Planning for the long term – How do we know that the road we’re on will get us where we want to be?
Lily Greenan & Artemis Pana

Part A

Lily Greenan started the session with a brief retrospective look at the progress that had been made towards ending violence against women in Scotland in the last twenty years. She drew on her own experience of working at Edinburgh Rape Crisis (from 1981 to 1992) to illustrate her points. 
Rape Crisis was started in 1978 by a diverse group of people bound by a shared commitment to change the world in terms of women’s experience of rape. A key focus of their work was to improve the criminal justice system’s response to rape survivors. Despite several legislative changes intended to bring about positive change, the actual experiences of women in court have not improved much. Complainants are still routinely subjected to questions relating to their sexual history and character and conviction rates remain extremely low. 
Attitudes towards sexual violence and gender inequality have not been deconstructed, which stifled progress towards improving court responses to rape complainants (and ending rape altogether).
Part B 

(read in conjunction with notes in Artemis’ presentation)
Artemis Pana then presented an example logical planning model as being developed by the National Domestic Abuse Delivery Group. (Slide 1)
We lay careful plans because we really do believe that the world we are trying to achieve can happen, but there is no common consensus on how much progress we are making or how fast we will be able to eradicate gender inequality and violence against women. That is partly because we plan for the short term: three year funding cycles or outputs like legislative change.  (Slide 2)
In the violence against women sector planning tends to be separated into prevention, protection and provision and activities are designed to fall into these partitions. A lot of things fall through the cracks however, as they are seen as falling into another remit, definition or is (mis)understood as being part of somebody else’s problem.
This approach to strategic thinking translates into a “silo mentality” in practice, leading agencies to inadvertently reinforce some of the problems that are being tackled.  (Slide 3) 
Recent attempts have been made to shift towards long term planning – by setting the Scottish National Outcomes. The problem with the National Outcomes is that they are too broad and too “in the future” to really help us with our planning - there is no specific VAW outcome. Whatever activities we undertake towards the Prevention, Protection & Provision can be evidenced as contributing to the National Outcomes – and somewhere along the line, VAW will miraculously end. (Slide 4)
Here Artemis introduced the planning framework for the delegates’ consideration. 

Firstly, discrete outcomes (i.e. outcomes which will not impact on each other) specific to DA/VAW work is identified. (Bottom of slide 4) 
Instead of starting with activities relating to Prevention, Protection and Provision, you look at the long-term and work back. Instead of asking for activities, you look at a shared approach to obtain a universal model which allows everybody in the field to ask the same question: “how can we contribute?” (Slide 5)
This planning model also allows you to align indicators and track trends. (Slide 6) 
A group exercise had been planned around the issues of commercial sexual exploitation, but was not completed due to time constraints. (Slide 7) 

Part C

A question and answer session and discussion followed.

Q1: I liked the model. The problem for me though is the coordinated response – agencies think they are doing what needs to be done, but their monitoring and evaluation is not as robust as they think. I would like to see this model married to institutional reporting processes, so that we can unpick the stages further and get past key performance indicators. As a society it is the outcome that we want – to improve women’s experiences.

A1: The model can be detailed or vague – it tests predictions of outcomes and enables you to go exploring why, if it hasn’t happened.

Q2: So can you incorporate changes in organisations in it? For instance, how could you show changes in the police service?
A2: If a shared approach is taken, the activities of all partners will contribute. The model will allow you to consider changes to organisations.
Q3: I agree that long term planning is important. However, I would never trust any agency with figures on VAW – I’d always get a survey done. We can expect three things regarding VAW figures: a) reporting will go up, b) the police will hate it, and c) there will be tension around measurements of crime. Therefore we need to hang on to the idea that we obtain accurate figures by using surveys. Of course each agency should have some sort of assessment of their own activities.

I am intrigued at the policies being developed in Scotland (this is social democracy planning land) but this model assumes rational planning, which doesn’t reflect the world I live in. 

With all these different political forces working to restructure the politics of VAW, the question must be asked: “How mainstream do you go?” Going mainstream is problematic as it leads to the dilution of the essential politics. Coalitions of women’s organisations are now more dominant political forces, whereas formerly it was Women’s Aid groups. Should we mainstream further and let government lead and plan the work? 
A3a: It is valuable for all organisations to gather data, but yes, robust data is hard to find. The value of this planning model is that it allows you to align datasets and measure your own performance against other organisations.

A3b: That is a critical question and one we should answer fully. The vision is that this plan is an exciting tool which can be put in the public domain for people to use to develop their own goals.
Who owns the destination of VAW work? Who shapes it? It can be dangerous to frame our ultimate goal to fit to national outcomes set by an incumbent government – that’s not long-term planning. Three year spending cycles have to be lived with, yes, but this model can help us to not lose sight of our goal while we struggle with spending reviews and budget cuts. Our work should not fit around government funding and financial cycles. VAW should not be government driven – we should frame what government does, not the other way around.
With the lack of joined-up government, key targets are what people pay attention to, where budgets go. GBV/VAW outcomes must be embedded in other goals. Gender inequality must be tackled along with other forms of discrimination. It is overwhelming sometimes, but it still fits into the bigger logic model.
Comment: The Health Directive precipitated this logic model approach. One model will be developed for each national outcome.
