different personalities but | think it seemed to
worked well. I've enjoyed working with the thematic group. (CC Strand Leader, 1
Group Discussion)

The project selection procedures that were established meant that contributions were
valued and seen to be fair. Inevitably when there are restricted resources there is a
danger of gaming in decision making. In the case of CC, it was thought that partiality
had been minimised.

| thought it went very well, | was worried that there would be a bit of
protectionism but | don’t think that happened. | think we were quite critical of
our own institutions. | think we were very rigorous and fair. (CC Strand Leader,
Interview)

| do think that we worked hard to try and give a fair representation we weren’t
protective of our own institutions. (CC Strand Leader, Interview)

During the project selection it was not only theme interests that prevailed. Pressures
were also brought to bear from the different HEIs each of which had different internal
priorities. This may have been in terms of who was invited to be a part of the project.

....we got the same people putting in bids. The Dean was quite clear that [he/she]
wanted people who would deliver. [He/she] didn’t want people who had a daft
idea and would moan about the workload saying, ‘oh I've got teaching’ .... So it
was very much the people [he/she] wanted to work on it. So there was a bit of
frustration within the institution after then. But | think the way we worked when
we were doing the bidding was good. | think that worked quite well. (CC Strand
Leader, Interview)

Financial considerations also influenced the decision making process.

The pressures that were brought to bear on decision making during the bidding
process was trying to piggyback. We had pressures internally but we had these
internal pressures. We had a target that we had to get.... | think that different
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institutions had different rules and regulations and that has been very difficult to
manage as a strand lead. (CC Strand Leader, Interview)

Whilst it was possible to manage the tensions brought to bear by internal pressures,
they almost certainly influenced the final portfolio of projects. The model of financing
across HEls within themes also influenced the selection of projects. The model was that
each HEI had funds to allocate to CC with the theme lead HEI having considerably more
than the others. Understandably then, each HElI determined who in their institution
should be working o