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Executive Summary

TheAction for Neighbourhood Change (ANC) policy dialogue group devel oped this paper to
present lessons learned through the project. Policy was defined asthe * represent(ation) of adecision,
made by apublicly elected or designated body, which isdeemed to bein the publicinterest” [ Torjman
2005b]. Policy dialogueisdescribed as* an example of asupportive structure that combines both
informal and formal elements.” Itisbased on afacilitation technique called deliberative dialoguein
which *small groups of diverseindividual s exchange opinionsaround common concern. The process
allows participantsto examine public issues and devel op strategiesfor change” [ Torjman 2005a: 4].

In designing the ANC policy dialogue, partners and government sponsors decided to
intentionally explorethe project objectives acrossacontinuum of collaboration: sharing information
(easiest level of difficulty); setting common directions; consolidating administrative procedures; and
solving problems (hardest level of difficulty). Course correction was built into the policy dialogue
processin recognition of the complex nature of the project and to reflect the project’s action research
focus.

In general terms, the project was able to broadly share information on substantive policies,
“systemsof support” impact on strengthening neighbourhoods and various aspects of relationship
building. Inmany cases, it was aso possibleto set common directions. Therewaslimited progress
on consolidating administrative procedures and solving problems.

Themost important lessons|earned are:

1. Neighbourhood residents must lead the process.

2. Strengthening neighbourhoodsisacomplex processthat requirestransformational change
on the part of many stakeholders.

3. Governance structures, operational mechanisms and appropriate resourcesare urgently
needed and required over thelong term to effectively support comprehensive community
initiatives.

4. Collaborationismorethan cooperation—itisfundamentally about sharing power. Are
those who havetraditionally held power ready and willing to do so?

Other highlightsinclude:

Substantive, department-specific policies
Results:

* Neighbourhood visioning and action planning pinpointed anumber of general themesand
priorities, most of which are associated with two or threelevels of government (e.g.,
housing). In some cases, projects were resourced and are under way. (e.g., free
recreation programs).

* Substantive policy paperson literacy and housing were written and distributed.
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“ Systems of support” impact on strengthening neighbourhoods

Results:

Five government departmentswere ableto creatively useinternal funding mechanismsto
create two, rather than five, contribution agreementsfor the project. Departments agreed
to asinglereporting and evaluation format.

The United Way movement isusing the ANC experienceto intentionally expand and adjust
itspriority of community capacity building—apotentially powerful and long-term impact on
neighbourhood well-being beyond the life of the ANC project.

Socia capital hasbeen increased through the wealth of relationshipsformed through this
project.

Residents are starting to see concrete changesin their neighbourhood, and, this progress
givesthem some hope and the desirefor training to do more.

Lessonslearned:

Inthe near future, local policy dialoguesarethemost likely to achieveimpact by mobilizing
abroad range of stakeholders on specific topics.

Theselocal policy dialogueswill continueto bump up against larger, systemicissues. Until
these systemicissuesare addressed, local strengthening effortswill strugglewith
sustainability.

Strengthening nei ghbourhoods requires sol utions that are not within the mandate of any one
organization or even onelevel of government. Thereisasignificant gap in structures
designed to support multi-partner initiatives.

Aninternal culture shiftisrequired for government to effectively support its public servants
involved in comprehensive community initiatives.

Governments must pay more attention to their internal succession planning and knowledge
transfer with respect to comprehensive community initiatives. They also requireinterna
governance structuresthat bring senior decision-makers of funding departmentstogether on
amoreregular basis.

Time and resourcesto manage horizontal and vertical partnershipsmust be officialy
provided and recognized.

Communitiesrequire accessto technical support and good datain addition to appropriate
time and resources.

Government sponsors must better integrate policy and program perspectiveswhen
designinginitiativeslikeANC.

Face-to-facereflection sessions are essential to capture lessons|earned and effectively
course correct at the site and system level.

2 The Caledon Institute of Social Policy



Building relationships — common language and framework
Results:
¢ Severa products have been devel oped — policy papers, community capacity building tools,
atheory of change, apreliminary logic model and neighbourhood well-being index.
* Loca policy dialoguesare under way and are at various stages.

Lessons L earned:

* Asproject activity movesfrom general to specific, thereisacorresponding need for more
specific shared language and frameworks.

* Asweengagein shared activities, gapsin our understanding are brought to the forefront
and signal the need to revise our common language. Shared use of language continuesto
haveimportant implicationsasANC scalesitsactivity up and out.

¢ Some peopl e absorb information best through policy dial ogue-style paperswhile others
relate more naturally to community stories, film, conversation circlesand drama.

* Moreeffortisrequired around governance and evaluation in order to create common
frameworks.

* [tisimportant to use asset versus deficit-based approaches when defining common
language and frameworks.

Building relationships — information fromthe field
Results:

¢ Site-specific resultsare described inthefiveindividual community stories.

* Arichblend of dataisanimportant ANC legacy and can befound in the project quarterly
reports.

Lessons|earned:

* Thereare multipleentry pointsto strengthening neighbourhoods. These can be asset or
relationship-based. All sitesreported asurge of excitement when residents began taking
leadership roles.

* Therearesevera preconditionsfor success: acknowledging, respecting and supporting the
long-term nature of the work; “doing no harm”; having an asset-based approach; presence
of skilled intermediaries; accessto good risk management tools; and, government capacity
to work with communitiesasequal partners.

The Caledon Institute of Social Policy 3



* Linkagesamong activitiesand outputsare preliminary in nature:
- Qualitative and quantitative datais needed to effectively plan and course correct.
- Resident mobilizationisacritical first step and cannot be rushed.
- Successwith an activity in one neighbourhood does not guarantee success with the
same activity in another neighbourhood.

* A number of questions have been raised that need further exploration. Theseinclude:

- What happens when empowered residents encounter politicians and officialswho are not
ready for them? Isgovernment ready to respond to the community capacity they help
tofacilitate?

- Isthereaway to speed up the mobilization process while working with additional
neighbourhoodswithin acity?

- What isnecessary to create sustainable, resident-led governance structures?

Building relationships—insightsinto future public policy

Threetopics have been identified: 1) the urgent need for governance, operational mechanisms
and appropriate resourcesto effectively support comprehensive community initiatives; 2) the need for
asignificant national research capacity that can inform debate; and 3) the need to acknowledge that
strengthening neighbourhoodsisacomplex problem and requires acomprehensive community
initiative approach.

Clearly, ANC hasmade significant progressin sharing policy information and in setting
common directionsfor policy that advances neighbourhood strengthening work. There has been great
success at the national sponsor level in consolidating government procedures. But it remainsto be
seen whether thisisaone-time success or the beginning of standard government practice. To alesser
extent, there has been progress on policy problem-solving. Thisactivity hasoccurred at the sitelevel
and it, too, may be situation-specific rather than indicative of anew policy trend acrossthe country.

Onethingiscertain: Itisonly through continuing to talk and learn together that governments
and communitieswill achieve effective policy diaogue.

4  The Caledon Institute of Social Palicy



Action for Neighbourhood Change — Policy Dialogue in Context
Background

Action for Neighbourhood Change (ANC) isa pan-Canadian project that involvesfour
national, fivelocal partnersand five government sponsorsin an effort to revitalize and improve the
quality of lifeinfive selected neighbourhoods across the country. This paper was developed to
present policy lessons|earned through the project. It documents activity from February 2005 to
March 2006.

Thefour national partnersare United Way of Canada-Centraide Canada, Tamarack - An
Institute for Community Engagement, the National Film Board of Canadaand the Caledon I nstitute of
Social Policy. Thefivelocal partnersare United Waysin Halifax, Thunder Bay, Toronto, Reginaand
Surrey. Theselocal partners are expected to convene a processthat brings together individualswho
reflect the views of diverse sectorsincluding residents, voluntary organizations, businessand
governments, in an effort to strengthen their respective neighbourhoods.

Action for Neighbourhood Change a so involves as partnersitsfive key government sponsors:
the National Secretariat on Homelessness (Human Resources and Social Development), Officefor
L earning Technol ogies (Human Resources and Social Development), National Literacy Secretariat
(Human Resources and Social Development), Canada’ s Drug Strategy (Health Canada) and the
National Crime Prevention Strategy (Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness Canada).

Policy and policy dialogue

Early inthe project, Sherri Torjman wrote two papersto devel op common language and
frameworks. InWhat isPolicy?, public policy isdefined asthe* represent[ation of ] adecision, made
by apublicly elected or designated body, whichisdeemed to beinthe publicinterest.” She continues
by explaining that:

Policy development involves the selection of choices about the most appropriate means to a desired
end. A policy decision isthe result of a method, which in theory at least, considers a range of options
and the potential impact of each. The weighing of options takes into account various factors, including:

who benefits (the more the better)

who might be negatively affected (the fewer the better)
time required to implement the solution

associated cost and financing

» political complexities of afederated government structure [ Torjman 2005b: 19].

Policy Dialogueis described as* an example of asupportive structure that combines both
informal and formal elements.” Itisbased on afacilitation technique called deliberativedialoguein
which *small groups of diverseindividual s exchange opinionsaround common concern. The process
allows participantsto examine public issues and devel op strategiesfor change” [ Torjman 2005a: 4].

The Caledon Institute of Social Policy 5



Building on past work

In creating ANC, government sponsors decided to build on policy lessonslearned from the
Voluntary Sector Initiative (V SI). The sector and the federal government adopted A Code of Good
Practice on Policy Dialogue which seeksto improve public policy by, among other practices,
increasing the opportunitiesfor dialogue aswell as* devel oping and using mechanismsto engagein
dialogue” with the voluntary sector and “ harder-to-reach groups.”

ThroughitsV SI work, the former Human Resources Devel opment Canada funded a policy
dialogue within Vibrant Communities, a pan-Canadian project exploring promising approachesto
community-based poverty reduction. The purpose of the policy dialogue wasto degpen awareness
among government policy-makers about comprehensive, multisectoral and community-based
strategiesfor poverty reduction. It provided aforum inwhich awide range of project participants
and interested stakehol ders could share information, experiences and perspectives about such work
[Leviten-Reid 2004]. One of the key lessonsfrom Vibrant Communities wasthe understanding that
policy dialogue hasthe potential to fulfill three additional purposes: setting common directions,
consolidating administrative procedures and solving problems. Thesethree objectivesare obviously
more complex than the mere sharing of information and require acommitment from participants
[Torjman 20053].

Movingthebar forward —what’spossible?

Vibrant Communities Sharing Setting Consolidating [ Problem
Collaboration Information| Communication | Administrative| Solving
Continuum Directions Procedures

>
Government (easiest (hardest
Sponsor level of level of
Prorities difficulty) difficulty)

Substantive Policies

department-specific —_—t> ’)
policy —e.g., public safety

System of Supports
e.g., leadership to create — > ?
new governance

Building Relationships

¢ common language/frameworks
¢ information from thefive sites > 7
¢ insightsinto future policy
e collaborativelearning
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ANC Objectives

Government sponsors set out three broad |earning objectivesfor ANC policy work:

* |dentify department-specific policies and programsthat support and/ or hinder
neighbourhood renewal (substantive policy)
* |dentify how the“systemsof support”* can more effectively assist thiswork

* Build stronger relationships among the project partners and government sponsorsthrough
threerelated activities— establishing common language and frameworks; identifying
specific challenges and devel oping strategies arising from the work of local communities;
and identifying insightsto inform future public policy pertaining to neighbourhood renewal.

In designing the ANC policy dialogue, project partners and government sponsors decided
intentionally to explore these obj ectives across the continuum of collaboration: sharing information
(easiest level of difficulty), setting common directions, consolidating administrative proceduresand
solving problems (hardest level of difficulty). ANC partnersand sponsorswanted to cross-reference
government objectiveswith levels of collaboration to create aframework for exploring what was
possiblein aCanadian context.

The preceding diagram showsthe intent of the ANC policy dialogue. Using the content topics
of substantive policies, “ systems of support” and building relationships, the group wanted to explore
how far it could develop collaborative processesfor policy. How far beyond sharing information and
setting common directionswasit possibleto go? The arrows and questions marksin the diagram
depict thisquestion. In other words, ANC project partners and government sponsors used action
research to learn what was possible at the more difficult levels of collaboration on policy. Theanswer
to thisquestion is summarized at the beginning of each section of this paper. Although government
sponsor priorities are interconnected, they arereported on separately for the purpose of analysis.

ANC Process

From this starting point, project partners and government sponsorswere asked to identify
specific topics on which they would liketo work. Anexampleisevaluation of comprehensive
community initiatives. Theinitial plan wasto establish an ongoing group that would meet monthly by
phone and teleconferencein order to learn how much could be achieved on agiven topic through
information sharing to problem solving. Carewastaken to build the group by establishing normsand
processes that would encourage participantsto build trust and makeit possible to move beyond
information sharing. For example, participants would approve meeting summaries before they were
distributed.

The Caledon Institute of Social Policy 7



In addition to monthly meetings, aPolicy Forum was planned with full input from the policy
dialogue group. Thisevent washeldin October 2005 for 160 interested stakeholders, including the
policy dialogue group.

It isimportant to know that the policy dialogue wasintegrated into thelarger ANC work plan
so that learning from one component could inform and support other activities. For example,
participationinthefivesites project manager tel econferences became an effective means of gathering
policy-related information and additional policy paperswerewritten to addressthe needsidentified by
the site staff.

Finally, ongoing course correction was embedded into each policy dialogue meeting. This
decision was made for two reasons: 1) in recognition of the complex nature of the work —werealized
that although we had ageneral direction, the specific path would emerge with experience?; and 2) to
reflect the project’saction learning focus. Asexpected, reflection on our group learningledto a
number of changes: the group was expanded to include participants from other interested federal
departments, topicswere adjusted and linkswere made to internal government groups exploring
related issues. Asaresult of prioritiesidentified at the October 2005 ANC Policy Forum, adecision
was made to exploretwo topicsin greater depth through small working groups.

In total there were nine group meetings, fiveindividual sponsor meetings and a Policy Forum.
Each meeting generally had 15 to 20 participants. 1naddition, three working groupswere set up to
exploretopicsin greater detail: acommentary on the Auditor General’s 2005 Annual Report (the
fourth chapter on horizontal initiatives); atheory of change andlogic model for investment in
strengthening neighbourhoods; and recommendationsfor investing in community capacity building
related to neighbourhoods. Additional information about group membership and decision pointscan
befound in the appendices.

What have we learned? What has changed?

Substantive policies (department-specific mandates)

The project was able to broadly share information regarding department-specific priorities.
Inthefivesites, progresswas made at different paces on setting common directionsand
problem solving.

Asonewould expect, government sponsors hoped to seelearning and action related to their
individual mandates: persona and neighbourhood security; substance abuse; health; housing stability;
learning; and literacy and skills devel opment for employment. Project partnersmadeit clear fromthe
outset that it was necessary to identify criteriafor selecting aneighbourhood first and then to build
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trust and engage neighbourhood residents. This processistime-consuming and cannot be rushed.
Consequently, partners thought substantive, department-specific policy issueswould probably be
identified towardsthe end of the project’sfirst year, if at all.

That having been said, the neighbourhood visioning and action planning activity identified a
number of general themes and priorities, most of which are associated with two or threelevel s of
government. Theseinclude: social inclusion; affordable and appropriate housing; accessto services;
income and empl oyment; recreation opportunities, especially for youth; health; community safety;
education and literacy, particularly school readiness and stay-in-school initiatives; and environmental
issues.

In some cases, the sites secured additional resources and projects are already under way to
addressthese needs. For example, municipal servicesand volunteer efforts are beginning to solvea
garbage problem in Bridgeview through clean-up daysthat target litter-filled vacant lots—amajor
source of frustration in the neighbourhood. The problem of no free, accessible recreation programsin
Scarborough Village was partially solved by negotiating gym space and program staff at reduced
rates. These staff run an after-school recreational program now offered two nights aweek [Makhoul
20064).

The ANC project pool money isalso being distributed effectively to address substantive
issues. For example, Spryfield hasfunded a* partnership with the Chebucto West Community Health
Board and the residents of the Greystone housing complex to create agarden which will be
established and maintained by theresidents. Knowledge on food production and garden tending will
be provided through a curriculum delivered by the Urban Farm Museum” [Makhoul 2006b].
Simpson-Ogden will fund five projects, including one operated by the Neighbourhood Women’'s
Coordinating Committee to help young women who aretrying to exit the sex trade [M akhoul 2006c].

Partner sites have also used ANC to leverage results with pre-existing projects. For example,
United Way of Reginahas managed to break theimpasse with the multi-government Reginalnner-City
Community Partnership (RICCP) by securing an agreement for ongoing dialogue anong RICCP,
United Way of Reginaand the North Central Community Association. The United Way of Greater
Toronto used ANC evidenceto convincethe City of Toronto to placeresident leadersonits strategic
planning committees. In another Toronto example, anon-governmental and multi-level government
working group was established to address public safety concerns. Several members of thisgroup
participateinthe ANC policy dialogue and are ableto bring this capacity building approach to the
table.

Finally, information has been shared through two papers on department-specific policy issues.
Sherri Torjman prepared apaper on Reading, Writing and Neighbourhood Renewal, which
highlightstheroleof literacy asone of the social components of strengthening neighbourhoods. It
discussesrecent findings on the status of literacy proficiency in Canadaand describesvarious
measures that communities can take to promote literacy. Neighbourhood Change through a

The Caledon Institute of Social Policy 9



Housing Lens by Steve Pomeroy focuses on therole of housing, both asa central feature of
neighbourhood fabric and as an agent of influence on neighbourhoods. The paper reviewshow
housing policiesand programs have often reinforced nei ghbourhood decline and identifies how
proactive, purposefully designed housing policies can improve neighbourhood well-being.

Additional examples of substantive impact made through ANC can be found in the community
storieswhich werereleased in April 2006.

Systems of support

The project was able to share information and contribute to direction setting at the national
level. Consolidation of government procedures occurred among the project sponsors. In
thefive sites, some progress was al so made on consolidating government procedures.

Context

Although some neighbourhoods may appear to beisolated islands, inreality they are part of a
larger system. Theinfluence of that systemisofteninvisiblebut itisalwaysthere. For instance, the
need for affordable and appropriate housing isdirectly and indirectly affected by municipal decisions
to enforce property standards; by neighbourhood association decisionsto create covenantsthat limit
housing design; by provincial decisionsabout rent control; by federal decisionsto invest in social
housing; and by bank decisions about mortgage policies. Thesearejust afew of the complexities
related to one policy issueaone.

Many organizationsareinvolved to various degreesin neighbourhood revitalization. The
rel ationships among organi zations are of ten referred to ashorizontal and vertical linksand are usually
quitecomplex:

Comprehensive community initiative context — Although neighbourhoods are at the heart of this
work, success usually depends on the support of others. Within ANC, we have described the
interrelationships as nested circles. Bridge builders are the individuals and local level organizations
that function as intermediaries among residents, neighbourhoods and the larger systems of support.
The systems of support are found at all levels(i.e., local, regional, national). These systems may or
may not be integrated and can include not-for-profit organizations, government at all levels,
community-based agencies, educational institutions, and private sector companies and associations

[Gorman 2006: 7-8].

ANC intentionally worked to blend project experience with Canadian and international
researchto fully explore collaboration in the systems of support. Despite obvious challenges,
‘miracles have occurred that demonstrate ANC potential for becoming a standard practice withinthe
federal government and the United Way movement.

10 The Caledon Institute of Social Policy



Experimenting with governance

Theearly policy dialogue sessionsfocused on government-community and government-
government collaboration. Thiswasexplored through research and the structure of the policy
dialogueitself. We experimented with governance structuresin order to move beyond information
sharing. Asmentioned earlier, the second policy dialogue decision wasto create astable group of
participants. Thisled to aseriesof related questions such as: “Who should be part of the group?”’
The short timeline between Call for Proposals and project start meant that government sponsorsdid
not have the opportunity to formtheir own internal governance structure. Thiscreatedinitial confusion
as decisions could not be made as quickly or as effectively asthe project required in the start-up
phase. Asaresult, community memberswere not involved in the policy dialogue until May 2005 and
two sponsoring departmentswere unableto fully participate dueto time constraints. Thelatter
circumstance reflectsthe tendency for collaborativeinitiativesto be undertaken “ off the side of the
desk” rather than being integrated into the work plans of partners and thereby allocated the required
time and resources.

Another group membership challenge was the temporary disruption created by staff turnover
and the need to expand the group. Once community memberswere involved, there was astrong push
to identify issues upon which members could act within the project timeframe. Most members of the
policy dialogue group had limited decision-making authority so the need was clear to expand the
group just asit was getting started. In both cases, new members needed to be brought up to speed, a
buddy system had to be put in place and processes adjusted as group sizeincreased. Thisdelay was
offset by the value brought by new members. For example, siteswere ableto influencefuture
research projectsthat would provide them with needed data by linking directly to Statistics Canada
researchers.

It al so became obviousthat our existing group could becomea ' scouting party’ to survey the
route ahead and to identify some possible courses of action for recommendation within each individual
member’s sphere of influence. Thisled to the decision to support local policy dialoguesthat were
springing up in most sitesand usually invol ved non-governmental organizationsand all three orders of
government. Government sponsorsalso sought meansto connect ANC to internal strategic planning
at more senior levels, including the newly formed federal Working Group on Neighbourhood
Revitalization. Finally, thisshift resulted ininvitationsto severa international speakersfor the Policy
Forum, to learn about the“ systems of support” experiencein other jurisdictions. All these steps
occurred within four months of the project start date.

Atthefivedites, partnersare either creating new local policy dialoguesor strengthening
existing ones. Local United Waysare using ANC asleverageto gain both attention and strategic
commitment. Thisistime-consuming and challenging work but already small tolarge successesare
evident. For example, United Way of the Lower Mainland isusing ANC to extend its systems of
support as part of the larger Sustainable Surrey initiative. Advocacy by the United Way of Greater
Toronto, using experiencein Scarborough Village, contributed to the provincial government decision
toincreaseitsinvestment in community health centres.

The Caledon Institute of Social Policy 11



Using research to test and course correct

The Policy Forum was planned for the middle of the project to facilitate course corrections.
Initial sessions on government-government and government-community collaboration highlighted the
need to better understand theseissuesin other jurisdictions. Asaresult, the scope of the Policy
Forum increased exponentially from aproject-only activity to alearning event for awide range of
government and community stakeholdersinterested in strengthening neighbourhoods. Invitationswere
extended to federal government participantsat multiplelevels, Vibrant Communities|ocal convenors
and policy researchersfrom avariety of national organizations.

The processto devel op the Policy Forum demonstrated acommitment to both information
sharing and common direction setting. Program planning for the Forum was undertaken with
government sponsors and project partners regarding event outcomes, questionsto be posed to
speakers, program format, participation of site managers and residentsin the program, and an
expanded guest list.

Canadian and international presentersat the Forum provided specific information on making
the casefor neighbourhood revitalization, engaging citizensin neighbourhood revitalization, the
mechanics of comprehensive community initiatives and eval uating comprehensive community initiatives.
Positiveinformal feedback indicated that the Forum was a catalyst for new thinking about
strengthening neighbourhoods.

Forum participantsidentified four prioritiesfor further investigation and applicationintheANC
project: governance, capacity building, accountability and evaluation, and funding. Additional
department-specifc policy paperswere prepared in order to addressthese priorities. Remaking
Neighbourhood Renewal: Towards Creative Neighbourhood Renewal Policiesfor Britain by
Duncan M aclennan and Rethinking Neighbourhood Renewal : Review of the US Experience and
Possible Lessonsfor Canada by Steve Pomeroy both examineall four Forum priorities. A third
paper by Sherri Torjman waswritten with input by the policy dialogue group to respond to the chapter
on horizontal initiativesinthe Auditor General’sannual report [ Torjman 20064 .

In addition to policy papers, two working groupswere established to help set direction at the
national level. Thefirst group used research and project experienceto devel op atheory of change
and logic model for investment in strengthening neighbourhoods. The second group concentrated on
recommendationsfor investing in community and neighbourhood capacity building. They will also be
used to adjust ANC governance, eval uation and capacity building activity initsnext phase.

Lessons learned about the “ systems of support”

Research and proj ect experience suggest several important conclusions about systems of
support for neighbourhood revitalization:

12 The Caledon Institute of Social Policy



* Inthenear future, local policy dialoguesarethe most likely to achieveimpact by mobilizing
abroad range of stakeholders on specific topics.

* Theselocal policy dialogueswill continueto bump up against larger, systemicissues. Until
these systemicissues are addressed, local revitalization effortswill strugglewith
sustainability.

ANC sites experienced mixed resultswhen trying to engage regional staff of thefederal
government. Regional staff also face achallengewhentryingtofeedlocal prioritiesto
thenational office.

Progressat the system level, involving al three orders of government, will requirea
visioning exerciseaswell aslong-term strategic and financial commitment. At the
federal level, thiscould take theform of anational strategy similar to Canada’s Drug
Strategy, the Urban Aboriginal Strategy and the National Housing Strategy.

* Neighbourhood renewal isacomplex problem and requires solutionsthat are not within the
mandate of any one organization or even onelevel of government.

“ Strengthening neighbourhoodsis an exampl e of acomplex problem— problemsthat
have neither agreed upon descriptions or solutions. Complex problemsinvolve
multiplefactors and diverse partnersthat continually shape and re-shape one another.
Consequently, these problems can never befully or finally solved” [ Gorman 2006: 5].
Resident-led solutions are essential. Championsat many levelsasarerequired for
sustainable change [ Gorman 2006: 7].

“A clear, big picture understanding of the relationshi ps between social and economic
development over time (isneeded) and how that isembedded in places. Thisrequires
Finance Ministries, without abandoning thelong-term intent of maximizing national
competitiveness, to recognize how current spatial patterns of economic devel opment
and itssocial consequencesinfluence future prospectsfor the nation; economy, society
and place are connected” [Maclennan 2006: 36].

“The multisectoral nature of renewal policiesrequiresthat they need senior
coordination withinthe political levelsof agovernment and senior bureaucratic
leadership of theideastoo; usually, there would haveto be cross-departmental
ministerial and official groupingsto pursue appropriate policy coordination. If this
approach isadopted, then governments must audit the factorsthat inhibit cross-
departmental cooperation and devise systemsto reward cooperation and penalize
‘selfish’ behaviour” [Maclennan 2006: 37].

* Thepublic servantsinvolved in this project were active and collaborative learnersalong
with their project partners. Direct participation in projectsthey fund isanon-traditional but
essential rolefor public servantsif strengthening neighbourhoodsisto moveinto the
problem-solving level of collaboration. Thisform of participation requiresan internal
culture shift for government.

The Caledon Institute of Social Policy 13



* Governments must pay more attention to their internal succession planning and knowledge
transfer with respect to comprehensive community initiatives. The successof thiswork is
rooted in personal relationshipsthat are built by working collaboratively. Consequently,
when public servantsare transferred, the remaining partnersfeel asense of loss. Itiseasier
for new relationshipsto form with theincoming public servantsif they are personally
introduced to the partners by their predecessor and have been well briefed on theinitiative.
Whilethe same principleshold truefor other partners, staff turnover ismuch lower.

* Timeand resourcesto manage horizontal and vertical relationships must be officialy
provided and recognized. Individua passion and commitment are not sufficient to sustain
theeffort.

“TheAuditor General was correct to conclude that central agencies must takea
stronger |eadership rolein mandating, resourcing and rewarding collaboration among
government departments” [ Torjman 2006a: 3].

- Project sponsors cited theimportance of having alead department that acted asa
resourceto others. They also need their own governance structure that brings senior
decision-makers of funding departmentstogether on amoreregular basis[SML &
Associates 2006: 16].

* Communitiesalso need sufficient timeand resourcesfor horizontal and vertical management
of comprehensiveinitiatives. They have additional need for accessto technical support
and good data.

* Government sponsors must better integrate policy and program perspectiveswhen
designing initiativeslikeANC. The potential for conflict between these two perspectives
parallelsand connectsto the one between qualitative and quantitative research. Attheend
of the day, both are necessary to form acomplete picture. Thistension surfacedinANC
when it cametimeto trandlate the Contribution Agreement, written from apolicy perspec-
tive, into an evaluation framework. Government sponsorsresponsiblefor programswere
looking for more concrete measures of outputs and activities. For example, what does
‘holistic’ mean in measurableterms? What are the most effective waysto demonstrate the
success of community engagement? Some of these difficult questions can be addressed by
continuing to work on common language and frameworks. Thisissue raisesthe question of
government commitment to usethelearning from projectslike ANC in order to do their
work differently. 3

* Face-to-facereflection sessionsareimportant to capture lessons and effectively correct
course at thesiteand system levels. Therewill always be tension between site and system
needs and these meetings provide an opportunity to find common directionsand solve
problems collaboratively [SML & Associates 2006: 16].
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What are the ‘miracles of ANC?

Despite challenges, some important outcomes have been achieved from a systems perspective.
Five government departmentswere ableto strategically useinternal funding mechanismsfor one
project. They also managed to channel thisfunding through two contribution agreementsrather than
five separate agreements. Considerable negotiation led to asinglereporting and eval uation format.
Communities haveidentified simplified reporting requirements and associated paperwork aspriorities.

The United Way movement isusing the ANC experienceto intentionally expand and adjust its
priority of community capacity-building —apotentially powerful and long-term impact on neighbour-
hood well-being beyond thelife of the ANC project. A wealth of relationships has been formed
acrossthe country by working collaboratively. Thiscollaboration occurred in spite of the compressed
timeframe of the project —astressthat could have prevented these rel ationshipsfrom devel oping.
Theresult isacommitted and growing network that addsto social capital.

Thebest litmustest of progress on the system level isthe reaction of neighbourhood residents.
According to theresidents at the final project meeting, they are happy to finally be heard, not just

listened to. They are also starting to see concrete changesin their neighbourhood. This progress
givesthem some hope and the desirefor training to do more.

Building relationships

Common language and framework

The project was ableto share information and set common directions among project
participants. Information has been shared widely at the national level. Additional work is
required to share information and set common directionswith the complete range of
neighbourhood strengthening stakehol ders.

Several important activities have aready been described inthisarea. ThePolicy Dialogue
paper wascritical to the project’searly work in setting objectivesfor intentional experimentation and
learning. Likewise, the policy dialogue group’sdecision to develop atheory of change and prelimi-
nary logic model isanimportant snapshot intimethat will inform futurework. Policy papers, local
policy dialogues and community capacity-building toolsall provide animportant knowledge base for
shared understanding and common direction-setting that can |ead to the more challenging consolida-
tion of government procedures and problem-solving.
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Four additional dimensionsof common language must be raised at this point:

Specificity: Asproject activity movesfrom general to specific, thereisacorresponding need for
more specific shared language and frameworks. For example, assitesnew to local policy dialogue
work began to approach potential participants, basic questionswere asked about policy and the
policy development process. Community developerswerelooking for models and toolsto assist
them. Their questions|ed to the development of the paper What is Policy? and the preliminary policy
resourceguide.

Shared use: Asweengagein shared activities, gapsin our understanding are brought to the forefront
and signal the need to revise our common language. Perhaps one of the most important lessons
regarding language emerged from the collaborative approach used to prepare for the Policy Forum. It
guickly became apparent that some people used theterms‘ community’ and ‘ neighbourhood’ inter-
changeably while others used them specifically. Thisinconsistency had important implicationsfor
thingslike presentations by ‘ experts.’ Isan expert aneighbourhood resident, acommunity-based
agency staff member or both? Shared use of language continuesto haveimportant implicationsas
ANC scalesitsactivity up and out. Do the new partners and stakeholders share the project’s
common language? Areweintentional about testing thisrather than assuming that we mean the same
thing? Are sufficient time and resources provided?

Employed medium: Some peopl e absorb information best through policy dialogue-style paperswhile
othersrelate more naturally to community stories, film, conversation circlesand drama. The power of
the National Film Board' swork with youthinthe ANC sitesisan example of how to mobilizea
previoudly disengaged group by changing the medium of language.

First language: Language cannot be considered common if the audience does not speak one of
Canada'sofficial languages. Thisdimension of languageis most striking in Scarborough Villagewhere
49 percent of the residents have ahome language other than English. For languageto be sharedin
thisenvironment care must be taken to use avariety of communication toolsin many languages.

In terms of common frameworks, more effort is still needed regarding:

Governance: To alarge extent, the governanceissue requires championing by and support of senior
decision-makers. Thisisasystem of support issue.

Evaluation: Attheproject level, success can be achieved in devel oping amore robust eval uation
framework. Helping government sponsorsarticulatethe valueof ANC isstill achallenge. Preliminary
work on aNeighbourhood Well-being Index was completed in late February and March. Thiscan be
finalized and field tested within ANC in the next phase of work. The Index should al so be connected
towork being done by government sponsors on integrating outcomes. However, it should be noted
that providing acrisper evidence base for neighbourhood revitalization has not been empirically linked
toinvestment decisionsin other jurisdictions. While quantitative evidenceisimportant, it isnot
sufficient. Other factors such asequity areinfluencing decisions[L upton 2003].
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Finaly, itisimportant to use asset versus deficit-based approaches when defining common
language and frameworks. Thispoint isfurther discussedinlessonsfrom thefield.

Information from the field

Sitesare at the information sharing stage and are using aproject managers’ sitetour in
March 2006 to identify some common directionsthey can pursuein the next year.

Are there multiple entry points to change?

Thesimpleanswer isyesand all sites shared the perspectivethat, at some point, neighbour-
hood activity must beresident-led. Examplesof relationship entry pointsarediverse. In Thunder
Bay, the project was deliberately launched with fanfare asameans of gaining attention from residents
and potential partners; thelaunch wasfollowed up quickly with aneighbourhood block party to build
momentum. United Way of Halifax Region engaged a project manager who then hired local residents
asproject staff. These staff/residents met quietly with small groups of their peers. Regardless of
approach, all sitesreported asurge of excitement when residents began taking leadership roles. This
excitement certainly wasevident at the third national project meeting in February 2006.

Theview that there are multiple entry pointsfor thiswork isfurther reinforced by the range of
themes and priorities chosen by residents during the visioning exercises and in the project pool selec-
tion. Herethefocusisonissues. Clearly each community hasdifferent needswhen it comesto taking
action. From apolicy perspectiveitisimportant to build in sufficient flexibility so that neighbourhoods
arenot hamstrung intheir early mobilization efforts.

Animportant implication regarding therole of neighbourhood residentsisthe need to provide
training around awide range of skills: leadership, facilitation, conflict resolution, grant writing, program
planning and meeting management. Thefive siteshopeto deepen (e.g., engage moreresidents) and
broaden (e.g., work on policy development) thistraining in the next year.

Arethere necessary conditions?
Six genera conditionsexist in the experience of the sites:

Acknowledge, respect and support the long-term nature of the work. Although the project
partnersknow that agreat deal was accomplished thisyear, al are convinced that it would have
hel ped the project resultsif had there been atwo year funding commitment. Althoughitisimpossible
to measure the impact of what was not done, partners sensed that opportunitieswerelost asaresult
of theintensetime pressures. For example, thefirst national project meeting in May 2005 was
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dominated by operational and logistics discussionsthat were essential to selecting neighbourhoodsin
thefirst quarter of the fourteen month project span. Thislimited thetime availableto discussa
strengthening neighbourhoods theory of change. 1t was also necessary to make an early decision
about the learning and assessment framework. Inthe absence of atheory of change, alesstargeted
set of datawas collected for analysis.

Attitudes. All sitesfound it essential to use an asset-based, inclusive approach. Many resi-
dentsand city leaderswereinitially suspicious of being identified asan ANC site, “Why do people
think we need help?’ wasacommon reaction. It wasimportant that staff be ableto makethe case
that ANC was an opportunity.

It was critical from the United Way movement perspective that the project “do no harm.” This
was a seriousdiscussion topic inthe early days of the project assite partnerstried to figure out how
to reconcilethe very short timelines of the project with aconcern that neighbourhoods could poten-
tially beleft high and dry if project funding were not continued after thefirst year. Asaresult, signing
onto ANC wasaleap of faith.

Each site handled the challenge differently. In Bridgeview, United Way of the Lower Mainland
engaged the system of support early; starting in September thisgroup met regularly. They also hireda
resident business consultant to build linksto thelocal businesscommunity. United Way of Halifax
Region went to its board and secured afive-year commitment for strengthening neighbourhoodswork.
In Regina, United Way had already spent three yearsworking with the community to help defineits
roleasafacilitator of capacity building. The staff and board provided tangible evidence of thisrole
when they moved to alarger facility that madeit possibleto set up the Centrefor Collaboration on
behalf of the community.

Presence of skilled intermediaries. United Ways provided organizational support and then
hired individualsin skilled in community capacity building. In some cases, key staff within United
Way's needed to provide support by paving the way within their organization when the ANC project
put pressure on traditional ways of doing their work. Awareness-raising regarding the changing roles
of boards hasemerged asapriority inthisregard. Ongoing commitment to collaborative
relationshipsisessential for community building.

Timeand resources. Community capacity building takesnot only specialized skillsbut long-
term commitment of time and resources. |1n addition to changing internally, United Ways a so recog-
nize the need to provide training and support for the community-based agenciesthey fund. Govern-
ments also need to re-think their position on core funding or at least adopt multi-year timelinesfor
project funding. I1nthe short-term, community groupsin large citieslike Toronto have been ableto
shift how they approach donorsin order to raise the necessary resources. Thisisnot anoptionin
smaller citieslike Thunder Bay.

Risk management. Part of the challenge with complex problemsisthat the path forwardis
not known at the outset, but emerges over time. To quote one project manager: “We areawaysin
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betatesting mode” — constantly assessing measures being pursued and making necessary adjustments.
Itisdifficult to manage expectationsin thisenvironment. Scenario planning and other risk
management tool s can help balance the need for flexibility with accountability.

Government capacity to work with communities as equal partners. Asmentioned earlier,
this capacity requiresdifferent rolesof individual public servantsaswell asleadership and support
from politiciansand central agencies. Individual sitesarein alimited position toimpact changeinthis
areawithout amajor advocacy campaign.

Are there linkages among activities, outputs and outcomes?

There are some preliminary linkages between activity and outputsbut it istoo sooninthe
project lifecyclefor outcomes.

All project partners believe that good quantitati ve dataare needed to support neighbourhood
revitalization. Partnersat the national and sitelevel also pointed to the need for qualitative datato
gainamore accurate, balanced picture. A richblend of dataisasignificant part of the ANC legacy.
A good example of thisprinciplein action wasthe sel ection processin three of the five neighbour-
hoods. Somelevel of quantitative datawas used to narrow thefield of potential neighbourhoods.

Site partners also employed awide variety of methodsto determine whether external support would
be welcomein the neighbourhood and had the possibility for success. Thissensitivity created
favourable conditionsfor mobilizing neighbourhood residents at alater stagein the project. Require-
mentsfor good data haveimplicationsfor arange of policiesfrom public accessto national datato the
need for leadership in training community practitionersto usethisdata.

Whileit may betempting to go directly into project planning mode, it isnot possibleto skip the
resident mobilization step without suffering serious setbackslater in the project. Holding conversation
circles, going to whereresidents naturally gather, listening to ‘loud’ and * soft’ voices, and being
prepared to facilitate conflict situations are examples of activities necessary for success. Effective
mobilization requiresashift in the balance of power in aneighbourhood and inrelation to thelarger
community. Thisshift needsto be addressed openly and respectfully.

Finally, the project also demonstrated that an activity isnot, in and of itself, aguarantee of
results. Neighbourhood climate playsacritical rolein whether the activity will be successful. Asan
example, the option to award project funds to neighbourhood groups created tension in Bridgeview.
The short timelinefor submission was anegativeinfluencein an environment that was already dealing
with ashift in power balance between existing and emerging neighbourhood groups. In Spryfield,
short timelinesfor the project pool funds had the exact opposite effect. Asseveral ANC staff are
neighbourhood residents, they were ableto go to people with good ideas and hel p them find partners.
In thisway, emerging community groups had alevel playing field with more established groupsand, in
several cases, broader partnershipswereformed. Thislearning again reinforcesthe need for flexible
funding termsand conditions.
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Questions that require additional exploration

Not surprisingly, learning from the project triggered other questionsfor | ater stagesin the
revitalization process. Theseinclude:

* What happenswhen empowered residents encounter politiciansand officialswho are not
ready for them? Isgovernment ready to respond to the community capacity they help to
facilitate?

* |sthereaway to speed up the mobilization process whileworking with additional
neighbourhoodswithinacity?

* What isnecessary to create sustainabl e, resident-led governance structures?

* Canthetri-level government agreement model be used to further the neighbourhood
strengthening agenda?

* How can we contributeto amore effective evaluation framework that blends qualitative and
guantitative methodologies? What istheimpact of collaboration ‘ downstream’ ?

* How can knowledge management and transfer be made more effectivein thisfield?

* Asthesitesmoveintoimplementing their action plans, what government policiesand
programs support and/or hinder their work?

Insightsinto future public policy
The project has shared information about thistopic at the national level.

Threeissues have been discussed frequently within ANC policy activities. Oneissueis
beginning to gain momentum on the Canadian policy agenda—the urgent need for governance,
operational mechanismsand appropriate resourcesto effectively support comprehensive community
initiatives. Two other issuesinvolve strengthening neighbourhoods: the need for asignificant national
research capacity that can inform the revitalization policy debate, and, the need to acknowledge that
thisissueiscomplex and warrants acomprehensive community initiative approach. Thelast point has
not been on Canada’s policy agenda since the 1970s.

Collaborative learning

The project has shared information about thistopic.

Building on the above experiences and knowledge, what el se can be said about how we have
learned together? It has been essential to create a safe place, where everyone assumesthat all

partnersare acting with positiveintent. 1t hasalso beenimportant to keep thefollowing principlesin
mind:
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¢ Know when you can best contribute by leading and following.

¢ Good results come from planning, acting and reflecting with intent.

* Actwith persistence, in slow steady steps, and be ready to take great |eaps when
opportunities are presented.

¢ Building solid relationships requires open and honest communication, evenif thetopicis
difficult.

* Keep an open mind —what one person perceives as resi stance to change, another seesas
good risk management.

Connecting the dots

Asmentioned, it was necessary to separately examine project results by sponsor objectivesin
order toidentify specific policy learning. Inreality, most of theresultsand lessonslearned areinter-
dependent due to the complex nature of thiswork. Readerswishing for an integrated overview of
neighbourhood strengthening will beinterested in thetheory of change and logic model foundinthe
project’s Orienteering Over New Ground: A Neighbourhood Theory of Change.

Next steps

Clearly ANC has made significant progressin sharing policy information and in setting common
directionsfor policy that advances neighbourhood renewal. There hasbeen great successat the
national sponsor level in consolidating government procedures but it remainsto be seen whether thisis
aone-time success or the beginning of standard government practice. To amuch lesser extent, there
has been progress on policy problem solving; thisactivity hasoccurred at the sitelevel and it too may
be situation-specific rather than indicative of anew policy trend acrossthe country.

Project partners and sponsors are hopeful and remain committed to advancing the policy
agendain whatever way they can. Inthe short-term, project partnerswill concentrate on securing
fundsto continuethiswork. Project sponsorsareidentifying how their department prioritiesfit with
the agenda of Canada’s new minority government.

Atthesitelevel, work will continue on resident training; devel oping and implementing neigh-
bourhood action plans; and pursuing policy objectivesthrough variouslocal policy dialogues.
Nationally, each partner and sponsor will usethelessons of ANC to advance the strengthening
neighbourhoods agendain their spheres of influence.

Onethingiscertain. Itisonly through continuing to talk and learn together that governments
and communitieswill achieve effective policy diaogue.
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Endnotes

1. “Systems of Support” are found at many levels (local, regional, national). These systems may or may not be
integrated and can include not-for-profit organizations, government at all levels, community-based agencies,
educational institutions and private sector companies and associations [ Gorman 2006: 8]

2. For additional information on complex issues and emerging processes, please see Orienteering Over New
Ground: A Neighbourhood Theory of Change. (2006). Ottawa: Caledon Institute of Social Policy, May.

3. For amore detailed explanation of the natural tension among competing needs, please see Orienteering Over

New Ground: A Neighbourhood Theory of Change. (2006). Ottawa: Caledon Institute of Social Policy, May.
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Appendix A: Participating Organizationsin the
ANC Policy Dialogue

Caledon Institute of Social Policy

Citiesand Communities Secretariat, | nfrastructure Canada
L akehead University

National Crime Prevention Strategy, Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness Canada
National Film Board

National Secretariat on Homelessness, HRSDC

Officeof Learning Technologies, HRSDC

Public Interest Group

Saskatchewan I nstitute of Public Policy

Socia Development Canada

Statistics Canada

Tamarack - An Institute for Community Engagement
United Way - Centraide Canada

United Way of Greater Toronto

United Way of Halifax Region

United Way of the Lower Mainland

United Way of Regina

United Way of Thunder Bay

Other departments copied:

Canada s Drug Strategy, Health Canada
National Literacy Secretariat, HRSDC
Privy Council Office
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February 2005
March 2005
April 2005

May 2005

June 2005

July 2005
August 2005
September 2005
October 2005

November 2005

December 2005

January 2005
February 2005

Note:

Appendix B: ANC Policy Dialogue
Session Topicsand Choice Points

Objectivesand Structure of Policy Dialogue
Individua meetings

Policy Dialogue Strategy

Evauation

Government-Community Collaboration
ANC Process Map
Government-Government Col laboration
Supporting Local Policy Dialogues

Policy Forum (presentations can be found at www.anccommunity.ca)

themes:

* Making the casefor neighbourhood revitalization — setting the stage;

* International perspectiveson neighbourhood revitalization;

* Engaging citizensin neighbourhood revitalization;

¢ Themechanicsof comprehensive community initiatives; and

¢ Evauating comprehensive community initiatives

Reviewing the Policy Dia ogue Strategy

three working groups established:
A commentary on theAuditor General’s 2005 Annual Report (thefourth
chapter on horizontal initiatives);

* A theory of change andlogic model for investment in neighbourhood
revitalization; and

¢ Recommendationsfor investing in specific supportsrequired to build
community and neighbourhood capacity related to neighbourhood
revitaization

Working groups
Auditor General Commentary completed and disseminated

Working groups

Review of final two working group products

There were two key choice pointsin the policy dialogue. In June 2005, the group was aware that limiting member-
ship also limited potential for action on common directions. A decision was made to expand the group. The
October 2005 Policy Forum was a pivotal point in the project. Group learning was compared to international
experiences and a decision made to explore two complementary topics in greater depth. The thinking behind these
choices was documented as the “forks in the road” diagrams seen on the following pages.
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Forksin the Road — Theory of Change for ANC Policy Work

Pre Policy Forum

Gov't
continue
Gov't. only /‘ onown e
Policy Dialogue _ toorganize sharin
ConceptinCFP ~ 1stmeeting N \ /' ?
gov't.& comm, » Withgov't. ) Covt g
together focus oVt
info. sharing Gov't. & tcao eltlhl'er
Comm. together 9 Comm. direction
setting, problem
solving \‘

Continuewith
dialogue

Continue dialogue and identify
actions and try to implement
Note: awareness that missing
stakeholderslimit action
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Forksin the Road — Theory of Change for ANC Policy Work

Post Policy Forum

Maintain policy dialogue schedule, exploring remainingtopics

Note: 4 scheduled sessionsleft + reflection paper

¢ methodology — same as current; could add others such as Federal Working Group
on Neighbourhood Change

¢ outstanding topics— skills/qualities within Comprehensive Community Initiatives
(CClI) + lessons from the sites including substantive policy issues

Policy Dialogue
Need to continue Reconfigure 1or moreof the4 areasidentified at Policy Forum
integrating with ——Jp policy p ° governance; capacity building; accountability; funding
other ANC work dialogue » methodology — same as current or break into work groups; may need to
tofocuson host some additional one-off meetings (see Federal Government below)
Common messager egar dingneedstotakework tothenext level
¢ work in more depth on acommunication and knowledge management
strategy to be used immediately and beyond March 2006
¢ methodology — same as current
Drafting an action plan for engaging missing stakeholder sand settinga
common direction for comprehensivecommunity initiatives
* recognition that we have not had opportunity to link up with regional
staff of federal government + the other orders of government + limited
direct involvement from neighbourhood residents
¢ redlistically —for an event post-March 2006
Concentrateremaining * methodology — small working group to develop a draft event plan using
resour ceson future— Future Search or similar planning tool and bring back to all Policy Dia-
developing capacity in logue participants
areasthat can beunder -
taken independently
Community —support capacity for effectively advocating policy change
\ ¢ focus on expanding support for local policy dialogues; bringing NHQ staff to
regions; developing training kit/workshop; research into specific government
support for capacity building; expand community of practice
¢ methodology — small working group and bring back to full group or work with
Tamarack and sitesindividually
Comt;ati on Federal government — methodol ogy yari&s by focus_ grea o
e see attached ¢ takeANC + other (?CI learning to higher level decision-makers, e.g., politicians,
proposal DM’s—small meetings

¢ takel1 or moreareasfrom Forum and create working groupsto draft recommenda-
tions and bring back to larger group, e.g., alogic model for government investment
in CClsor an RMAF templatefor CCls

¢ link ANC learning to related programs/groups— e.g., Task Force on Community
Investment — small meetings.
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