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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
About Vibrancy and the evaluation
Vibrancy in Meetings (Vibrancy) is a pilot programme run by Britain Yearly Meeting (BYM) and
Woodbrooke Quaker Study Centre (Woodbrooke) between March 2016 and September 2019. It
provides four development workers located in four regions in different parts of Britain.
Through Vibrancy, the two organisations hope to learn whether having locally-based paid workers
improves support provision for local Quakers. They also want to understand if the programme
enables local Quaker meetings to be strong, connected, confident, sustainable, and to contribute to
a vibrant yearly meeting.
NCVO Charities Evaluation Services is conducting a three-year evaluation of the programme to
investigate changes it is bringing about and to explore the way in which it is set up, managed and
received.
This ‘taking stock’ report has been produced to indicate the progress of our research and to
highlight significant features and learning points which could influence ongoing work within
Vibrancy and at BYM and Woodbrooke. It focuses on programme delivery between October 2016
(when support to meetings started) and November 2017. Because of the relative early stage of the
programme, the focus is on how the programme has been working and on internal learning,
although we report on outcomes where data exists. Future evaluation reports will have a greater
focus on the outcomes of the programme. The report is based on interviews with staff and Friends
and a review of monitoring data.
The full version of this report will be shared within BYM and Woodbrooke.

Findings
Friends’ perceptions of the programme
Friends really value the Vibrancy programme; the large majority of the 19 Friends we interviewed
were very satisfied with the support they had received from Vibrancy staff. Friends particularly
appreciated development workers’ positivity and energy, personal qualities such as warmth and
calmness, and the encouragement they offer.
Most Friends we interviewed felt that the Vibrancy model was a useful way to support meetings.
Perceived limitations were the timescale for the pilot and the amount of resource available (one
worker per region).
Outcomes for meetings1
The majority of Friends we interviewed mentioned that they felt more confident, supported or
reassured through their contact with a Vibrancy worker. Several role holders said Vibrancy support
1

In our data collection for this report, we asked interviewees to describe any benefits they had experienced from
Vibrancy support in their own words. There will be a focus on outcomes for meetings, including progress against the
outcomes in the theory of change (see footnote 2 on the next page), in our full report in December 2018.
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had made them better able to serve their meeting.
Some interviewees gave examples of specific changes made in meetings following Vibrancy support,
variously including trying out new approaches to meeting for worship, introducing a meeting for
learning and developing a process for decision making around a property project.
Some interviewees reflected that changes they had experienced following support from Vibrancy
might have occurred anyway (without Vibrancy). Despite this, it was felt that the intervention of the
Vibrancy worker had been at the least useful and in many cases an important or very important
contributor to change.
Some meetings had found it difficult to find time to progress actions following Vibrancy support. In
a small number of cases interviewees noted that their meetings preferred to address issues or
develop plans internally and were not always responsive to external support.
Many of our interviewees (who had received in-depth support from Vibrancy) had experienced
early and intermediate outcomes, rather than some of the later outcomes set out in the theory of
change.2 It may be the case that some of Vibrancy’s intended later outcomes will not occur to a
substantial extent within the course of the pilot.
Programme delivery
Development workers are providing a range of support to Friends, including listening, facilitating
sessions to help form ideas or plans, signposting to BYM and Woodbrooke and connecting Friends
to others (outside BYM and Woodbrooke). As one might expect with the early stages of a
community development programme, the most common type of support provided in autumn 2017
(when monitoring classifications were amended) was listening, encouraging and reassuring; this
was usually provided alongside another form of support.
Some meetings have had more support from development workers than others. Team members
commented that it was often only over time, through building trust with a contact, that issues with
which a meeting needed help would emerge and that outcomes could be achieved.
Of the areas listed in Our Faith in the Future, around which the needs of those receiving Vibrancy
support are mapped, ‘community’ remains the most frequently noted presenting need; it is
recorded as a need in around one in three pieces of work. Work in this area often relates to:
support around the involvement of children and young people, ageing Friends or more diverse
groups in meetings; managing conflict and personal differences; supporting meetings where mental
health issues among Friends have affected meeting life; and supporting meeting members to spend
more time together and get to know each other better. ‘Quaker discipline’ is currently more likely
to be recorded as a presenting need than at the time of our last report. We will explore anticipated
links between developments in Quaker community, discipline and the spiritual life of meetings in
our later evaluation reports.
The majority of Vibrancy work continues to be reactive to enquiries from meetings or individuals
2

We developed a theory of change, which describes the outcomes (changes) that Vibrancy might bring about for the
Friends and meetings it supports, with the Vibrancy team, Vibrancy steering group and BYM and Woodbrooke staff
members in spring 2017. Our evaluation is reporting against the theory of change.
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but there is evidence that slightly more work is starting to follow proactive approaches by
development workers. Vibrancy staff have noticed a perception among some meetings that
Vibrancy exists to support meetings struggling with problems, or that it would not be worth the
meeting investing time in engaging with Vibrancy support unless they had a problem. As it is
intended that the programme will help meetings that aspire to become more vibrant, rather than
always supporting meetings that may be struggling, the programme may wish to review how it
communicates its purpose to Friends and how to prioritise where it offers support.
Vibrancy’s development workers have extended their reach in their regions since our last report
(May 2017). The proportion of local meetings worked with in each region ranges from 40% to 75% –
in part because of the different number of meetings in each region. Because of limitations on
capacity, development workers do not expect to work with all local meetings in their regions by the
end of the pilot.
Support for area meetings continues to make up a substantial proportion of the work delivered,
with some evidence emerging of differences between regions.
Outcomes for, and work with, BYM and Woodbrooke
It is intended that Vibrancy will increase Friends’ understanding of BYM and Woodbrooke and take
up of their services, and will support BYM and Woodbrooke to work well together across Quaker
society.
Around half of the Friends we interviewed reported improved understanding of BYM and
Woodbrooke structures and services as a result of Vibrancy (with most others feeling they already
had a good understanding). Around half of our interviewees reported some additional contact with
BYM and Woodbrooke staff or resources as a result of support from a Vibrancy worker.
Vibrancy has started to influence the nature of service provision at BYM and Woodbrooke, including
changes to Woodbrooke and Quaker Life training.
Vibrancy team members have worked with BYM and Woodbrooke staff in a number of ways,
including liaising with staff to facilitate support for Friends and attending staff planning meetings to
inform future work.
The amount of contact between Vibrancy and central teams who work directly with Friends is
increasing. Central staff reported that their contact with Vibrancy has been helpful, particularly
when Vibrancy workers have shared information about meetings’ needs. Progress in joint working
has been slower than might have been expected at this stage of the programme. Suggested areas
for improvement were in spending more time together, establishing processes to support joint
working and finding clarity around teams’ respective roles in supporting meetings. Further
clarification and communication of the Vibrancy vision among staff at BYM and Woodbrooke may
also be beneficial.
Evidence that Vibrancy work is resulting in more and better joint working between BYM and
Woodbrooke is limited at this stage of the programme.3
3

It may be that this outcome is no longer an important one for the programme. This could be reviewed as part of a
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Learning about processes
Friends felt that three aspects of the Vibrancy model were important: the use of staff based in
regions, the use of staff who are paid and the use of staff who are Quakers.
All the development workers had felt led by the spirit at points in their delivery of Vibrancy. They
felt this had affected their delivery, or their experience of delivering work, in different ways; for
example, workers had variously chosen to approach particular meetings, spent more time on pieces
of work and felt led to make particular contributions when attending meetings.
New mechanisms to link the steering group and the Vibrancy team with each other have been
introduced following a recommendation in our last report; the Vibrancy team has found this useful.
Although changes made to manage workload since our last report have been appreciated by the
Vibrancy team, team members continue to experience difficulties with managing their workload.
Some are finding this stressful. There have also been continued difficulties in accessing appropriate
and timely IT support and equipment.

Summary of recommendations
Recommendations for the current programme are summarised below. Further detail on these
recommendations, and additional recommendations for future iterations of the programme and for
the evaluation, are included in section 7 of this report.
1. Consider expectations around the proportion of local meetings in each Vibrancy region
which should be supported by the end of the pilot and plan work accordingly.
2. Now that the programme is part-way through, review the Vibrancy support offer, how it is
communicated to Friends and how it prioritises to whom it offers support.
3. Review whether development workers might undertake more work tailored to achieve
spiritual outcomes in some meetings and/or for Friends.
4. Establish clearer working practices to facilitate joint working between the Vibrancy team
and BYM and Woodbrooke staff offering direct support to meetings. Create a plan for
ongoing communications to BYM and Woodbrooke staff about Vibrancy.
5. Undertake a light-touch review of the theory of change to understand if there have been
any changes in the outcomes that it is anticipated might occur through Vibrancy.
6. Review Vibrancy staff workload in light of continued challenges (and of the additional
resource recently allocated to the programme).
7. Consider better support for remote working.

review of the theory of change (see recommendation 5).
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1

INTRODUCTION
About Vibrancy

Vibrancy in Meetings (Vibrancy) is a three-year pilot programme that forms part of the support
structure offered to Quaker meetings. It is provided jointly by the national body of Quakers (Britain
Yearly Meeting) and Woodbrooke Quaker Study Centre (Woodbrooke) between March 2016 and
September 2019. The work is funded through legacies to BYM and resources and facilities from
Woodbrooke.
Through Vibrancy, the two organisations hope to learn whether having locally-based paid workers
improves support provision for local Quakers. BYM and Woodbrooke want to understand if the
programme enables local Quaker meetings to be strong, connected, confident, sustainable, and to
contribute to a vibrant yearly meeting.
Vibrancy will also act as a two-way conduit for communication and support between Friends,
meetings and the wider work of Quakers in Britain.
To deliver the programme, four development workers are located in four regions in different parts
of Britain. They are managed by a national programme co-ordinator.

About the evaluation
In October 2016, BYM commissioned NCVO Charities Evaluation Services (NCVO CES) to act as the
evaluation partner for the Vibrancy programme. Working closely with Vibrancy staff, NCVO CES is
conducting a three-year evaluation of the programme to investigate whether it is achieving the
changes it intends to and to explore the way in which it is set up, managed and received.
The evaluation has three phases:
• Phase 1: November 2016 – May 2017: Set up and evaluation planning.
• Phase 2: June 2017 – December 2018: Early and mid-term data collection, and completion
of a ‘taking stock’ report and a full evaluation report.
• Phase 3: January 2019 – December 2019: Final data collection and completion of a shorter
report for publication.

1.2.1 Data collection methods
In November and December 2017, NCVO CES conducted the following data collection to inform this
‘taking stock’ report:
• telephone interviews with all four Vibrancy development workers and the national coordinator of the programme
• telephone interviews with three other BYM and Woodbrooke staff members based in
departments the Vibrancy team has worked with
• telephone interviews with 19 Friends from local meetings, area meetings and groups with
which the programme had worked
• a review of monitoring spreadsheets from development workers recording work taking
5
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•

place between October 2016 (when support to meetings started) and November 2017
a review of other monitoring data from BYM and Woodbrooke.

About our interviews with Friends
To construct our sample, we asked development workers to provide details of Friends from
meetings with which they had done in-depth work.4 This group was selected so that we could
understand the experiences of Friends who had had most contact with the programme. It had been
anticipated that we would then sample randomly within the contact lists provided. However, in two
Vibrancy regions development workers felt that only five of their contacts met the sampling criteria,
so we approached all of them.
The 19 Friends we interviewed came from all four of the Vibrancy regions: there were five
interviewees in three of the regions and four interviewees in the fourth region.5 Nine interviewees
had had Vibrancy support for their work with local meetings, seven for their work with area
meetings and three for their work with groups or projects linked to meetings. This is broadly
representative of the population with which Vibrancy has worked to date.
Reflecting average attendance at all local Quaker meetings, most of our local meeting interviewees
were from meetings where average attendance at meeting for worship is 25 or fewer. One
interviewee was from a larger local meeting. All our interviewees were from meetings in rural areas
or towns (as opposed to cities). Fourteen of 19 were role holders in meetings.
A note on our reporting of qualitative data from interviews with Friends
When reporting on qualitative data from small samples, it is usual practice not to give exact
numbers, as giving numbers can lead the reader to make inappropriate generalisations. When we
report on qualitative data from our interviews with Friends, we use the following language. ‘The
large majority’ refers to around 85% of the sample or more; ‘the majority’ refers to around 70-85%
and ‘a few’ refers to around 10-15% of the sample.
Issues to consider with the data
There are limitations to the data which have some effect on the conclusions that can be drawn:
• There are some gaps in the data from Friends. To ensure that we were mindful of Friends’
time, some questions in our interview schedule were marked as being of lower priority and
were asked only if there was time within the interview conversation.
• There may be some positive bias in the findings as we interviewed Friends with whom
Vibrancy had done most work. To incorporate a broader range of views into the evaluation
we plan to run a quantitative survey to reach other groups the programme has had contact
with in summer 2018.6
• Some development workers have recorded more contacts with meetings in the monitoring
4

In-depth work was defined as a development worker having three or more contacts with a Friend intended to achieve
an outcome (for example, a meeting, presentation, piece of facilitation, phone call or extended email contact). We also
asked that the first contact had been before July 2017.
5
We spoke to around a fifth of the meetings worked with in each region, on average.
6
The survey is subject to decisions around the total budget for the evaluation, scheduled to be taken by the Vibrancy
steering group in March 2018.
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spreadsheet than others. While this may reflect differences in the nature of the work
happening in different regions, it may also indicate that workers are using the spreadsheet
in different ways.7
In addition, the nature of the work undertaken through Vibrancy presents some challenges to
reporting on outcomes. Through activities including facilitation and signposting, Vibrancy intends to
enable Friends to bring about changes in meetings themselves (as opposed to making changes for
them). In this type of work, it is often the case that a range of factors – not just a single intervention
– contribute to outcomes; this can make it difficult to attribute change to an intervention such as
Vibrancy. Where possible, we have triangulated data from different sources to help understand the
nature of Vibrancy’s contribution to change.

1.2.2 This report
This report has been produced part way through phase 2 of the evaluation to indicate the progress
of our research and to highlight significant features and learning points which could influence
ongoing work within Vibrancy and at BYM and Woodbrooke.
The report focuses on programme delivery between October 2016 (when support to meetings
started) and November 2017. Because of the relative early stage of the programme, the focus is on
how the programme has been working and on internal learning, although we report on outcomes
where data exists.
The full version of this report will be shared within BYM and Woodbrooke; future evaluation reports
will have a greater focus on the outcomes of the programme and will be published in full.
The remainder of the report explores:
• Friends’ perceptions of the programme
• outcomes for Friends8
• the extent and nature of programme work so far, and how it has been received by Friends
• how the programme has worked with BYM and Woodbrooke, and outcomes for those
organisations
• learning about processes
• recommendations.

7

Guidance has been provided to development workers on use of the spreadsheet to help to ensure consistent use
across the Vibrancy regions. We will revisit this with workers to check that the spreadsheet is being completed
consistently.
8
In our data collection for this report, we asked interviewees to describe any benefits they had experienced from
Vibrancy support in their own words. There will be a focus on outcomes for meetings, including progress against the
outcomes in the theory of change (see footnote 2), in our full report in December 2018.
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2

FINDINGS: FRIENDS’ PERCEPTIONS OF
VIBRANCY

This section explores the extent to which Friends have been satisfied with the support and their
perceptions of the Vibrancy programme more widely. It is based on our interviews with
development workers and 19 Friends.
Our key findings are that:
• Friends really value the Vibrancy programme. The large majority of the Friends we
interviewed were very satisfied with the support they had received from Vibrancy staff.
Friends particularly appreciated development workers’ positivity and energy, personal
qualities such as warmth and calmness, and the encouragement they offer.
• Most Friends we interviewed felt that the Vibrancy model was a useful way to support
meetings. Perceived limitations were the timescale for the pilot and the amount of resource
available (one worker per region).

Whether Friends are happy with the support
received
The large majority of Friends who we interviewed (n=19) were very satisfied with the support they
had received. A number used phrases such as ‘enormously satisfied’, ‘very, very satisfied’,
‘excellent’ and ‘brilliant’ to describe the support.
The following aspects of the development workers’ approach and skills were particularly valued:
• Their positivity and energy: ‘She is brilliant at drumming up enthusiasm and encouraging us
to have a go’.
• The encouragement they offer, which had made interviewees feel supported.
• Personal qualities of the workers, including warmth and calmness: ‘She’s become adopted
by people. Friends liked her. She was a great support and help.’
• The fact that they feel approachable with a range of queries or issues: ‘What I have found
enormously helpful is that I haven’t been frightened to expose my own ignorance about
something … If I haven’t understood something I’ve just been able to say that.’
• Their group facilitation style and skills, for example their ability to intervene appropriately
and to summarise discussion.
• Their ability to elicit ideas from an individual or group rather than telling them what to do:
‘What was good was she facilitated us coming up with ideas as well. She wasn’t saying ‘do
this, do that’. She got a fruitful discussion going.’
• Effective administration of support, for example in writing up notes after facilitated sessions.
• The benefit of delivery of support through someone outside the meeting, which had helped
meetings raise issues or progress actions in a way that they might not otherwise have done.
(This was not seen as a positive by all interviewees, however; a couple felt that the presence
of an ‘outsider’ had hindered progress being made – see 3.2.4.)
One of our interviewees was less satisfied with the support they had had from their Vibrancy
worker. They felt that the meeting would have been equally able to raise the points discussed with
8
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the worker had they not been there.
Only a small number of suggestions for improvements to worker delivery were made:
• One Friend felt that their development worker should communicate when they are available
for contact and when they are not so that Friends know when they can get in touch with
them.9
• Another would have liked their development worker to help monitor the progress their
meeting has made since the worker’s intervention. This was because the Friend was keen to
be able to share their meeting’s achievements with others.
• A third wanted Vibrancy to communicate a clearer, more structured offer of support so that
they could present this to their meeting to ascertain interest. (Development workers also
commented that there was a need for this, with some developing their own information
materials to communicate what Vibrancy could provide.)
• Prompted by the evaluation interview, one Friend suggested that review conversations
could be built in to the support from their Vibrancy worker; they felt that this would ‘help
focus what we need to do next and keep the ball rolling’.

What Friends think about the programme
overall
2.2.1 Friends who have had Vibrancy support
Friends who felt they had sufficient knowledge of the programme to comment were asked to
reflect on whether Vibrancy is a useful initiative. The majority felt the programme model was a
useful way to support meetings. Several liked that, through Vibrancy, the central Quaker
organisations were providing direct support to meetings.
It felt encouraging and supportive to have a central voice for support … from
Britain Yearly Meeting and Woodbrooke providing a resource for us in [local
meeting] to help us work out how to move through the next phase.
A couple of interviewees noted that the provision of a worker who could be approached about
different issues and could signpost or give guidance accordingly was useful:
I think it’s one of those things where it’s really good to have someone to call upon
… Not someone you’re pestering all the time, but someone you can go to if you
have an issue. I know in the future I could ask her things, whatever came up, and
she could point me in the right direction.
Some of our interviewees drew a contrast between Vibrancy support and some other aspects of
BYM or Woodbrooke support:
• A few commented that the provision of face-to-face support – as opposed to more
extensive written information, as with much other central support – was beneficial. There
were some observations that BYM and Woodbrooke send out too much written information
and that this can be difficult for meetings:
So often in Quakers you have to find answers through reading, it’s good to
9

We note that development workers already include details of their working days in their email signatures.
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•
•

have a human being there to help.
There were a couple of comments that it was useful to be able to access a free service
(through Vibrancy) instead of paying for courses or for travel to the central organisations.
For a few, Vibrancy ‘felt more available’ as a support offer than the support provided by
BYM and Woodbrooke:
Vibrancy is different because it’s proactive. [Vibrancy worker] has come into
our area and offered her support, either at area meeting or local or specific
groups … I don’t think anyone else in BYM has made that specific offer to us.
I could be wrong of course. But this is the first time we’ve seen a
representative of BYM coming to our area and visiting our meetings and
saying ‘I would like to help you’. It’s possible that BYM does offer this service
through Quaker Life and Woodbrooke on-the-road, of course. Four years
ago I remember that Woodbrooke on-the-road gave a session to area
meeting. But I don’t have a great perception of parts of BYM or Woodbrooke
being available in the same way as Vibrancy.

A smaller number of interviewees also commented on perceived limitations of the Vibrancy model.
Two argued that the three-year timescale for the pilot and the amount of resource (one worker per
region) would limit its effect given the nature and extent of change needed:
One of the issues, possibly, is that it’s a three-year, short waveband, when you’re
working in communities where it takes a long time for things to get established …
how do you make the sort of impact you can in the time that you’ve got without
trying to rush something, which then doesn’t have that kind of depth of selfrealisation that communities realise they can do it themselves and don’t need
someone to hold their hands?
I think it’s good, but not any magic bullet. Given our situation, feeling fairly remote
from Friends House, we’re a long way away and the meetings are very scattered
and facing real difficulties. Our numbers are declining and [Vibrancy] perhaps can
help morale and help practically. But when you think of one person for the whole
of [the region] you raise one eyebrow.
A few noted that they would like Vibrancy, either currently or in the future, to focus more on
spiritual need:
At this early point the programme seems to be addressing the community side
more than our essential need to address our spiritual paths and understanding.
The work being done is good, but I hope it will move to the spiritual side in future.
It may be the case that outcomes in this area start to emerge later in the pilot period. The Vibrancy
theory of change anticipates that outcomes in the themes of Community and Quaker discipline may
happen before outcomes in the other areas of Our Faith in the Future (including outcomes around
personal spiritual nurture and quality of ministry in meetings). The programme might wish to
consider whether there are some circumstances in which development workers should undertake
more work tailored to achieve spiritual outcomes, or whether it is anticipated that these outcomes
will occur without additional specific intervention.
It may be that there is a better understanding of Vibrancy in area meetings than in local meetings.
While we were unable to ask all of the Friends we interviewed about their understanding of
10
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Vibrancy, Friends from area meetings asked to describe the programme seemed better able to
articulate its intended aims than Friends from local meetings.

2.2.2 Friends who have not had Vibrancy support
We have not collected data from Friends who have not had Vibrancy support. However, the
Vibrancy team report that reactions to their approaches – whether or not support has been taken
up – have generally been positive or neutral, and that there has been little negativity.
In one region, initial reactions to the programme have perhaps been more negative than in the
other regions, although the development worker there reported that she had been able to take
steps to counteract this:
There’s a common misconception that Vibrancy is something we’re doing ‘at’
meetings. I’ve got round that at some meetings where people have been quite
fired up and against that. I’ve said Vibrancy is about how we deliver work, out
there contacting meetings and offering support.
A couple of workers felt the word ‘vibrancy’ had generated some misperceptions among meetings.
One worker commented that the word was ‘different to what they perceive their needs to be’ while
another noted that ‘people think we might judge how vibrant their meeting is’. Only one of our
interviewees mentioned that they disliked the word ‘vibrancy’ and the idea of making people
‘vibrant’, however.

11
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3

FINDINGS: OUTCOMES FOR FRIENDS

This section explores the extent and nature of changes occurring for individuals and local and area
meetings as a result of support received through Vibrancy. It is based on our interviews with
Friends.
In our data collection for this report, we asked interviewees to describe any benefits they had
experienced from Vibrancy support in their own words rather than asking specifically about
outcomes in the theory of change. There will be a focus on outcomes for meetings, including
progress against the outcomes in the theory of change, in our full report in December 2018.
Our key findings are that:
• The majority of Friends we interviewed mentioned that they felt more confident, supported
or reassured through their contact with a Vibrancy worker. Several role holders said
Vibrancy support had made them better able to serve their meeting.
• Several Friends commented that support from a Vibrancy worker had helped their meetings
generate and express ideas about how they wanted to develop.
• Some interviewees gave examples of specific changes made in meetings following Vibrancy
support, variously including trying out new approaches to meeting for worship, introducing
a meeting for learning and developing a process for decision making around a property
project.
• Some interviewees reflected that changes they had experienced following support from
Vibrancy might have occurred anyway (without Vibrancy). Despite this, it was felt that the
intervention of the Vibrancy worker had been at the least useful and in many cases an
important or very important contributor to change.
• Some meetings had found it difficult to find time to progress actions following Vibrancy
support. In a small number of cases interviewees noted that their meetings preferred to
address issues or develop plans internally and were not always responsive to external
support.
• Many of our interviewees (who had received in-depth support from Vibrancy) had
experienced early and intermediate outcomes, rather than some of the later outcomes set
out in the theory of change. It may be the case that some of Vibrancy’s intended later
outcomes will not occur to a substantial extent within the course of the pilot.

Outcomes for individuals
The majority of Friends we interviewed mentioned that they felt more confident, supported or
reassured through their contact with a Vibrancy worker. Role holders who had received Vibrancy
support as individuals were either more confident about the service they gave to their meeting or
had felt supported in their role by their development worker.10
For some Friends, Vibrancy support had made them feel reassured about the way in which they
were supporting their meeting or better able to recognise the positives in their meeting’s situation.
10

In our interview sample, 11 of 14 role holders had received Vibrancy support as individuals. Often Vibrancy staff had
also given direct support to their meeting (for example, through a facilitated session). The remaining three role holders
reported that Vibrancy support was for their meeting.
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Two commented:
It certainly has benefitted me in giving me confidence that I am doing the right
things and I am supported not just by my area meeting but also by this person [the
Vibrancy worker] who is getting a lot of experience in viewing other area meetings
and has a good overview of what is happening. This confidence boosting is of
absolute importance, it mustn’t be underestimated. As a clerk, particularly in our
area where we don’t have an assistant clerk who is regular, I have felt the
loneliness of the job a bit, somebody like [Vibrancy worker] has been of vital
importance.
She helped me to see that there was a lot going on that was good and that some
of the difficulties I was experiencing were normal. She made me feel that the show
was on the road and we were moving in the right direction, we just had some
small problems.
Others had gained a better understanding of the responsibilities and parameters of their role or of
other meeting roles through their worker, or noted that the worker was a useful source of
information when they had specific queries or wanted to ‘sense check’ something. A development
worker described how this might come about:
There could be quick individual requests. Like a registering officer saying I’ve had
this request can I do this or not? I can say no or yes.
Several role holders said that Vibrancy support had made them better able to serve their meeting.
For example, it had enabled them to focus their work, approach problems in a different way or
support activity happening within their meeting. One noted:
[The strengthening of the clerking team] then feeds into how we’ve been
responsive to area meeting and led area meeting … We’ve been better able to do
that [servant leadership] role because we ourselves are better composed, coherent
and integrated and we’ve been more sensitive to the events that have been
happening at area meeting.

Outcomes for meetings
3.2.1 Better able to generate, express and appreciate ideas
Several of our interviewees commented that support from a Vibrancy worker had helped their
meetings generate and express ideas about how they wanted to develop – in terms of specific
issues, such as managing property, or more broadly around what their priorities were. This was
mainly noted as an outcome of group sessions facilitated by Vibrancy workers, although it was also
felt to have occurred as the result of support for individuals in a couple of cases.
A couple of interviewees further commented that it had been of benefit for people at meetings to
learn about others’ views or to appreciate the diversity of viewpoints in a meeting:
[The session] was a help to us because … we’ve been very divided and quite
tormented for quite some years with problems … and with these distractions going
on we haven’t had a lot of time or ability to just sit down and talk to each other …
13
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and it was good to do that and you always learn something new about people
when you do that. So that was valuable.
There is evidence from a small number of our interviews that Vibrancy has started to encourage a
change in approach in some meetings, whereby they are more confident to express ideas about
what the meeting should be doing or more positive about trying new things:
Having got [Vibrancy worker] to support the idea that we can do new things
without upsetting people’s basic values … has made a difference. It’s good. And I
would say that the people who I was worried that they’d be upset with new stuff
going on are actually all more vibrant themselves because, I think, at the back of
their mind was a fear that the whole meeting would fizzle out, you know, and I
think they’re feeling much more secure that these local meetings are going on into
the future.

3.2.2 Better able to make changes within meetings
Our interviewees gave a number of examples of specific changes that they had made following
Vibrancy support. These are summarised below, alongside changes reported by development
workers, and are presented under the themes in Our Faith in the Future.
Meeting for worship
•

Following a facilitated session, one local meeting had started to try out new approaches to
meeting for worship. They have held a meeting outside, which they had not done before,
and are planning to explore use of sound and music.

Community
•

In one local meeting, a session facilitated by a Vibrancy worker identified that a barrier to
Friends spending time with each other outside meeting for worship was the distance that
they lived from the meeting room. A proposed solution was to hold a shared lunch and
meeting for learning after meeting for worship once a month. This has now been
implemented and the meeting representative we interviewed reported feeling closer to
other members as a result. There are plans to invite other local meetings and members of
the public to join the new sessions in the future.

Quaker discipline
•

•
•

A local meeting had had support from a Vibrancy worker to develop a process for decision
making around a property project – the idea was to retain Quaker business method while
meeting the project’s needs. The representative from the meeting we interviewed felt that
having the process in place had reduced conflict within the meeting.
In a second local meeting, following a session with a Vibrancy worker steps are being taken
to manage a situation in which a number of role holders are about to finish in post.
An area meeting interviewee commented that the Vibrancy worker in their region had
supported several local meetings in the area to distribute work so it was less burdensome for
particular role holders. This interviewee noted that there had been more nominations for
roles in recent months, which they thought was partly attributable to role reorganisation
supported by Vibrancy.
14
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•

A development worker reported that, following a session she facilitated, an area meeting
had produced guidance documents about managing conflict in meetings.

Collaboration
•
•

A development worker had enabled a Friend in her region to attend Yearly Meeting in
Germany by liaising with an international Quaker committee.
There is some evidence that Vibrancy is facilitating better connections between meetings –
for example, two of our interviewees from area meetings said the worker in their region had
helped them develop links with Friends from other areas to share resources or attend each
others’ events; one described that there is now ‘more permeability of borders’.

In some other cases, interviewees talked about Vibrancy workers having contributed to their
delivery of work that had started before the Vibrancy worker’s intervention – these interviewees
felt that they had been better able to deliver the work with the Vibrancy worker’s support.
In those meetings that had not yet taken specific action following support from a Vibrancy worker, a
number felt that future action was likely.
One of our interviewees reported that there had been no outcomes from the Vibrancy session held
with their meeting. While this was partly because of some internal barriers faced within the
meeting, the interviewee also felt that the session would have benefitted from being run by a
specialist on the topic being considered.

3.2.3 Significance of the Vibrancy intervention
We explored the relative importance of the Vibrancy intervention with some of our interviewees,
discussing whether or not they felt that outcomes would have occurred without Vibrancy. In some
cases, interviewees reflected that some changes might have occurred anyway; for reasons of
interview timing, this question was not asked of all respondents. Despite this, it was felt that the
intervention of the Vibrancy worker had been at the least useful and in many cases an important or
very important contributor to change. Two interviewees commented:
It’s part of an ongoing process of the life of the meeting. It didn’t come at a
turning point moment. We do have some moments for standing back and talking
about things, like ministry, what we could do to reach out into the community etc
… It’s one more in that sequence. But it was good to have it with someone fresh.
Someone who helps to affirm ‘I think that’s great that you’re managing some
things’ and to recognise our strengths. It helps us not be bowed down by our
difficulties.
Would those changes have happened anyway? Probably some of them would.
Would they be as smooth and effective? I don’t think so. [Vibrancy worker] has
played a decisive part and [Vibrancy worker] as a person and the gifts she’s
offered have been really important. She didn’t come with an agenda, she came to
listen and contribute where she could. That’s been a really powerful influence on
us.
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3.2.4 Barriers to outcomes
Some of the Friends we interviewed noted that there had been barriers to outcomes occurring in
their meetings. The following were noted:
Difficulty in finding time to take work forward
Several of our interviewees had found that it can be difficult to find time to follow up planned
actions. Linked to this, the ability to take forward actions often relies on groups of individuals
convening to discuss them, which may not happen immediately. One Friend observed:
The wheels of God grind slow but they grind fine. Quaker meetings move slowly.
All I can do is present something and how it might help us as a worshipping
community … I’m hoping to be a bit more radical. I’m hoping [Vibrancy worker]’s
presence will help. I don’t think radical change happens in three years though.
One development worker argued that time challenges might be a particular barrier for
collaboration between meetings:
I feel acutely aware that a number of area meetings and local meetings in my area
are struggling. They are vibrant but they feel very pushed for resources. It
becomes harder and harder for them to look at joining things up because it can
seem like resources going somewhere else [away from their own meeting]. I don’t
really mean money, they’re very generous with money. It’s the time and the
energy.
Many of our interviewees (who had received in-depth support from Vibrancy) had experienced
early and intermediate outcomes, rather than some of the later outcomes set out in the theory of
change. It may be the case that some of Vibrancy’s intended later outcomes will not occur to a
substantial extent within the course of the pilot.
Some meetings may not be responsive to external support
Although for some meetings the fact that the Vibrancy worker was an ‘outsider’ was helpful (see
2.1), a couple of our interviewees mentioned that their meetings prefer to address issues or
develop plans internally and are not always responsive to external support.
I used the material [the Vibrancy worker] gave us to summarise at the next
business meeting and presented it. I came away feeling that people wanted to just
talk to each other about it. We don’t want to be told. I found it disappointing.
Because the analysis was clear and the material was clear but I didn’t feel the
meeting responded in an appropriate way. We’re still reinventing the wheel.
It may be a challenge that the programme faces, and that’s persuading a meeting
to let the Vibrancy worker in to do the work … Have we got time to do it? We’re all
so tired … Perhaps a slight sense, perhaps we ought to do it ourselves, seeing
Woodbrooke and Friends House and thus the Vibrancy project as something
outside us, the local meeting, rather than us, part of us.
One development worker explained that, in situations where an individual was motivated to engage
with her but a meeting was not, she would continue to work with the individual:
Where it’s become clear that the group won’t change I’ve made a decision to
16
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continue supporting the individual and not the group … I might say you might be
happier in another meeting. Or I might say the way the meeting is at the moment
I’m not sure there’s anything you can do but do keep talking to me about it
because it’s important you’ll be ready when it’s possible to do so.
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4

FINDINGS: PROGRAMME DELIVERY

This section describes work done by the development workers between October 2016 (when
support to meetings started) and November 2017, noting changes in work since the time of our last
report where these were evident. It is based on an analysis of development worker monitoring
data, and on our interviews with development workers.
Our key findings are that:
• Development workers are providing a range of support to Friends, including listening,
facilitating sessions to help form ideas or plans, signposting to BYM and Woodbrooke and
connecting Friends to others (outside BYM and Woodbrooke). As one might expect with the
early stages of a community development programme, the most common type of support
provided in autumn 2017 (when monitoring classifications were amended) was listening,
encouraging and reassuring; this was usually provided alongside another form of support.
• Some meetings have had more support from development workers than others. Team
members commented that it was often only over time, through building trust with a
contact, that issues with which a meeting needed help would emerge and that outcomes
could be achieved.
• Of the areas listed in Our Faith in the Future, around which the needs of those receiving
Vibrancy support are mapped, ‘community’ remains the most frequently noted presenting
need; it is recorded as a need in around one in three pieces of work. ‘Quaker discipline’ is
more likely to be recorded as a presenting need than at the time of our last report. We will
explore anticipated links between developments in Quaker community, discipline, and the
spiritual life of meetings in our later evaluation reports.
• The majority of programme work continues to be reactive to enquiries from meetings or
individuals but there is evidence that slightly more work is starting to follow proactive
approaches by development workers. Vibrancy staff have noticed a perception among some
meetings that Vibrancy exists to support meetings struggling with problems, or that it would
not be worth the meeting investing time in engaging with Vibrancy support unless they had
a problem; the programme may wish to review how it communicates its purpose to Friends.
• Development workers have extended their reach in their regions since our last report (May
2017). The proportion of local meetings worked with in each region ranges from 40% to 75%
– in part because of the different number of meetings in each region. Because of capacity,
development workers do not expect to work with all local meetings in their regions by the
end of the pilot.
• Support for area meetings continues to make up a substantial proportion of the work
delivered, with some evidence emerging of differences between regions. Development
workers are more likely to work with individuals than groups.

Type of work delivered
4.1.1 Delivery format
An important component in community development work, particularly in its earliest stages, is
listening to support recipients. The support that development workers are providing to Friends
most commonly includes listening, encouraging and reassuring – this is provided in around half of
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cases, most commonly in conjunction with another form of support. Facilitation, connecting Friends
to others (outside BYM and Woodbrooke) and signposting to BYM and Woodbrooke were each
recorded in around a third of pieces of work.
The Vibrancy theory of change describes the programme as providing three main types of support
to meetings: signposting; facilitation to help form ideas and plans; support for major projects.
Programme monitoring data was originally collected around these classifications but the
classification system was revised after our last report as development workers reported that a lot of
their work was falling outside these areas or would benefit from clearer differentiation.
Of contacts logged between September and November 2017 using the new classification:
• 50% involved listening, encouraging and reassuring (with three-quarters of these contacts
also receiving another form of support)
• 30% were facilitation of sessions to help form ideas and plans
• 29% were connecting to other individuals, groups or resources (outside BYM and
Woodbrooke)
• 29% were signposting to BYM or Woodbrooke staff, volunteers or resources
• 10% involved support to review existing activity or processes
• 7% involved support for major projects
• 9% were another type of support.
While we cannot draw direct comparisons with the monitoring data collected before September
2017, it appears that the type of work being undertaken with meetings has been broadly similar
over the course of the programme to date.
During interviews, development workers provided further information on their experiences of
providing the two most common types of support:
Listening, encouraging and reassuring
Workers described their listening, encouraging and reassuring role as often – although not always –
being provided for role holders in meetings. Workers have acted as ‘sounding boards’ for ideas,
listened to worries, shared the experiences of other meetings and answered questions about
Quaker processes – often alongside other support provision. It may be the case that early support
based around listening to Friends and meetings will lead to more in-depth support later in the
programme; we will explore this in our future reports.
One worker shared a quotation from a book that she felt effectively described the type of listening
approach taken within Vibrancy and its possible effects. It articulates a Friend’s experience of being
listened to:
He listened to me with such attention that he was fully present for me and I felt
that he had listened me into a discovery of the depth of my ministry.11
Within a listening, encouraging and reassuring context at area meeting level, all workers have
attended area meetings themselves, sometimes as a support for clerks and role holders upholding
the meeting, and occasionally contributing when they felt they had useful knowledge to impart.
11

Routledge J (2014), Living Eldership
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Separately to this, one worker has done a lot of work to support individuals estranged from local
Quaker meetings.
Facilitation to help form ideas and plans
Development workers have facilitated sessions on specific topics, such as property, as well as open
sessions in which meetings have explored ways in which they might develop to become more
vibrant.
Initially there was some lack of clarity about the extent to which facilitation was part of the Vibrancy
worker role because of a perceived overlap with the facilitation undertaken by national teams. Over
time this has become clearer, in part because national teams have not had capacity to facilitate in
the number of meetings in which the Vibrancy team has identified need. However, at the time of
our interviews, there was still some uncertainty in the team about the type of facilitation that could
be undertaken, particularly in situations where there is potential overlap with other processes, such
as spiritual reviews. Development workers consider that being able to do this type of work – as
opposed to always signposting to others – is important.

4.1.2 How much support is provided
There is no set amount of support with which any single meeting can be provided, although
development workers have been asked to ensure that meetings are not supported to the extent
that they become dependent on their worker.
As such, some meetings have had more support from development workers than others. Team
members commented that it was often only over time, through building trust with a contact, that
issues with which a meeting needed help would emerge.
It may be the case that it would be helpful to provide more clarity for Friends on circumstances in
which they can access ongoing support, or support on different issues, from Vibrancy. A number of
our interviewees said they would be likely to seek future help from their development worker.
Some of the workers have reflected on how much support should be given to each meeting. One
commented that she felt a single contact as a ‘listening ear’ was often sufficient to build confidence.
However, another commented that some meetings had expressed a desire for more support, and
that this might usefully be given if Vibrancy regions had fewer area meetings or offered support to
different areas in stages:
… from the local meeting I was with on Sunday they said had there been more
time or a sense of being more dedicated to particular area meetings they would
have invited me to more things and we would have got to know each other better.
These meetings had also expressed that they might have experienced more outcomes had initial
Vibrancy support been provided in this more intensive way.
Data from the monitoring spreadsheet suggests that some Vibrancy workers are delivering support
that lasts longer than support delivered by other Vibrancy workers. From September 2017,
development workers were asked to estimate the amount of time spent on each contact with a
Friend or meeting in the monitoring spreadsheet. Two workers were much more likely than the
20
20

Vibrancy in Meetings programme evaluation: ‘Taking stock’ report, February 2018
others to record that their contacts with meetings were in the shortest timeframe (up to two
hours). These two workers also recorded the highest number of contacts among the Vibrancy
workers – in one case a worker recorded significantly more contacts than the others. This may
indicate that some workers are supporting Friends with a larger number of individual issues in a
shorter timeframe, with others providing more in-depth support on fewer issues. However, it has
not been possible to draw clear conclusions on this; it may be the case that workers are using the
spreadsheet inconsistently and we will revisit the spreadsheet guidance notes with workers for the
next stage of the evaluation.

4.1.3 Presenting need
Development workers were asked to classify in their monitoring spreadsheet the needs that
present to them at first contact by the areas of Our Faith in the Future.12 The frequency of need by
area is listed below, from most common to least common:13
• community (132 instances)
• Quaker discipline (88 instances)
• meeting for worship (68 instances)
• active values (65 instances)
• visibility (45 instances)
• collaboration (26 instances)
• property (21 instances – available from 1 September 2017).
Community
As in our last report, ‘community’ remains the most frequently noted presenting need, and is a
need in around one in three pieces of work. Development workers noted that their work in this area
often relates to: support around the involvement of children and young people, ageing Friends or
more diverse groups in meetings; managing conflict and personal differences; supporting meetings
where mental health issues among Friends have affected meeting life; and supporting meeting
members to spend more time together and get to know each other better. It is anticipated that
developments in Quaker community will lead to changes in the quality of spiritual life in meetings.
We will explore this further in our later evaluation reports.
Quaker discipline
‘Quaker discipline’ is more likely to be recorded as a presenting need than at the time of our last
report. In interviews, development workers said that meetings are experiencing difficulties in filling
roles and that there is some lack of understanding of Quaker roles and processes in meetings. From
the data available, the reasons for ‘Quaker discipline’ presenting more frequently as a need than at
the earlier stage of the programme are unclear. It may be that the revised classification system has
contributed. Workers may be more likely to select ‘Quaker discipline’ as one of several presenting

12

Until August 2017, development workers were only able to log one main presenting need on the spreadsheet. From 1
September 2017 they were able to log multiple presenting needs. ‘Property’ could be recorded as a presenting need
from September 2017 – although it is not an area of Our Faith in the Future, it was added to the spreadsheet because
development workers noted that meetings often required support around property issues.
13
In addition to the presenting need types shown in the list, in around a third of cases presenting needs were reported
as ‘other’. The categorisation system in the spreadsheet was amended in September 2017; since then, the proportion
of ‘other’ responses has fallen to around 10% of cases.
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needs when they would not have selected it as the main presenting need; for example, a meeting
may have presented with a need related to ‘community’ (see above) but Vibrancy may have
supported a role holder to use Quaker processes with confidence in order to work towards changes
in the community of the meeting. Because workers often fill in the spreadsheet retrospectively, it
may also be the case that needs in terms of ‘Quaker discipline’ emerge over time.
Other presenting needs
‘Meeting for worship’ is less likely to be recorded as a presenting need than at the time of our last
report.
The number of instances of property as a presenting need are likely to be underrepresented in the
list at the beginning of 4.1.3; property was added as a category to the spreadsheet in September
2017 as the Vibrancy team noted that much of their work was falling into this area.

4.1.4 How support is initiated
The majority of programme work continues to be reactive to enquiry by meetings or individuals but
there is some evidence that more work is starting to come following proactive approaches by
development workers.
Reactive enquiries and proactive approaches
In our last report, we noted that most development worker contact with meetings had been
reactive to enquiry rather than sought out proactively by development workers.
The majority of work continues to start reactively. Between October 2016 and November 2017,
development workers record that around three-quarters of contacts started reactively in three of
the four Vibrancy regions. However, there is evidence that slightly more work is starting to come
through proactive approach. In two of these regions, a slightly higher proportion of proactive
contacts are recorded on the monitoring spreadsheet in September, October and November 2017.
In our interviews, the three workers reported a number of reasons for their starting to make more
proactive approaches. These included:
• The fact that proactive approaches had become an accepted way of working within the
programme (initially it had been decided that workers should primarily work reactively
because of concerns of how proactive approaches might be perceived by meetings, but this
has not been felt to be so important over time).
• A feeling that waiting for an invitation from a meeting might mean it would take too long to
start work with many of them.
• An understanding that some meetings with a likely need for support or a wish to develop
had not approached the workers.
In the fourth region, almost all work had been proactively sought at the time of our last report – in
large part because the worker did not attend a meeting within the region and did not therefore
have a pre-existing contact base. There has been a clear shift in this region, with work now slightly
more likely to start following a reactive enquiry.
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Some Vibrancy staff have noticed a perception among some meetings that Vibrancy exists to
support meetings struggling with problems, or that it would not be worth the meeting investing
time in engaging with Vibrancy support unless they had a problem. As it is intended that the
programme will help meetings that aspire to become more vibrant, rather than always supporting
meetings that may be struggling, the programme may wish to review how it communicates its
purpose to Friends and how to prioritise where it offers support.

Programme reach
4.2.1 Extent of reach in Vibrancy regions
Development workers have extended their reach in their regions, having worked with more
meetings than at the time of our last report (May 2017). The proportion of meetings reached in
each region varies – in part because of the different number of meetings in each region.
The number of local meetings worked with varies between 16 and 24 across the four regions.
Because each region has a different number of local meetings, this equates to reach of between
40% and 75% of local meetings. Development workers have additionally done some work with
almost all area meetings in their regions. There is at least one area in each region in which support
to the area meeting and reach to local meetings has been relatively limited to date.
Discussions are taking place within the programme and with the Vibrancy steering group around
the number of area and local meetings that can feasibly be supported by one development worker.
In our interviews, all the development workers said their capacity meant they were unlikely to work
with every local meeting in their region by the end of the programme. In Sussex, Surrey and Kent
(one of the regions with a higher number of areas and local meetings) it has been agreed that work
with one area meeting in the pilot will be suspended for a year to help manage workload.

4.2.2 Who accesses support
Support for area meetings continues to make up a substantial proportion of the work delivered,
with some evidence emerging of differences between regions. Development workers are more
likely to work with individuals than groups.
In our last report, we noted that the proportion of work done with area meetings had been more
than was initially anticipated. This has continued; between October 2016 and November 2017,
around four in ten contacts recorded by development workers in three of the four regions were
with area meetings (in the fourth region around two in ten contacts were with area meetings).
Evidence from our interviews suggests that the proportion of support being delivered to area
meetings, as opposed to local meetings, is starting to vary between the regions. One worker
reported doing more work with local meetings and smaller groups in recent months. By contrast,
another said that almost all of her delivery time is spent working at area meeting level.
As at the time of our last report, all the development workers continue to be more likely to work
with individuals (such as clerks, elders, overseers or other individuals in meetings) than with groups
(such as local or area meetings as a whole, or planning groups). In two regions, around eight in ten
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contacts recorded are with individuals (although it may be the case that time spent with groups
represents a higher proportion of the total support time provided).
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5

FINDINGS: OUTCOMES FOR, AND WORK WITH,
BYM AND WOODBROOKE

It is intended that Vibrancy will increase Friends’ understanding of BYM and Woodbrooke and take
up of their services, and will support BYM and Woodbrooke to work well together across Quaker
society.
In this section we explore the extent to which outcomes have occurred and describe the work that
Vibrancy has done with BYM and Woodbrooke. This section is based on interviews with BYM and
Woodbrooke staff (including the Vibrancy team and other staff members) and Friends.
Our key findings are that:
• Around half of the Friends we interviewed reported improved understanding of BYM and
Woodbrooke structures and services as a result of Vibrancy (with most others feeling they
already had a good understanding). Around half of our interviewees reported some
additional contact with BYM and Woodbrooke staff or resources as a result of support from
a Vibrancy worker.
• Vibrancy has started to influence the nature of service provision at BYM and Woodbrooke,
including changes to Woodbrooke and Quaker Life training.
• Vibrancy team members have worked with BYM and Woodbrooke staff in a number of ways,
including liaising with staff to facilitate support for Friends and attending staff planning
meetings to inform future work.
• The amount of contact between Vibrancy and central teams who work directly with Friends
is increasing. Central staff reported that their contact with Vibrancy has been helpful,
particularly when Vibrancy workers have shared information about meetings’ needs.
Progress in joint working has been slower than might have been expected at this stage of
the programme. Suggested areas for improvement were in spending more time together,
establishing processes to support joint working and finding clarity around teams’ respective
roles in supporting meetings. Further clarification and communication of the Vibrancy vision
among staff at BYM and Woodbrooke may also be beneficial.
• Evidence that Vibrancy work is resulting in more and better joint working between BYM and
Woodbrooke is limited at this stage of the programme.14

Outcomes for BYM and Woodbrooke
In our data collection for this report we explored the extent to which Vibrancy is bringing about
outcomes in two areas:
• greater understanding and take up of services by Friends
• changes in the work of BYM and Woodbrooke.15
In terms of the first area, around half of the Friends we interviewed reported improved
understanding of BYM and Woodbrooke structures and services (with most others feeling they
14

It may be that this outcome is no longer an important one for the programme. This could be reviewed as part of a
review of the theory of change (see recommendation 5).
15
The Vibrancy theory of change also anticipates changes in terms of the relationship between meetings and central
support. These outcomes are not explored in this report as it is felt that they may occur later in the programme.
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already had a good understanding). Around half of our interviewees reported some additional
contact with BYM and Woodbrooke staff or resources as a result of the support from the Vibrancy
worker.
In the second area, we found evidence that Vibrancy has started to influence the nature of service
provision at BYM and Woodbrooke. Evidence that Vibrancy work is resulting in more and better
joint working between BYM and Woodbrooke is limited at this stage of the programme, but there is
evidence that Vibrancy has been involved in some joint working.
Further details of outcomes in these areas are given below.
Understanding of BYM and Woodbrooke among Friends
Around half of the Friends we interviewed felt contact with a Vibrancy worker had improved their
understanding of BYM and Woodbrooke structures and services. Of those who did not report this,
most felt that they already had a good understanding of the two organisations.
As our interview sample was made up mainly of role holders it may be that a decent level of
baseline understanding would be found in this group prior to Vibrancy involvement and that
changes in understanding would be more evident among other Friends. Two clerks we interviewed
mentioned that they become more aware of BYM and Woodbrooke in their roles anyway (away
from their involvement with Vibrancy). A third talked about their perceptions of the effects of
Vibrancy work on Friends in their local meeting:
It’s important because it’s brought the bigger Quaker world into our little meeting
… Just the fact that [Vibrancy worker] came as the project worker for something
that’s been set up by BYM or Woodbrooke brings that part of the Society into the
local meeting and I think that is quite a big thing that we shouldn’t underestimate.
Friends’ use of BYM and Woodbrooke services
Around half of the Friends we interviewed reported some additional contact with BYM and
Woodbrooke staff or resources as a result of the support from the Vibrancy worker.
In some cases Friends we interviewed felt that they might have had contact anyway, but that
support from their Vibrancy worker had made this contact quicker and easier because the worker
had told them who they needed to go to for information:
She’s known people [at BYM] that I would have probably taken a long time to
make contact with and she’s known the resources so she’s been a much quicker
way forward.
For a few Friends, the workers’ relationships with individuals at the two central organisations
seemed to have encouraged their meeting to make contact, or had made them feel more
comfortable in having contact:
What [Vibrancy worker] has brought to the area meeting is news about
opportunities that we may have read about but that haven’t been alive for us. You
get lots of bits of paper … and [Vibrancy worker] has managed to come back and
say ‘oh I know the person who’s organising that and it looks like a really good day’.
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In some cases – noted by Friends and development workers – it is important that contact is
brokered through the worker. A development worker commented:
People don’t always feel comfortable to go straight to BYM staff and they don’t
see me in that role, they see me as a stepping stone. So they say this is going on,
it’s awful, I don’t know what to do, is it something Friends House staff need to
know about? So I’ll talk it through with them and say would you like me to
organise having a conversation with xyz and they’re happy for me to do that.
In other cases, meetings have requested that services provided by central teams are delivered by
the Vibrancy worker (or services have been delivered by Vibrancy workers because central teams
have not had capacity to deliver them to meet demand in Vibrancy regions).
One of our interviewees felt that Vibrancy was helping them in a situation in which support from
BYM and Woodbrooke would not have met their needs:
I know that we could have turned [to BYM and Woodbrooke], had we a problem,
but that’s the issue for me. We didn’t have a specific problem. We’re already as an
area meeting helping our role holders access training. I was aware of those
avenues but they weren’t applicable to this situation. If [we] went on training at
Woodbrooke, where would we go then? It’s the ongoing support, organic
development led by the spirit and facilitated by the presence of a worker that is
different about Vibrancy.
Changes to service provision at BYM and Woodbrooke
We found evidence of five significant service changes introduced at Woodbrooke and BYM:
• Woodbrooke and Quaker Life have made changes to their training provision for role holders
– instead of running separate training days for specific roles, the training will take a more
holistic approach and will be attended by people in a variety of roles. This change was
influenced by the experience of a Vibrancy development worker, who had run a similar type
of role holder event in her region.
• Alongside a Vibrancy worker, Woodbrooke planned a course for the spiritual nurture of
individuals who have completed a period of time in service to a meeting.16 The Vibrancy
worker identified this as a need in her region, and helped to plan the course content and
publicise the event.
• Woodbrooke has changed the pricing structure for its ‘Woodbrooke On the Road’ courses,
introducing different price bands for meetings of different sizes following feedback from
meetings shared through Vibrancy.
• A Vibrancy worker collaborated with Quaker Life staff to develop a resource for meetings
illustrating different kinds of meeting house signage. This followed a request from a local
meeting for examples of the approach to signage that other meetings take.
• There are plans to review and update the offer of the Quaker Life Network to meetings,
including training volunteers on facilitation techniques. These were contributed to by the
Vibrancy team, who met with staff who manage the network to report back on support
needs of meetings.
In addition, we were told about examples of Vibrancy and central staff contact which may inform
16

The course ran in the Vibrancy region in February 2018 (after the timescale under consideration for this report).

27
20

Vibrancy in Meetings programme evaluation: ‘Taking stock’ report, February 2018
service delivery and resource content in future.
The Woodbrooke staff member we interviewed commented that the extent of service change
influenced by Vibrancy is likely to be limited in the pilot period (and particularly in the period before
we produce our full evaluation report in December 2018). This is partly due to Woodbrooke’s
planning timescales; while Vibrancy input will influence planning for the 2019 programme (which
will be completed in March 2018), further influence will only become evident after the Vibrancy
pilot has finished.
Joint working between BYM and Woodbrooke17
Central staff we interviewed felt that Vibrancy had been part of some joint working between BYM
and Woodbrooke, but did not feel that Vibrancy had facilitated this. Two staff members we spoke
to said there was already joint working between the two organisations and did not seem to have
envisaged a change in this as something that would occur through Vibrancy. The third commented
that there was some duplication in BYM and Woodbrooke service provision, and that Vibrancy was
contributing to an increase in joint working that might minimise this:
I think there is [duplication]. I think it’s something we’re working on. I think the
existence of Vibrancy is helping. I can’t think of an example where the Vibrancy
team have said to Woodbrooke and BYM you’re both offering this, meetings find it
confusing, can you sort it out! But the very existence of [Vibrancy] is encouraging
some of the joint working that was going on anyway and is perhaps making it less
dependent on personal relationships.
This staff member noted that another factor contributing to joint working is a new memorandum of
understanding between BYM and Woodbrooke which came in in June 2017.

How Vibrancy has worked with BYM and
Woodbrooke
Vibrancy team members have worked with BYM and Woodbrooke staff in a number of ways,
including liaising with staff to facilitate support for Friends and attending staff planning meetings to
inform future work. The amount of contact that Vibrancy and central teams who work directly with
Friends have is increasing.

5.2.1 Type of work
Central staff and the Vibrancy team described the ways in which they have worked together as
follows:
• Development workers have liaised with central staff when a meeting or group needs
specialist support. Depending on the nature of the need, they have then either handed over
contact with the meeting or group to staff, worked collaboratively with BYM or Woodbrooke
specialists to support the meeting or group or continued to work with the meeting or group

17

It may be that this outcome is no longer an important one for the programme. This could be reviewed as part of a
review of the theory of change (see recommendation 5).
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•

•

•

(independently or at the same time as central staff).
The Vibrancy national co-ordinator has contributed to BYM and Woodbrooke planning
meetings and processes around future central work with area and local meetings; she has
had some support from development workers in this. The team has been involved in
Woodbrooke’s programme planning meeting for 2019, a review of the Quaker Life network
and a group at BYM which is looking at future support for meetings, among other processes.
Development workers have liaised with central staff members about meetings’ unmet
support needs around particular topics. In some cases, this has led to changes to services
(see 5.1).
Development workers have signposted Friends to BYM and Woodbrooke staff, volunteers
and resources.
In one case, a development worker has supported an area meeting to engage with the
delivery of another national pilot programme.

5.2.2 What is working well
Over time, the amount of contact that Vibrancy has had with some central staff has increased. At
the time of our interviews, the national co-ordinator was spending more time attending planning
meetings. Development workers reported that relationships with some individual staff members
are developing and improving. On the whole, workers now have more understanding of some
central support provision for meetings and have developed relationships where they contact staff
members to discuss particular topics.
Central staff are, in some cases, proactively approaching Vibrancy team members to inform their
work. Staff reported that their contact with Vibrancy has been helpful, particularly when the team
has shared information on meeting needs.

5.2.3 Areas for improvement
Progress in establishing processes to support joint working has been slower than might have been
expected at this stage of the programme. The Vibrancy team and central staff identified a number
of areas in which they thought change would help to facilitate joint working. These were:
• spending more time together
• establishing processes to support joint working
• finding clarity around their respective roles in supporting meetings.
Spending more time together
Both the Vibrancy team and central staff felt they had not spent as much time together as they
would like. At the time of our interviews, there had been very little formal contact (for example, a
session involving team members) between Vibrancy and Quaker Life and Quaker Peace and Social
Witness (QPSW) staff. It was noted that the remote working of Vibrancy team members can make
contact more difficult. Remote working is a new way of working for the central organisations and it
may be that there are not yet sufficient processes and practices in place to support this.
Central staff we spoke to also felt that it had sometimes been difficult for their teams to find
capacity to involve Vibrancy in their work.
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Establishing processes to support joint working
In our last report, we recommended that a formal process through which Vibrancy could feed back
needs and issues from meetings to BYM and Woodbrooke staff should be set up. Although Vibrancy
has been more involved in central planning meetings (at which meeting needs are shared) in recent
months, this process had not been established at the time of our interviews. In addition, processes
to ensure that Vibrancy team members are kept up-to-date with developments to central resources
and services are not always in place.
There is a clear appetite for more sharing of meeting needs among both the Vibrancy team and
central staff. While contact between teams has increased, and further contact was planned at the
time of our interviews, there was a feeling that contact was not yet ‘organic’. One central staff
member observed:
It’s not not a priority but I don’t think it’s automatic or necessarily the first thing
on people’s minds – ‘I’ll talk to the Vibrancy team about that’. But then the
positive is whenever there’s the suggestion to talk to Vibrancy then people say ‘oh
yes, I’ll do that’.
There were, however, signs that the situation is starting to change. A second central staff member
commented:
What we’ve done with work planning this year … is to identify areas of work where
we feel there’s a natural connection with Vibrancy or where we might build a
connection – both [for Vibrancy] to inform the work or by Vibrancy signposting
what’s on offer.
Central staff had some suggestions for how contact with Vibrancy might be improved. These
included:
• Vibrancy workers physically or virtually attending central team meetings to share
information on trends, meeting needs and how central support is received, and to find out
about central work that might be helpful to share with meetings.
• The Vibrancy and central teams exploring further opportunities for active collaboration – for
example, Vibrancy workers might ask central teams to run sessions in their regions.
• Central staff being involved in Vibrancy steering group discussions to help influence the
programme’s work.
• Better information sharing between the teams involved in providing direct support for
Friends (at BYM and Woodbrooke, and including Vibrancy) about needs of meetings so that
informed decisions are taken about who is best placed to respond. Possible formats were
thought to include cloud-based documents or a regular phone conference.
People are thinking about learning for the future – for me that would be key,
that information sharing and information management and responding to
things … There’s information where doing real follow-up would improve
what we’re offering to Friends. It’s about saying what is that information,
what’s the follow-up action and who’s responsible for doing it and how are
we working together on that?
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Finding clarity in support for local meetings
Woodbrooke, the Vibrancy team and the Quaker Life Network and QPSW team at BYM (among
others) all provide direct support to local and area meetings. There is some uncertainty around the
boundaries of the different offers and at which point meetings should be signposted onwards to
other teams. In particular, there has been some lack of clarity around when Vibrancy workers can
offer support to meetings and when they should refer them to other topic or process experts in the
central staff team. The situation is complicated by the fact that Vibrancy workers may be working
with a meeting on more than one issue and may therefore continue to work with a meeting on
other issues even after they are working with central specialist staff on others.
There is an appetite from some central staff and Vibrancy team members for greater clarity. A
central staff member said:
We’ve been working it out as we go but it would be good to have more of a
structure and to make it clearer what people’s roles are.
It may be the case that, as Vibrancy is currently being piloted, it will be difficult – or even
undesirable – to set strict boundaries around the type of work that development workers are taking
on. However, Vibrancy and central staff may wish to consider where some further clarity can be
introduced.
Communicating the Vibrancy vision at BYM and Woodbrooke
In addition to the areas for improvement mentioned by staff (see above), there is some evidence
that further clarification and communication of the Vibrancy vision among staff at BYM and
Woodbrooke would be beneficial. While some progress in joint working has been made with
particular teams, and senior staff members are still seen as supportive of the programme, there is a
sense that some other staff members do not yet have a clear understanding of Vibrancy or see it as
‘part of their daily lives’.
One challenge has been that the programme may initially have been perceived by some staff solely
as a means through which to reach Friends with central support and resources:
In the early stages our perception was the Vibrancy workers would be there as
champions of our work, I don’t mean that was what they’re for, but it was ‘hey
we’ve got a resource and a training opportunity, let’s get the Vibrancy workers to
get people to engage’. It’s become clear that that’s not how that works – it’s a
much more mutual process. It’s about pointing us to stuff as much as it’s about
pointing meetings to us.
Another staff member noted that Vibrancy was introducing a new way of working to BYM and
Woodbrooke, and that this might mean a culture change and a more collaborative working
approach was needed following the pilot.
A couple of members of the Vibrancy team further highlighted that greater clarity at BYM and
Woodbrooke around a core offer for Quakers (for example, around what those new to meetings
need to know) would enable them to better deliver their work.
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6

LEARNING ABOUT PROCESSES

In this section we highlight further learning points that have emerged through our data collection.
We explore learning around:
• delivery
• governance and resourcing.
Our key findings are that:
• In terms of delivery, Friends felt that three aspects of the Vibrancy model were important:
the use of staff based in regions, the use of staff who are paid and the use of staff who are
Quakers.
• All the development workers had felt led by the spirit at points in their delivery of Vibrancy.
They felt this had affected their delivery, or their experience of delivering work, in different
ways; for example, workers had variously chosen to approach particular meetings, spent
more time on pieces of work and felt led to make particular contributions when attending
meetings.
• In terms of governance, new mechanisms to link the steering group and the Vibrancy team
with each other have been introduced following a recommendation in our last report; the
Vibrancy team has found this useful.
• Although changes made to manage workload since our last report have been appreciated by
the Vibrancy team, team members continue to experience difficulties with managing their
workload. Some are finding this stressful.
• There have been continued difficulties in accessing appropriate and timely IT support and
equipment.

Learning around delivery
6.1.1 Testing aspects of the Vibrancy model
In our interviews, we sought Friends’ reactions to three aspects of the Vibrancy model: delivery by
workers who are based in regions, delivery by paid staff and delivery by workers who are Quakers.18
Each of these aspects of the model was thought to be of benefit.
Staff based in regions
We asked 14 of our 18 interviewees whether or not they felt having a worker based in their region
(as opposed to centrally at the BYM or Woodbrooke offices) made a difference to their experience
of working with them. Twelve felt that this aspect of the model was important. There were two
most commonly cited reasons for this: first, that being based in the region gave the Vibrancy worker
an understanding of the communities within which they were working; and second, that it helped
build the trust of meetings – as one Friend put it, ‘it’s a sense of her here at base’.
This [the Vibrancy worker] is someone who understands what it’s like to be a
Quaker in [the region] … there’s a different Quaker culture [here] as well as a

18

Staff being Quakers was not an intended part of the Vibrancy model (and roles could not be advertised as such under
equalities legislation). However, as all the workers are Quakers we wanted to understand the extent to which meetings
felt this was important.
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different regional culture.
A couple of interviewees also argued that a regionally-based worker had access to meetings that a
staff member based at BYM or Woodbrooke might not because of the amount of travel required to
reach them.
Two interviewees felt that a regionally-based worker was of less importance. One noted that the
worker’s location had not brought ‘particular benefit or insight’. Another felt that, while it was
important that a worker had knowledge of the region they covered, they did not necessarily need
to be based there.
Staff who are paid
Of those Friends we asked, most knew that the Vibrancy worker was paid, although several seemed
never to have thought about this. There did not seem to be any negative feeling around the use of
paid staff in Vibrancy – interviewees variously commented that it was ‘fair’ or ‘appropriate’ that the
role was a paid one. One noted that it made them expect that the programme should provide ‘value
for money’.
Interviewees felt that the fact that Vibrancy uses paid workers rather than volunteers makes a
difference, most commonly because it means the worker has more availability to support Friends
than a volunteer would be likely to have. Several interviewees said they felt more able to contact a
paid worker for support than they would a volunteer (because they might worry about
overburdening a volunteer).
I was pleased that she was paid. You can’t expect volunteers to do more than a
certain amount so it was a good idea to have a paid worker … if she was a
volunteer I might think ‘oh, I’d better not phone her up’ because I don’t want to
put upon her. Whereas if she’s paid I feel free to phone her up whenever I want to,
I can use the service because it’s a paid for service. It’s good having her paid.
A couple further commented that the fact that workers are paid means they can provide more
effective support as they have the time and resources to do so.
Two Friends mentioned that, while they were comfortable with workers being paid, their
motivation was also important:
With a job like [Vibrancy worker]’s, if you didn’t have a sense of vocation then you
wouldn’t do it so well. The starting point needs to be ‘I want to strengthen the life
of meetings in my local area’. Then you can be glad to be given the time and
resources to do that.
Staff who are Quakers
The majority of the Friends we interviewed (13 of 16 asked) felt strongly that Vibrancy workers
should be Quakers; words such as ‘vital’, ‘essential’ and ‘completely necessary’ were used to
describe the importance of this. By contrast, a couple of interviewees felt that being a Quaker was
helpful but not essential. A third said that development worker skills were more important than
being a Quaker, and that a potential drawback of having a Quaker in the role was that they might
not be able to help a meeting work towards changes in the way that an ‘independent’ non-Quaker
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might.
Among those who felt that it was important to have a Quaker in the role, it was felt that Quakers
had a cultural understanding of meetings and Friends, and an understanding of Quaker structures,
processes and business method – all of which were seen as important to deliver Vibrancy. For
example:
I think it’s essential [that those in the role are Quakers] … we needed to have a
Quaker talking to us about how we act as Quakers and we together could then
think of the best way forward. It’s not just the information in the head. It’s the sort
of cultural information and understanding of what it is to be a Quaker. That’s the
foundation and then you can build ideas on top of that.
A lot of people could facilitate a workshop on strengths and weaknesses. But it’s
less easy for them to say ‘I was in a meeting once where that happened’.
A few Friends commented that meetings would more easily accept support from a Quaker, while
some others noted that Quakers could deliver support more quickly and effectively (because of
their familiarity with Quakerism).

6.1.2 Spirit-led work
All the development workers had felt led by the spirit at points in their delivery of Vibrancy. This
had affected the nature of their delivery or their experience of delivering in a number of ways:
• One worker had felt led to approach certain meetings.
• A second worker had spent more time supporting a local meeting, and had pursued a piece
of work with this meeting without knowing where it would lead when they might not
otherwise have done so.
• Two workers had felt led to make particular contributions when attending meetings – for
example, to give ministry at area meetings.
• One had made links between a local meeting and a team at BYM.
• One worker said that the experience of feeling led by the spirit and the work she had
delivered at the time of that experience had given her a confidence boost.

6.1.3 Other learning
Development workers reported the following additional learning from their work:
• It can be helpful to coordinate work with area and local meetings. For example, one worker
said that she would work to identify areas of need with area meetings and then support
local meetings to develop in the identified areas.
• It has been easier for workers to support meetings when they have worshipped with them,
for example at local meeting for worship.
There were some concerns from development workers that there might be difficulties in attributing
some of the outcomes of their work to them. This was because they were often working in
situations where changes were contributed to by multiple factors or because their approach was to
empower Friends to find solutions to challenges themselves. While many Friends we interviewed
reported that Vibrancy had been an important contributor to change, the evaluation should
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continue to consider how to explore the extent and nature of Vibrancy’s contribution in future.

Learning around governance and resourcing
6.2.1 Vibrancy steering group
New mechanisms to link the steering group and the Vibrancy team with each other have been
introduced since our last report (in which we recommended that contact between the two be
strengthened). Development workers have been taking turns to attend steering group meetings
and a couple have kept in touch with steering group members as mentors.
Most team members felt that their contact with the steering group had increased and that this had
been useful. One described their experience as follows:
I joined [the steering group] for one of their meetings and presented on how it was
[in my] part of the project … It’s nice to be part of conversations around what it
means, where it’s going, why it’s important. It’s motivating to be with a group
who are really interested. I think it’s helpful for the steering group as well as they
get on the ground insights of how it really is, not just the notion of it. And they’re
interested personally in how the workload is – they say what’s important to you?
There was some feeling among the team that the role of the steering group in making decisions
around the development of Vibrancy could be clarified. For example, not all of the
recommendations from the last evaluation report have yet been taken forward and it may be that
greater clarity on responsibilities for this would have been helpful.

6.2.2 Vibrancy team
In our last report, we found that a number of aspects of Vibrancy team resourcing and processes
were working well. In our data collection for this report, we followed up only on those areas that
were flagged as needing improvement. Some other topics were also mentioned spontaneously in
our interviews and are also covered here.
Team workload
As at the time of our last report, Vibrancy team members continue to experience difficulties with
their workload.
All reported that their workload is challenging and that it is consistently difficult to fit delivery of
their role into their contracted hours and to claim back all TOIL for extra hours delivered. Some
team members are experiencing stress as a result.
It was reported that balancing the delivery of support for meetings with team contact,
administrative requirements of the role, time spent working on the evaluation and travel time to
reach meetings is challenging. There is also a perceived need to work regularly on Sundays because
meetings take place on that day. One worker commented that her own local meeting felt she no
longer attended (on a Sunday) as much as they would like.
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Following the recommendation made in our last report, steps have been taken to manage workload
in the team. For example, there has been: a temporary increase in contracted hours for the national
co-ordinator; a scaling back of expected coverage in one Vibrancy region; a tailoring of work tasks
and introduction of more flexible working hours to fit with staff availability or preferred working
style (although it was recognised that use of flexible working hours was not suitable for everyone).
The effects of these changes have been appreciated but the team report that workload remains
difficult.
Team members felt that clearer direction around how to manage their workload within their hours
would be helpful. It was also raised that, because work schedules are frequently booked up some
way in advance, it is important to have as much notice as possible of required work. One team
member commented:
I think there’s more of a risk of burnout than in the last report. There is always
more you can do [in terms of work]. [We need] support for workers trying to put
limits on it. A clear acknowledgement that we don’t expect you to do work on
seven days of the week.
A decision has also recently been taken to increase the amount of resource available for
programme management – from early 2018, a new operational manager will manage the Vibrancy
national co-ordinator and will have responsibility for overseeing Vibrancy alongside other BYM
programmes. Vibrancy staff felt positive that there would be more senior resource available to
support the development of the programme in the remainder of the pilot phase.
Remote working
Vibrancy team members commented that remote working meant that relationships with staff
members based at BYM and Woodbrooke had not developed as quickly or to as great a depth as
they might have done otherwise; this has affected the amount of joint working done (see 5.2.3) and
may have had an effect on the extent of outcomes occurring for BYM and Woodbrooke. Some team
members had continued to experience difficulties in accessing appropriate and timely IT support
and equipment. As we recommended in our last report, this may be an area for further exploration.
Team training
Staff training was not addressed specifically in our interviews for this report. However, three
development workers mentioned instances where training courses they had accessed while in their
role had helped them deliver support to local meetings. For example:
A question came up [at an area meeting] about whose responsibility was a
particular thing – was it area meeting’s responsibility or was it trustees’? Because I
had had the training I could say it’s trustees’ responsibility to give the best advice
they can and area meeting’s responsibility to make a decision. That wide range of
training we’re being offered [as Vibrancy workers] is really important.
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7

RECOMMENDATIONS
For the current Vibrancy programme
•

Recommendation 1: Consider expectations around the proportion of local meetings in each
Vibrancy region which should be supported by the end of the pilot and plan work
accordingly.

•

Recommendation 2: Now that the programme is part-way through, review the Vibrancy
support offer, how it is communicated to Friends and how it prioritises to whom it offers
support.

•

Recommendation 3: Review whether development workers might undertake more work
tailored to achieve spiritual outcomes in some meetings and/or for Friends.

•

Recommendation 4: Establish clearer working practices to facilitate joint working between
the Vibrancy team and BYM and Woodbrooke staff offering direct support to meetings.
These could include: processes to ensure that needs of meetings are discussed more
systematically (see 5.2.3 for staff ideas); updates to ensure that the Vibrancy team is aware
of the range of support available from BYM and Woodbrooke; discussions around the types
of work led on by Vibrancy, BYM and Woodbrooke in the Vibrancy regions; ensuring early
inclusion of the Vibrancy team in BYM and Woodbrooke strategy and planning processes.
Create a plan for ongoing communications to BYM and Woodbrooke staff around the
purpose of Vibrancy and its developments. This could be led by the steering group, to
manage the additional workload for Vibrancy staff.

•

Recommendation 5: Undertake a light-touch review of the theory of change to understand if
there have been any changes in the outcomes that it is anticipated might occur through
Vibrancy.

•

Recommendation 6: Review Vibrancy staff workload in light of continued challenges (and of
the additional resource recently allocated to the programme).

•

Recommendation 7: Consider better support for remote working. Further explore
opportunities to improve the Vibrancy team’s access to IT support and equipment.

For future iterations of the programme
•

Recommendation 8: Consider the timing of approaches to areas in a region – for example,
whether all areas in a region should be approached at once, or whether a staged approach,
whereby a smaller number of areas is approached in the first instance, should be
introduced.

•

Recommendation 9: Consider how to discriminate according to need when deciding which
meetings to support.
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Recommendations 8 and 9 are presented in addition to the learning points around what has
worked well and areas for improvement in the delivery of the current programme (as explored
throughout this report).

For the evaluation
•

Recommendation 10: Incorporate a broader range of Friends’ experiences into the
evaluation through running a quantitative survey in summer 2018 (if possible).

•

Recommendation 11: Further explore data triangulation opportunities to help understand
the extent and nature of Vibrancy’s contribution to changes in meetings.

•

Recommendation 12: Review use of the spreadsheet with development workers to check
that work is being recorded consistently in the different Vibrancy regions.
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