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8.
Conclusions & Recommendations

8.1 Conclusions

This evaluation has highlighted many issues regarding the implementation of the RAPID programme since its launch in February 2001. There can be no doubt, however, that substantial progress has been made in identifying the most critical interventions necessary in disadvantaged areas, and in empowering communities by giving them real influence on the decision-making process with regard to the development of their local area. Although the RAPID programme has developed in different ways in different areas, in general the structures established by the programme have proved to be effective mechanisms in facilitating local development activity. Indeed it must be acknowledged that the nature and scale of needs differs substantially from area to area and that different approaches will be necessary in order to ensure that the programme is as effective as possible in each location. 

In particular the introduction of dedicated RAPID leverage funding for health, estate management, traffic calming and playground projects since 2004, alongside clear prioritisation of RAPID areas in the allocation of funding by a number of departments (DAST, DJELR, DEHLG) appears to have secured greater ‘buy-in’ from local stakeholders. This has facilitated further local development activity and ensured that the effectiveness of implementation has improved over the lifetime of the programme. 

The proactivity of DCRGA in sponsoring and promoting the RAPID programme, particularly in the last two years, appears to have been a major driving force in its successful implementation in many areas. Similarly the role played by Pobal in administering the programme and providing support services for local implementation was judged by the vast majority of stakeholders as being very effective. A range of other key success factors that contribute to the successful operation of the RAPID programme were also identified in the course of the study:

· The RAPID Co-ordinator function and the very specific skills set required to support the effective implementation of the RAPID programme.

· The AIT structure itself, which provided a formal mechanism for community representatives to interact with representatives from service providers to identify local needs, plan responses to those needs, and monitor implementation of these responses.

· The commitment of local authorities in not only supporting the Co-ordinator role within their Community and Enterprise function, but in also investing significantly to facilitate the development of local projects.

· The engagement of local community development organisations in contributing to the implementation of the programme within their area. 

· An AIT that has an appropriately skilled individual in the AIT Chair and driven and skilled individuals serving on the team that can champion the programme within their respective organisations and the local community.

· Commitment to ongoing planning, monitoring and evaluation of activity, with short-term work programmes or action plans in place to focus activity.

· The achievement of early wins to ensure greater buy in from the local community and develop momentum that resulted in further activity being progressed.

· The focusing of activity around key themes such as family support, physical environment, education, health, employment and training, and crime and safety. 

Where these success factors have been in place, the experience of the RAPID programme within the designated areas has been overwhelmingly positive. In this report therefore we have been able to highlight a number of positive outcomes from the establishment of the programme, including the following: 

· The facilitation of a significant number of local development projects addressing the most pressing needs of the local community that would not, in the opinion of local stakeholders, have progressed without the establishment of the RAPID programme.

· The establishment of structures that in many areas have provided a mechanism for disadvantaged communities to identify needs, influence policy and develop projects for the first time.

· The encouragement of real working partnerships between local authorities, state agencies, community and voluntary organisations and local communities that have generated efficiencies in service delivery and facilitated the securing of multiple funding packages to bring forward projects in RAPID areas.

· The widespread recognition that prioritisation of areas by the RAPID Programme has levered a greater amount of national and local government investment in these communities.

· The more effective use of investment within communities as a result of the closer understanding of local needs and the synergies developed between local stakeholders that have facilitated highly effective partnership projects.

· The development of innovative practice, particularly with regard to community participation and engagement, allowing learning to be shared around different parts of the country.

These impacts have been highly impressive, but it is also important to recognise that their realisation has not been consistent throughout all RAPID areas. Indeed a number of weaknesses have also been apparent in implementation of the programme, and these can be summarised as follows: 

· A general weakness in strategic planning to underpin the activity being progressed in RAPID areas, resulting in an often ad hoc and reactive approach to bringing forward projects, and making it difficult to construct a holistic view of the needs of the areas. 

· The limited implementation of the programme in a small number of RAPID areas as a result of a lack of success in empowering the community to influence the local decision-making processes, and the level of commitment of some key stakeholders involved in the implementation process.  

· The varying levels of interaction with the local implementation structures of the programme by representatives of key state agencies as a result of other work pressures and individual commitment to the programme. 

· A difficulty in identifying sources of funding for certain types of projects, particularly in relation to education, despite educational initiatives representing a key means by which lasting solutions can be found to issues of social exclusion in RAPID communities.

Despite these issues, this report has highlighted beyond doubt that the RAPID programme plays an invaluable role in helping to target social exclusion at community level. It has built up significant momentum over its lifetime, and it is anticipated that, having laid the foundations for significant progress to be made in disadvantaged communities, development activity will now continue apace. However it must also be recognised that the regeneration of RAPID areas requires a long-term plan, involving between 15-20 years of concerted action, and if a formal commitment can be made in this regard, the programme should be able to make serious inroads into the existing problems of exclusion within Ireland.  

8.2 Recommendations

8.2.1
Strategic Development

	Recommendation 1 – A new, long-term commitment should be made to the continuation of the RAPID programme in the future. The existing programme structure should be maintained as follows:

· a National Monitoring Committee overseeing activity at national level; 

· a County/City Monitoring Group operating via the SIM Group monitoring activity within each relevant local authority area;

· an Area Implementation Team driving forward implementation of the programme at local level; 

· the continuation of the post of RAPID Co-ordinator with his/her work to be focused predominantly on implementation of the programme by the Area Implementation Team;

· Task Groups to examine specific local issues and propose appropriate responses.


	Recommendation 2 – Pobal should retain responsibility for the support and administration of the programme. Discussions should be convened between all departments to agree on the implementation of more formal reporting procedures to ensure that a consistent set of information on progress of the programme can be collected by Pobal at both local and national level. 

	Recommendation 3 – The programme should be re-focused to deal with six key strategic issues that impact upon disadvantaged communities as follows:

	· Crime and safety;

· Family support, including youth support;

· Physical environment;
	· Education;

· Health;

· Employment and training.

	Each AIT should then develop clear strategies with actions and projects related to these issues, with Pobal providing guidance and support to undertake this work. The Government department responsible for each of these issues should, where appropriate and feasible, identify clear funding streams to resource subsequent activity in tandem with this process.


	Recommendation 4 – It is important that the County/City Monitoring Group plays a proactive role in ensuring that project proposals approved at AIT level meet the wider objectives of the area and act as a further check on their consistency with RAPID programme objectives. This Group should not merely act as a ‘rubber stamp’ to such proposals. Where it is considered that the SIM Group proves to be too broad a mechanism for this purpose, then a sub-group of SIM should be set up with relevant experience and expertise to be able to perform this function. 


	Recommendation 5 – The role of the RAPID Co-ordinator should be re-asserted, as being of central importance to the RAPID programme.  It is important to ensure that the Co-ordinator’s time is predominantly spent on the implementation of the RAPID programme and to assisting the work of the Area Implementation Team.  Wherever possible, any vacancies which occur when existing Co-ordinators leave their positions should be filled via an external competitive recruitment process in recognition of the very specific skills needed by this individual and the pivotal role that the Co-ordinator plays in the effective local implementation of the programme at local level. 


	Recommendation 6 – The Minister for Community, Rural and Gaeltacht Affairs should remain as the Chair of the National Monitoring Committee in the future and take a proactive role in the implementation of the programme in order to reaffirm government commitment to the programme at both local and national level. 


	Recommendation 7 – There must be ongoing evaluation of the eligibility of existing areas and a critical analytical approach to any process that introduces new areas to the programme in order to ensure that it maintains its central ethos of being focused on most disadvantaged areas. The criteria for designating RAPID areas and accompanying indicators should be critically monitored on an ongoing basis to ensure that this remains the case in the future. 


7.2.2 Funding Issues

	Recommendation 8 – In order to ensure that all Government departments are focused on the need to prioritise RAPID areas, the planned expenditure in RAPID areas by all departments over the future planning period should be highlighted in the new National Development Plan, with actual spend then monitored on an ongoing basis. Departments must also stipulate clear RAPID prioritisation mechanisms and all funding to be ring-fenced for RAPID purposes, and ‘proof’ all activity for its relevance to the RAPID programme. 


	Recommendation 9 – There should be a significant increase in the level of funding deployed in leverage schemes to facilitate projects in RAPID areas. It has represented an effective mechanism for engaging departments in supporting the implementation of the programme and consideration should be given to rolling it out on a more significant scale in order to fund larger, more strategic projects and revenue as well as capital assistance. 


	Recommendation 10 – In recognition of the need to highlight the benefits of the RAPID programme to local communities and other stakeholders and ensure their active engagement, a budget should be allocated for the promotion of RAPID support and the overall additionality of the programme to projects via signage, posters, stickers and other promotional material. Part of the conditions of award for dedicated RAPID funding streams should be the promotion of RAPID involvement, while for other projects promotional items should be made freely available if the AIT wishes to promote such involvement. To support this step, departments should instruct funding beneficiaries that the project must be publicised as a RAPID project. 


	Recommendation 11 – Further dedicated resources should be set aside for the purposes of community capacity building and facilitating community participation from the most marginalised groups in RAPID communities. Outreach approaches to participation are required in this regard and funding of existing community workers (in CDP/LDSIP supported organisations) of training for community volunteers, or of dedicated community liaison staff in order to conduct such exercises should be considered. In turn, it must be made a condition of national funding of community and local development programmes that they actively support the implementation of the RAPID programme, with guidance issued on the nature of such support.


	Recommendation 12 – Consideration should be given to greater resourcing of early intervention and family support activity within RAPID communities in order to ensure that the causes of disadvantage are more effectively treated in addition to the symptoms. As a first step, an audit of existing provision in this regard should be conducted.


	Recommendation 13 – Consideration should be given to the establishment of an education leverage fund, jointly funded by the Department of Community, Rural and Gaeltacht Affairs and the Department of Education and Science, in recognition of the importance of education to finding sustainable solutions in RAPID areas, providing scope for targeted initiatives in this regard to be developed. The DES should retain control over any such fund in order to ensure that assistance is allocated in accordance with overall departmental priorities and that duplication is avoided.


	Recommendation 14 – The Department of Enterprise, Trade and Employment and FAS should investigate the feasibility of establishing an incentive scheme for employers to take on employees from RAPID areas in order to counter problems of stigmatisation as a result of belonging to a particular group or residing in a particular area. 


	Recommendation 15 – Building on the recent developments in Dormant Accounts funding, more focus should be given to the provision of revenue funding alongside capital investment in order to ensure that important community infrastructure and services are sustainable in the medium and long-term.


8.2.3 Local Implementation Issues

	Recommendation 16 – The monitoring structure of the RAPID programme within Dublin City Council boundaries should be amended, with consideration given to use of the Social Inclusion Task Force mechanism or other sub-groups of SIM for this purpose. Any new monitoring mechanism group should serve at this level as a monitoring mechanism for local AITs must involve sufficiently senior representatives from the local authority and state agencies. Such re-organisation should also be accompanied by a formal recommitment to full implementation of the RAPID programme by Dublin City Council.


	Recommendation 17 – Each AIT should prepare a work programme at the end of each year for the forthcoming year that relates planned activity to the six strategic themes of the programme and the current AIT objectives. The programme should be submitted to the National Monitoring Committee for comment and approval.


	Recommendation 18 – Corporate and Business Planning and PMDS processes within departments and agencies should be utilised to ensure, as far as possible, that it becomes a core function of staff designated to serve on AITs to contribute to the implementation of the RAPID Programme. This should allow sufficient time to be dedicated to the development of appropriate projects based on local needs and to influencing decision-making with regard to these projects within their organisation. 


	Recommendation 19 – Local representatives on Area Implementation Teams must be given the mandate by their parent organisations to make joint decisions with regard to local funding, share information and amend structures, processes, and service delivery methods in order to develop more effective local responses, and an integrated service approach. 


	Recommendation 20 – Government departments and agencies must as a matter of priority ensure that their Corporate and Business Plans include individual strategies for engagement with the RAPID process at local level, allocating responsibility to sufficiently senior individuals to deliver on their local obligations in this regard, and putting in place controls to ensure proactive engagement throughout the country. Within these strategies should lie a commitment to raise awareness of the programme to all relevant members of staff within the department.


	Recommendation 21 – The Department of Education and Science must find some means of engaging with local AITs and contributing in a more proactive manner to the local implementation of the RAPID programme. Additional resources should be made available for the establishment of appropriate structures and processes to facilitate engagement, and to facilitate the development of local educational initiatives in RAPID areas.


	Recommendation 22 – Departments should be required to submit a plan to the National Monitoring Committee on the structures and supports that will be put in place to ensure the effective implementation of the programme. This should include a co-ordination mechanism to facilitate the involvement of senior management in the progression of programme activity and training and support for AIT representatives. 


	Recommendation 23 – Best practice events should continue to be held at national level that focus specifically on the projects and innovative activity progressed as a result of the programme in order to share learning between areas. 


	Recommendation 24 – Consideration should be given to the holding of an event at which project proposals requiring multiple funding sources are presented and showcased to an audience of senior officials of Government departments with influence over funding allocations. Coordination groups or meetings focusing on the development of specific types of project should also be set up between relevant departments in order to facilitate the progression of projects requiring cross-departmental support. 


	Recommendation 25 – Community representatives, as far as possible, should be elected by the local community, with formal feedback mechanisms to that community in place, and should serve for a fixed period of time rather than indefinitely. 



