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1 Introducing the scoping work

1.1 In February 2002, SQW and its partners – GFA Consulting, EIUA, University of Cambridge and University of Brighton – were appointed by the Neighbourhood Renewal Unit (NRU) to undertake the national interim evaluation of the Neighbourhood Management Pathfinder Programme. The scoping stage of the evaluation was designed to meet the objectives set out in Figure 1.

	Figure 1: Objectives of the scoping stage of the evaluation

	The purpose of the scoping work was to:

· understand the context in which the Pathfinders were established, particularly those conditions likely to contribute to their success;

· describe the objectives and nature of the Pathfinders, their structures and processes and their proposed programmes of activity;

· assess the quality of each Pathfinder baseline and specify any improvements, if necessary;

· identify the key risks that are likely to affect the delivery of the Pathfinder programme in the next two years;

· learn any initial lessons from the process of establishing the Pathfinders;

· identify the key issues to explore in the main part of the interim evaluation; and

· raise awareness and understanding about the National Evaluation amongst Pathfinders and other stakeholders.




1.2 This report briefly summarises the work that was done for the scoping research (the remainder of this section) and its findings (Section 2).  It then highlights in Section 3 the implications that we think flow a) for improving neighbourhood management (through the Pathfinders but also more generally) and b) for the effective implementation of the Pathfinder programme. 

1.3 The scoping research was undertaken in May and June 2002 and involved all 20 Pathfinders and Government Offices for the Regions (GORs). Research was undertaken on each Pathfinder by one named evaluator from the national evaluation team, using standard research templates and tools. Research in each case was based on a review of all relevant documents and 10 – 15 semi-structured interviews, mostly face to face, with the main stakeholders.  All Pathfinders and GORs co-operated fully with the national evaluation team, and we would like to extend our thanks to all those who participated and gave us their valuable time.  

1.4 For each Pathfinder, two reports were prepared; a main Scoping Report and a supplementary Baseline Assessment Report.  The reports were made available to the relevant Pathfinders and GORs for their comments before they were finalised.  These reports were the main source of information for this overview report which has also benefited from comments by the NRU and feedback from the 2nd National Conference on Neighbourhood Management in November 2002.

1.5 An important point to note at the outset, however, is that the scoping research was carried out earlier in the year, during a crucial and formative time for Pathfinders when many were in a process of rapid change. We are acutely conscious of this fluid situation and that Pathfinders may have moved on from when we carried out the scoping work and may have acted on of those aspects that may have been the focus of our observations and recommendations. The report should therefore be read in the light of this.        

2 Summary of the main findings

Diversity of conditions

2.1 Apart from core characteristics relating to the spatial area of the Pathfinders and their household and population numbers, the conditions in which they are operating are highly diverse in terms of: 

· their asset base (e.g. the condition of the physical and environmental fabric); 

· the deprivation and other characteristics of their  resident populations; and 

· the ease of access to opportunities for work and learning and to more general services.  

2.2 This diversity also extends to the different legacy of relationships with the local authorities, the experience of the Pathfinders with partnership working on area based initiatives, and the strength of their residential and community capacities to engage in neighbourhood management.  

2.3 Such a diversity of conditions will no doubt provide a good testing ground for the effectiveness of neighbourhood management solutions in different circumstances.  But, it also means that Pathfinders are likely to find themselves operating in conditions that are more - or less - conducive to achieving the objectives of neighbourhood management.  This will be particularly relevant when assessing Pathfinders’ progress. Some would have to contend with a severe mix of a weak asset base, high levels of multiple deprivation, and poor access to services and facilities.  Moreover, some were not as “ready to go” as others in the sense of having existing community based partnerships that could get to grips with the issues quickly and effectively.  

Pathfinder structures and systems

2.4 Pathfinders were still at an early stage in their development and, therefore, much of their organisational structures, beyond the Board, were still in a state of flux at the time of our scoping work. Nevertheless, we observed that Pathfinders were broadly pursuing the same basic model of partnership structure (albeit with variations that were more or less radical and that are likely to increase with the passage of time).  

2.5 Board composition: The main variation was in the composition of the Boards with some Pathfinders adopting arrangements that were representative of the main stakeholders but others excluding service providers from decision-making and others giving residents a voting majority. There were some notable gaps in Board membership, namely local businesses/traders and some local agencies, such as the Local Learning and Skills Councils.

2.6 Staffing: There appeared to be little variation to date with regard to the nature of the neighbourhood management teams.  All Pathfinders were seeking to appoint full time neighbourhood managers and most were likely to have teams with between 3-6 full time staff contracted as employees of the local council (as the Accountable Body).  However, progress in terms of appointment of the teams was highly variable.  By the end of June, twelve Pathfinders had appointed Neighbourhood Managers, although not all had taken up their posts, with the remainder still in the process of recruitment. Most Pathfinders waited until confirmation of moving to Stage 3 before beginning recruitment, but two of the Managers were appointed in Stage 2.

2.7 Facilities: The majority of Pathfinders had a physical presence in their neighbourhoods and those that did not were planning to secure one. Teams were located in various types of premises, with about half being Council owned and half being rented from various community centres, community trusts or Housing Associations. The accessibility and quality of office premises varied widely, but the situation for most looked likely to improve during the first year as teams move into more permanent accommodation. 

2.8 Systems: The Pathfinders were at an early stage in devising the necessary management, financial and appraisal and monitoring systems. With regard to appraisal, many were proposing to establish some form of Appraisal Panel, as a sub-group of the Board to consider applications for funding. Two Pathfinders had proposed variations. In one case appraisals were contracted out to a local regeneration body to give the Pathfinder time to train up Board members to undertake the work at a later date. In another case, it was proposed that the Board should delegate some appraisal and approval powers to four emerging neighbourhood partnerships.

2.9 The advice from the NRU was that, whilst Pathfinders should develop their own appraisal mechanisms, they should apply the principles (and be guided by the main headings) from the NDC Appraisal Guidance – rather than apply the detail of that guidance.  Nevertheless, there was a concern expressed by many Pathfinders that the systems they were being encouraged to adapt were too closely modelled on previous area based initiatives with an inappropriate emphasis on projects rather than process. The latter focus rather than the former was seen as more relevant given the nature of neighbourhood management and the relatively modest amounts of Pathfinder funding involved.

Partner engagement     

2.10 All Pathfinders were designing processes to involve both their local communities and service providers and some innovation was evident in these efforts. Structures for, and innovation in, community engagement were generally more developed than for service providers although there was an acknowledged difficulty in engaging ‘hard to reach’ groups (such as young people and the BME communities).

2.11 Community engagement: All Pathfinders had undertaken a range of community engagement activities during Stage 2 and most were planning to establish thematic working groups. Progress in establishing further formal ongoing processes was still at an early stage. Identifying a typology of Pathfinders in this regard or best practice, therefore, proved difficult but a number of distinct features can be identified in some Pathfinders:

· Forums: Eight Pathfinders had established broad forums for consultation purposes to enable residents to express their views to the Board and three were also establishing separate employers’ forums. 

· Resident elections and neighbourhood level structures:  Whilst most Pathfinders had worked to ensure a balance of resident representation across their areas and across different social housing estates, some had moved one stage further to identify distinct neighbourhood areas within the Pathfinder areas with formal groups to represent them within the partnership.

· Youth involvement: Some Pathfinders had identified young people as a key target for both support and involvement and were proposing more formal involvement in decision-making through direct representation on the Board, youth councils, forums, and networks.

· Citizen’s Panels:  There was only one example of this proposed where the Pathfinder was looking to identify representatives from each street within the area. 

2.12 BME engagement: The engagement of BME residents
 is a part of the wider community engagement process and, typically amongst Pathfinders, had not been entirely separated from it. Nevertheless, a number of Pathfinders were seeking to set up processes directed specifically at engaging their BME communities. Eight had formal mechanisms to guarantee the inclusion of at least some of the BME community primarily through direct representation on the Board as residents or representatives of ethnic community groups or representatives from a local Racial Equality Council. 

2.13 Service providers:  It was apparent that, generally, less progress had been made in devising ongoing processes for engagement with service providers than with local communities. Most Pathfinders had providers on the Board and nearly all intended to use a small number of thematic working groups (or their equivalent) with joint service provider and resident memberships as the main conduit for provider engagement. The role of the groups was intended to be to devise proposals for changes to services and for new projects. Beyond this, there were few other proposals or details on how providers will be involved and relatively little variation emerging. 

2.14 Only two real differences of approach could be discerned at the scoping stage:

· Key service managers groups: In addition to thematic groups involving service providers and residents, some Pathfinders had introduced another tier of engagement - comprising a relatively small number of key service managers overseeing the working groups.

· Wider service providers networks: Some Pathfinders had a broader forum or network for all service providers to share information and experience and two had structures in which residents and service providers had their own separate forums and a third joint forum. 

2.15 Strategic and political engagement: Formal working links with Councils and Local Strategic Partnerships (LSPs) had been made by most Pathfinders although there was, again, much to do in making these work in an operational sense. A particular issue that seemed to be emerging was the need to find systematic ways of representing and integrating Pathfinder priorities within local councils using such mechanisms as Best Value and/or existing council committee processes. 

Baselines and programmes

2.16 Baselines & strategic priorities: A good number of the Pathfinders had struggled with setting priorities and agreeing programmes that were clearly linked to well-specified baseline issues and accompanied by appropriate outcome targets.  In large part, this seemed to be because of weaknesses in the service provision element of the baselines but it was also attributable to a lack of appreciation amongst partners of the scale and nature of change likely to be required to achieve desired outcomes. 

2.17 More assistance may be required by Pathfinders from the NRU, the NRAs and evaluators, perhaps as part of the Year 2 Delivery Plan preparation process, in reviewing their outcomes and programmes and preparing realistic strategies.  One important aspect of the improvement required is to inject a stronger sense of priorities into many programmes and to reduce the diversity of objectives that characterised many Pathfinder strategies.  The NRU guidance emphasised the need for holistic action across all aspects of deprivation but also indicated that Pathfinders should prioritise rather than try to tackle too many objectives at one go.  However, the fact remains that Pathfinder strategies tended to be too multi-focused.  Some reported receiving a steer from GORs to cover all the different themes and this could have militated against tight prioritisation. 

2.18 Complementary action:  As already indicated, there are some Pathfinders that faced more difficult and constraining conditions than others and, for those with a particularly weak asset base (the condition of the physical fabric), an important issue that emerged from the scoping work was the need for capital investment in their areas, particularly for housing. Whilst this would not necessarily fall within the remit of the Pathfinders, it is likely to be an essential complement to neighbourhood management in securing effective neighbourhood renewal. 

2.19 Projects or Process:  The nature of many activities and projects being championed by some of the Pathfinders seemed somewhat at a distance from, and only tenuously and ambiguously linked to, the prospects for moving towards improved service provision.  It was generally recognised by the Pathfinders that they must focus on the processes that will bring this about (especially as they have limited resources for funding projects). Projects need to be consistent with Pathfinders’ longer term strategic purpose, for example by developing and articulating residents’ views in ways that help shape subsequent service delivery and by demonstrating efficiencies and value added which convince service providers of the virtue of mainstreaming.  But it can prove difficult to square this with resident expectations to see something happen on the ground in the short term. This is a particularly challenging area for the programme and one where Pathfinders will need support from the NRU and partners both horizontally (e.g. amongst service provider managers) and vertically (e.g. through the hierarchical tiers of policy determination, performance management and budget allocation amongst service providers). 

Achievements and prospects

2.20 The Pathfinders demonstrated good understanding of the process objectives and requirements of neighbourhood management and there were solid achievements in setting up appropriate partnership arrangements and securing relevant partner commitment through the various working groups, forums and networks that had been established.    However, less progress was apparent at the time of our scoping work in Pathfinders getting to grips with the practicalities involved – especially in terms of the scale and variety required in the engagement of residents and service providers.  Some Pathfinders found this easier to accomplish than others – in some cases based on existing partnership arrangements and reasonably well developed community capacity.  Whether these are entirely appropriate to the neighbourhood management purpose remains to be seen given that they tended to be modelled on a project-based approach to renewal. 

2.21 The main areas where the scoping work identified the need for improvement were in the following:

· The translation of the neighbourhood needs and neighbourhood management objectives into priority actions agreed by partners and built on an understanding of the key baseline conditions that needed to be improved and of their mutual interests in bringing the necessary changes about;

· The engagement of residents, particularly ‘hard to reach’ groups such as younger people and the BME communities, in ways that will maintain their involvement when the emphasis on a process rather than project route to outcomes becomes more evident; and

· The involvement of service providers in ways that hold the prospect of improvements in operational practice and in the means by which resident requirements are understood and met through better service delivery.

2.22 These development needs were also reflected in the assessment by the Pathfinders of the risks most likely to have an adverse impact on their prospects of meeting the objectives of neighbourhood management.  

2.23 The most often cited risks were associated with the lack of resident and community engagement which came in three distinct but related forms:

· Insufficient capacity in the Pathfinder to deal with the scale and variety of resident engagement required;  

· Over inflated expectations amongst residents that will be difficult to meet given the process rather than project funded approach of neighbourhood management; and  

· Disenchantment amongst those residents who are likely to be important but difficult to engage.

2.24 The risk that service providers might fail to engage operationally in the neighbourhood management process was clearly a major consideration for all but a few Pathfinders.  The main concern was the difficulty of influencing budget allocations and targets with which service providers had to operate – often set at a spatial level much wider than the neighbourhood.  There were likely to be particular difficulties in this for Pathfinders in localities with other areas competing for priority attention.

2.25 Possible failure of the partnership arrangements was quoted as a major risk in different forms for most of the Pathfinders.  There were four distinct categories of risk that were identified:

· The potential failure of the neighbourhood management capacity itself, e.g. loss of champions, delays in and inappropriate recruitment to the management team, lack of the necessary skills, and inadequate management structures.  

· Potential break-down of the partnership arrangements at strategic level - linked in most cases to possible tensions with the local authorities.  

· Planning and reporting requirements that were seen to be inhibiting to innovation and risk taking.

· Project-based thinking and expectations of significant additional funding that would distract partners (especially service providers) from the main task of bending the spend.

2.26 Finally, there were a few Pathfinders for whom external risk factors were identified as potentially significant - such as a slump in the property market, major redundancies in the local economy, change of political control, and failure of actions that carried particular significance for the neighbourhood and the Pathfinder (e.g. failure to secure capital investment in the area).

2.27 Generally, the Pathfinders were conscious of the potential risks and had given consideration to appropriate contingency actions.  These were better articulated in some Pathfinders than others and not all Pathfinders had thought through contingency actions even where the risks had a high probability and severity of impact attached to them. 

3 Implications from the scoping work

The need for action

3.1 We begin this section where we left the last – with an acknowledgement that, at the time of our scoping work, there appeared to be major risks in the implementation of the programme that will need to be addressed if it is to be successful. Whilst we must emphasise that the scoping work only provides a snapshot of progress at an early stage in Pathfinders’ lives, the picture painted in Figure 2 of progress strongly suggested the need for action on a number of fronts involving all stakeholders in one capacity or another.

	Figure 2: Summary Pathfinder position

	All Pathfinders had made good progress in setting up their neighbourhood management structures and procedures and initiating engagement with their local communities, service providers and strategic and political partners.  

But, it proved difficult for them to establish comprehensive and detailed baselines (especially with regard to the volume and quality of service provision in the neighbourhoods), to link baseline conditions with priority Pathfinder activities, outputs and outcomes, and to secure the wholehearted commitment of partners (particularly at appropriate levels amongst service providers).

Moreover, it was evident that some Pathfinders were operating in conditions likely to make it more difficult to achieve progress on these matters (e.g. where the neighbourhood asset base was weak, the level of multiple deprivation amongst residents was high, access to opportunity was limited, and there were other deprived communities competing for resources and actions).

In addition, many of the Pathfinders saw themselves as constrained, on the one hand, by limited resources (people, clout and funds) to induce changes in behaviour amongst partners and communities and, on the other hand, by requirements from the ‘centre’ that were sometimes perceived to inhibit innovation and risk-taking.  

These constraints tended to be exacerbated by a project-based approach and expectations amongst key partners with regard to neighbourhood management (inherited from previous area based initiatives such as SRB) when appropriate solutions are more likely to be found in the processes by which services are designed, delivered and reviewed.

A key areas of risk identified in the scoping work was in the effective and on-going engagement of service providers in ways that would make a difference on the ground - with the consequential risk of community disillusion and disengagement.   




3.2 The suggestions for action set out below are proposed by the national evaluation team on the basis of evidence and views put to us during the scoping study.  They reflect our assessment of the areas of action most needed in the near future to ensure the effective progression of the initiative.  We have grouped the actions into two categories – those that are relevant to the effectiveness of neighbourhood management generally and Pathfinders in particular and, secondly, those that relate to the management and delivery of the NM Pathfinder Programme.  We have sought to identify, against each action, the stakeholders which we think should have the primary responsibility for reviewing the potential for action and taking it forward as appropriate.  

Effectiveness of neighbourhood management

3.3 The action points identified here are proposed as ways of improving the effectiveness of neighbourhood management wherever it is introduced but they are expected to have particular resonance with the Pathfinders.  There are three categories of actions: Baselining and outcomes; engagement of service providers and users; and risk assessment and management. 
Baselining and outcomes

3.4 The purpose of baselining is three-fold, namely to:

· Provide an account of area conditions and resident characteristics at the outset of a neighbourhood management programme so that, at a later date, changes can be assessed and the contribution of the programme to the changes can be evaluated;

· Identify the conditions in the neighbourhood that are most in need of improvement and most susceptible to the influence of neighbourhood management activities – i.e. forming the rationale for the priority objectives and targets of the programme; and

· Assess those area conditions that are most likely to act as constraints on the achievement of the objectives of neighbourhood management – i.e. thus providing the focus for risk assessment and management and for contingency actions.    

3.5 The generation of good baselines proved problematic for all Pathfinders especially with respect to service provision and use.  The following specific actions are needed amongst Pathfinders to address the issues that have arisen:  

· Baselines on area and resident conditions: Pathfinders should be required to complete those aspects of their baselines that depict prevailing area and resident conditions by the end of the financial year, ideally before, in order to feed into preparation of Delivery Plans. The good practice guide to be issued by the national evaluation team should be helpful in this regard and the NRAs should be called on as necessary. 

· Public services baselines: This was the aspect of the baselining work that all Pathfinders found difficult – unsurprisingly in our view because limitations of information on neighbourhood service provision is part of the problem.  The national evaluation team’s good practice guide will provide advice on the appropriate information to begin collecting, on processes/tools that may help, and on the use of the information in delivery planning. It should be clearly acknowledged by the NRU and GORs that the process of improving information on service provision and use is a joint challenge for Pathfinders and their partners and should be regarded as an essential ingredient in developing neighbourhood management.

· User surveys: the evidence from the scoping work suggested that a critical and under-explored issue for neighbourhood management is the extent to which residents face barriers as users of services – e.g. lack of awareness, constraints on take up, and excessive transaction costs in accessing the services.  In order to explore these issues, we suggest that any neighbourhood management initiative should carry out user surveys (focused on particular parts of the area or segments of the population where there is any evidence of mismatch between service provision and need).  With respect to Pathfinders, we recommend that a programme of user surveys should be undertaken by the national evaluation team.  This should be done in ways that avoid duplication with past, current and proposed surveys in the neighbourhoods.  We suggest that there should also be investigation of any user surveys that service providers may have carried out in the relevant neighbourhood.

· Linking baselines & outcomes:  Pathfinders have not used baselines particularly well or linked their analysis through to outcomes very clearly, or set well designed outcomes. Pathfinders will need to give more attention to this, particularly in identifying a limited number of clear priorities, and the national evaluation team should prepare a good practice guide to assist in making this happen more effectively as part of the Year 2 Delivery Plan preparation process.

Engagement of service providers and users

3.6 The Pathfinders have generally been successful at engaging local residents and service providers although there are real issues about sustaining, broadening and intensifying the engagement so that it leads to real changes on the ground.  Pathfinders may like to give particular attention to the different channels of impact that they might pursue with respect to service provision and use.  The national evaluation team should give some consideration to this in the good practice guide and set out generic but distinct channels of impact that Pathfinders might then be able to use in their delivery plans and more generally in describing and reporting their activities and actions.  It might be useful for this purpose to deploy the categorisation suggested by the Audit Commission, namely:

· Changing corporate policies amongst service providers (e.g. recruitment);

·  Re-allocating mainstream resources (e.g. setting up service level agreements);

· Re-shaping mainstream services (e.g. co-locating delivery teams); and

· Improving service access (e.g. joint working between services).

3.7 Private sector:  Pathfinders have shown little engagement with the private sector. Yet, we anticipate that much could be learned from closer engagement of this kind particularly with the major retail outlets.  There are two dimensions to this.  First, local businesses need to be engaged where they are part of the neighbourhood and its community.  But, second, they need to be engaged where they are suppliers of local services – even though they may not be located in the neighbourhood.  

3.8 The NRU should encourage this to be addressed in the Year 2 Delivery Plans, Pathfinders should be prompted to pursue the issue in their own ways, and the national evaluation team should be required to include this as a particular topic area for subsequent rounds of the evaluation. 

3.9 BME and youth involvement:  The scoping work highlighted a mixed picture on the engagement of BME communities and of young people. This should be reviewed by the Pathfinders and the NRU should consider the development of a simple assessment tool to help Pathfinders to think through the different issues and areas of interest/involvement (Board, project appraisal, project delivery, employment of staff, communication, etc).

3.10 We think the key issue for the Pathfinders is that of engagement of service providers in an on-going way that brings about sustained improvements in service delivery. But, providers are likely to operate with service agreements, incentives and budget allocation mechanisms that may not be very responsive to neighbourhood conditions and needs.  This may require the NRU and GORs to work through service providers to consider whether performance targets/incentives and budget allocation procedures constrain alternative service delivery arrangements in Pathfinder areas and to review actions for the promotion of these alternatives.

Risk assessment and management

3.11 It was evident from the scoping work that Pathfinders (and, indeed, neighbourhood management initiatives generally) will confront a range of different types and scale of risks in designing and implementing neighbourhood management.  The Pathfinders, NRU and GORs should give this particular consideration in the next round of Delivery Plans with contingency plans put in place especially where the identified risks are assessed to be high in terms of probability and severity of outcomes. The national evaluation team should include risk assessment and management in its good practice guide. 

Effectiveness of the NM Pathfinder Programme

3.12 The scoping work suggested some action points for improving the effectiveness of the Pathfinder programme.  There are four categories of proposed actions: Integrated programme management; portfolio management; complementary actions; and evaluation, learning and roll-out. 
Integrated programme management

3.13 The general rationale that underpins the proposed action points under this heading is that Pathfinder programme management should be designed more specifically and in a bespoke fashion to meet the needs and recognise the particular purposes of neighbourhood management.  Moreover, the framework within which the Pathfinders are required to operate – guidance, advice, requirements, evaluation - should be harmonised in the sense of partners adopting the same language and concepts.    

3.14 Performance Management Framework (PMF): The NRU has piloted a PMF for the NDC, Neighbourhood Management and Neighbourhood Wardens programmes with selected schemes.  In the light of feedback from the pilots and further consultations, the NRU is producing tailored versions of the framework for each of the programmes and is varying the timetable for their introduction.  For the NM Pathfinders this will now be at the mid-year review (ca October 2003).  The national evaluation team offered the following suggestions for consideration by the NRU and District Audit team in developing the PMF:

· it may not be appropriate to require the application of the PMF in the same detail to all five themes (health, crime, education, jobs, housing/environment) or to all segments of the neighbourhood and its residents;  

· The absence of large scale funding and projects in Pathfinders means that parts of the original PMF are not likely to be relevant – e.g. many of the indicators on asset management;

· The emphasis on process within Pathfinders rather than projects suggests that many of the original PMF indicators for results may be inappropriate in that they imply the presence of direct and attributable project outputs and outcomes;

· The particular responsibilities of, and the lower scale of resource and funding commitment to, the Pathfinders suggest that the original PMF should be more specific in at least the following ways:

· The baseline and evidence base may need to be focused on critical areas of service provision and on specific residents as users of these services; 

· A key output for Pathfinders should be the generation of information on the costs and benefits associated with critical areas of service provision to, and use by, residents in the neighbourhood;

· Definition of the specific role for neighbourhood managers – e.g. researching, lobbying, demonstrating service “skew”, setting up SLAs, awareness raising, training, co-ordinating/joining-up etc;

· Specification of priorities and of results in terms of different ways of “bending” the mainstream – e.g. re-allocating mainstream resources, re-shaping the services, and/or improving access to services;

· Risks and uncertainties are more likely to matter for Pathfinders because of the lack of a resource and funding “cushion” – hence, emphasis needs to be given within the PMF to risk assessment/management and contingency planning that involves appropriate service providers and resident groups.

3.15 New style Delivery Plan: Whatever form the Pathfinder PMF takes, the NRU should seek to ensure that it is consistent with the required structure and content of Delivery Plans – otherwise there is the risk that Partnerships will see conflicting messages on how their thinking and actions should be organised and communicated.  This should carry over to the work of the national evaluation team which should adopt the same language, concepts and organising principles. 

3.16 The implication from our scoping work is that Pathfinders should be invited to refresh their Delivery Plans in ways that explicitly address the following points:

· Outcome needs: Identification of outcome needs and priorities – not all themes and perhaps some extra themes – not necessarily all residents or sub-areas within the neighbourhood;

· Issues on take up and service provision: Assessment of issues that affect take-up of services – accessibility, transaction costs, affordability – by specific customer groups and/or parts of the neighbourhood and issues on service provision – e.g. corporate policies of providers, their budget allocation procedures, the way they shape their service delivery (e.g. location of deliverers), and the way they work with other providers;  

· Partnership arrangements to address the issues: Consideration of the partnership arrangements that need to be put in place to improve information flows on, and influence, service use and provision; 

· Prioritisation of Pathfinder actions: Attachment of priorities to activity categories that reflect different channels to outcomes – e.g. researching, lobbying, awareness raising, training, setting up SLAs, encouraging devolved delivery, etc – and the projects that give these activities some shape and transparency;

· Assessment and management of risks: Categorisation of the risk factors in ways that group similar risks and possible contingency actions and facilitate overall scoring of probability and severity of potential outcomes (if risks materialise).

3.17  Appraisal: A general view expressed by many Pathfinders during the scoping research was that appraisal guidance offered by the NRU should be tailored specifically to the nature of Pathfinder activities.  An appropriate response to this might be for the NRU to provide streamlined appraisal guidance that is more focused on the process nature of mainstreaming and joining up, rather than project focused.  This guidance would need to be consistent with the Pathfinder PMF and Delivery Plan guidance (as above).  Thus, it should emphasise that the following key issues need to be addressed within appraisals:

· Greater clarity and specificity about whether proposed expenditure fits into the framework of activities likely to promote neighbourhood management. This would require clearer criteria as to what constitutes an appropriate project.

· More emphasis on likely ‘outputs’ in the form of changes to behaviour and structures in an agency, rather than simply traditional ‘end of pipe’ outputs.

· Strong focus on a forward strategy and the commitment of the mainstream agencies participating to take forward the activities.

3.18 Roles and responsibilities: Pathfinders need clarity with regard to the respective roles of NRU and GOR. The protocol between the NRU and the GORs that defines their respective roles and responsibilities should be kept under review with this particularly in mind.

3.19 Research links: There are a number of research projects underway currently (see below and over the page) that have a direct bearing on:

· The operation of neighbourhood management as a tool of change;

· The measurement of public services behaviour and expenditure at a neighbourhood level; and

· Mainstreaming more generally. 

3.20 The national evaluation team should seek to secure any benefits that could be gained from sharing information and transferring lessons between the various research studies.  But there may be further possibilities that the NRU might consider. We suggest that developing a more active network of the groups working on mainstreaming issues may help in the development and dissemination of research practice and findings, in particular:

· Establishing a website/informal forum/clearing house where such research can be brought together, highlighted and made available to a wider audience, given its topicality; and

· Bringing together key researchers from the various projects in a seminar format to discuss key issues, to promote the sharing of knowledge and perhaps to help plan future research. 

	Research on Neighbourhood Management

	· NDC National Evaluation – discussions have been held with Murray Stewart at UWE, who is leading the mainstreaming case study, due to provide its first output in early 2003. 6 NDC Partnerships are being studied, with c.10 days of research across the whole programme in each case. It has been agreed to exchange research tools when available and to compare findings in early 2003. There may be some valuable lessons to learn when comparing the progress of NDC and NM Partnerships in seeking to influence mainstream services, given the difference of approach, particularly in relation to the availability of special resources for NDC, but not NM.

· Interim Evaluation of LSPs – discussions have been held with EIUA in relation to the selection of case studies. EIUA will be fully involved in the selection of NM case studies, some of which may be in LSP study areas to ensure synergy between the two studies. 
· HM Treasury, ODPM and Scottish Executive  - a joint research project on mainstreaming services in deprived areas is being undertaken by Glen Bramley at Heriot Watt & Oxford University, including work to develop methodologies on collating relevant data, and contact has been made. 

· Scottish Executive – Discussions have been held with officers of the Scottish Executive in relation to possible research links between NM and the Executive’s new programmes of Community Budgeting and the Better Neighbourhood Services Fund. Some research reports from previous Scottish Exec work (Working in Communities Pathfinders) have been collated, that are of relevance to mapping public services. It has been agreed to keep in touch and explore stronger links later in the programme.  

· JRF - A research project on neighbourhood management is being undertaken. 
· Audit Commission – the design of research tools will draw on the Commission’s published work on mainstreaming and performance measurement of public services. Initial discussions have been held and there will be further contact with the Commission during the preparation of research tools.
· Other NRF projects – a range of NRF funded neighbourhood management projects are in train, and research and evaluation may be conducted on some of these. 




Portfolio management

3.21 The NRU classifies the NM Pathfinder programme as “action research” within the New Ventures stream of NRU programmes.  It might therefore be appropriate for the NRU to treat and manage it as a portfolio of projects (the Pathfinders) which cover a wide range of possible risk/reward outcomes.  This will require the development of a clear understanding of the portfolio of projects.  Each, with its own balance of risks and rewards, could be mapped on a risk-reward matrix if common criteria are used - to reveal those most at risk and in need of support to bring them to a higher reward-lower risk segment of the matrix (see the figure below).
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3.22 The NRU is clearly aware that there is a mix of Pathfinders across the risk-reward spectrum and has created the capacity in the NRAs to do something about those that have a high risk and/or low reward potential.  The question is whether there would be benefit in a more systematic and on-going assessment of the risk-reward ratios and whether enough is being done by way of contingency action, and whether and how such an approach might be delivered through the NRU and GOR neighbourhood renewal teams.  

3.23 There are a number of possible action points that the NRU and the national evaluation team might like to consider:

· Consistent mapping of the Pathfinders in such a way that they can be plotted on a risk-reward matrix;

· Seek to develop a distributed database of Pathfinders using generic templates that enabled self-assessment of risk-reward ratios and comparisons between Pathfinders in consistent ways – this would facilitate consideration of the Pathfinders as a portfolio;

· Identify extent and nature of risks and rewards – looking for common patterns between nature of risks-rewards and contextual conditions;

· Set up trouble-shooting task forces (e.g. from NRAs) to tackle common problems amongst a set of Pathfinders and to seek solutions from each other and from those outside the set;

· Consider complementary actions to support the Pathfinders where the problems are external (e.g. major redundancies) and/or are beyond the resources that Pathfinders and NRAs or NRU can bring to bear (e.g. need for housing investment) and/or there is intransigence on the part of service providers to change behaviour; and

· Being more pro-active in the search for best practice lessons and examples and marketing them to Pathfinders and service providers, especially to those Pathfinders most in need.

Complementary actions
3.24 From the evidence of the scoping work there are some Pathfinders that are likely to have more difficulties in progressing neighbourhood management than others.  We suggest that the NRU and the GORs might need to consider complementary actions to support Pathfinders with special area conditions and needs.  This would require them to: 
· identify those Pathfinders operating in the least conducive conditions for successful neighbourhood management (i.e. with a combination of a poor physical asset base, high and comprehensive levels of deprivation, and limited access to opportunities);
· identify those with renewal requirements likely to be beyond the capability of the Pathfinders to influence significantly but likely to stand in the way of their effective neighbourhood management (e.g. poor housing conditions); and
· review how best this should be taken into account in reviewing progress and/or in complementing Pathfinder work with other initiatives.
3.25 A key constraint on mainstreaming and neighbourhood management is likely to be the ability and motivation of service providers to change their behaviour and activities. Some of the constraints are likely to be in the form of performance targets, systems and rules that are determined nationally by individual providers (or Government Departments) and where local offices or organisations may not have the authority (or incentive) to challenge or change them. These organisations need to have incentives to engage with Pathfinders, to be concerned about neighbourhood level variation in services, and to prioritise services likely to benefit deprived areas. 

3.26 To assist Pathfinders and their local partners the following will be needed:

· Pathfinders and the national evaluation team need to identify apparent barriers in clear and specific terms for them to be referred to NRU and GORs for investigation.

· There needs to be a clear and well understood channel from Pathfinders to GORs and NRU to allow issues to be raised and with an expectation that feedback and advice will be received and complementary action considered. 

· The NRU needs to have clear channels to, and named high level contacts in, key national service providers to allow them to explore changes proposed by the Pathfinders or the evaluation and to see if there is more flexibility of action and behaviour than encountered by the Pathfinders.

· Service providers should be encouraged by NRU at a national level to consider setting performance targets that take into account:

· Neighbourhood-level variation in services or conditions or needs, not just district averages; and

· The extent to which the organisation is actively engaging with such projects as the Pathfinders.  

Evaluation, learning and rolling out

3.27 We hope that the scoping phase of the evaluation has demonstrated the value of real-time evaluation across all Pathfinders.  However, this needs to be reinforced in the following ways:

· Proposals for local evaluations:  Pathfinders should develop proposals for evaluations in Year 2 that reflect their local concerns and issues but that are also informed by the findings of the national evaluation and other sources of evidence – the national evaluation team should provide advice on the ways and means by which the quality of the local evaluations and their complementarity with the national evaluation can be assured;

· National evaluation issues: The national evaluation team will need to demonstrate that it has picked up on the issues for the main stage of the work programme that are most likely to be of interest to all Pathfinders as well as to the NRU.  These will include the effects on effectiveness and cost-effectiveness of variations in area conditions and in delivery modes, a focus on service provider and user issues, and the need to consider the production of outputs for renewal.net. 

· NM/mainstreaming network: There is a good deal of other research going on into the issues of mainstreaming, neighbourhood management, etc. The work that has been done for the scoping study should be considered in the light of this other evidence and vice versa. The bringing together of these different strands of work is for the NRU to arrange but it is clearly the responsibility of the national evaluation team to ensure that its next phase of work is informed by the emerging evidence from elsewhere in addition to its own scoping conclusions.  In particular, we think there would be great value in exploring the different definitions and interpretations of mainstreaming and the degree of consensus on this amongst stakeholders.

· Roll out: The value of the scoping work will also be demonstrated if it is able to offer well-informed advice on the design of new neighbourhood management initiatives (whether as part of any 2nd Pathfinder round or otherwise) as well as further afield in regeneration and renewal.  We suggest that:
· Contextual conditions should be taken into account when selecting any further Pathfinders.  Careful consideration needs to be given as to whether Pathfinders should be selected where there is a combination of a weak asset base, comprehensively high levels of deprivation – across the deprivation components and all parts of the neighbourhood, and poor accessibility to work, learning and services;

· Specifically, strength of community capacity – “readiness to go” – needs to be clearly established, particularly in the case of candidates for Pathfinder status;

· “Gateways” should be introduced that are not strictly time-based – e.g. Pathfinders would be required to meet gateway criteria before proceeding to the next phase of development and funding – and this should be done in their own time (within defined budgets).    

3.28 The NRU should lead on the above but could be informed and advised by the national evaluation team. 
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�  Eight Pathfinder areas have less than 1% BME communities, four have less than 5% with the remaining eight having between 10 – 50%.  Of the latter, five were proposing formal mechanisms to engage their BME communities.  





