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List of Definitions

CSPAP
County Sport and Physical Activity Partnership (or County Sports Partnership)
A nationwide system of agencies with a mandate to support Government aspirations for sport and physical activity participation established to address increasing fragmentation in the sporting landscape. CSPAPs were created as a principal mechanism for the coordinated implementation of sport policy in England through which national policy is translated into local plans.
CSPAN
Community Sports Network (including Community Sport and Physical Activity Networks / Sport and Physical Activity Alliances)
Commonly headed by CSPAPs, the primary role of CSNs is to assist local authorities in identifying local needs and priorities concerning opportunities for sport and physical activity and to develop action plans for their delivery. CSNs link into a wider set of inter-organisational relationships found within local governance and provide a mechanism through which CSPAPs address their objectives.

Executive summary
The recent Vision for Sport in Wales (2010) encompasses a fresh approach to the delivery of sport in Wales. It prioritises a new partnership approach to sport and physical activity development that brings together the public, private and voluntary sectors. At present, wide scale coordinated partnership approaches remain in their relative infancy. The aim of the research was to evaluate the potential efficacy of partnership approaches in this context. 
For the purposes of the evaluation a qualitative approach was adopted to explore the perceptions and experiences of key stakeholders (n = 3) within the Welsh sporting system. In addition, a brief review of existing literature concerning partnership working for the development of sport and physical activity in England was conducted in order to establish the context for sports development approaches in South East Wales. To expedite the evaluation a partnership readiness framework was employed to help illustrate the relative state of factors considered important for the development of partnership approaches.

Data analysis revealed a range of perceived partnership advantages including; shared costs / risks, greater coordination and opportunities for learning. Perceived disadvantages included the potential for conflict, lack of clarity and burn-out. Barriers to partnership efficacy included historical issues for example, conflict, lack of trust and a lack of fit between the Vision and the culture of sport and non-sport organisations. Perceived facilitators included high level commitment to the Vision, local leaders and outcome-led funding. Using the partnership readiness framework it was possible to identify 9 principal factors which highlighted the present strength of partnership approaches in sports development. Overall, collaboration was perceived as valuable means of delivering key outcomes. This was important in a context of increasing financial instability and concerns over the legitimacy of traditional sports development approaches. The Vision provided an essential basis for an evolving partnership ethos that was supported by a range of partners. However, despite a genuine enthusiasm for engaging a more diverse range of partners it was recognised that a need for greater clarity, local ownership, improved partnership skills and understanding, and a need to establish robust evidence prohibited the embedding of partnership working within the Welsh sporting landscape on a wide-scale basis. These findings underpin research elsewhere and the need for on-going investigation into the interaction, systems and process in partnerships within this context.

1. Introduction and context
A recent consultation document from Sport Wales (2010) prioritises a partnership approach to sport and physical activity development that brings together the public, private and voluntary sectors. At the heart of this approach is a Vision that embodies a new and progressive attitude towards the way in which sport is delivered in Wales. This can be differentiated from previous approaches by a commitment to a new culture of working that emphasises the importance of working with individuals and organisations that are best able to support the effective delivery of sporting opportunities.
The Vision is cognisant of the fact that sport is multifaceted, capable of impacting the physical and mental health of people in Wales in addition to a range of social, economic and political factors. This contemporary view of sport necessitates the inclusion of a range of actors that support and compliment organised elite sporting programmes right through to volunteers working with sports clubs. The range of challenges facing sports development is diverse. Understanding motivations for participation and non-participation in sport, the number and range and nature of sporting opportunities, and the factors directly and indirectly influencing participation are manifold. Hence, the inclusion of actors that understand or have insight into these challenges is an essential ingredient of a contemporary sports development approach. It is recognised that a range of data is available that demonstrates key trends in participation and the challenges facing sports development in Wales and further afield. For example, it is understood that there is a ‘drop off’ in sport participation with age across all sectors of society, particularly in children and young people.  This highlights that a complex range of health and socio-economic factors have a determining role in the adoption and continuation of sporting lifestyles.
Partnership approaches in public services are nothing new. Historically, partnerships between government departments and external agencies have been used to address a range of social issues (Miller and Ahmad, 2000). Recent changes in Government have reaffirmed partnership working as a principal mechanism through which to deliver services (Department of Health, 2010). It is a widely held belief that the engagement of a broad variety of community actors in partnerships provides a more effective means of responding to community needs on a number of levels (Roussos and Fawcett, 2000) and ensures accountability for the use of resources (South et al., 2005). Commonly identified benefits of working in partnership include:
1. Access to comprehensive data and information concerning community issues

2. Sharing best practice

3. Improved understanding of community needs and aspirations

4. Greater influence in decision making by local stakeholders

5. Economies of scale through the pooling of resources

6. Shared risk

7. Access to a broader range of skills through joint appointments, secondments and

shared training

8. Access to financial resources

9. Increased potential for coordination, innovation and efficiency

10. Developing opportunities for shared learning

11. Reduced overlap in services

12. Enhanced legitimacy through the involvement of a range of stakeholders
(Derived from: Audit Commission, 1998; Chartered Institute of Public Finance and Accountability, 1997; Department of the Environment, Transport and the Regions, 2001; Gray, 1989; Huxham and Vangen, 2005; McQuaid, 2000).
However, realising the advantages of partnership working provides practitioners with a fundamental challenge. It is not simply the case that maximising the benefits will lead to greater participation in partnerships. Research suggests that the perceived benefits of partnership working may have to be at least twice the level of perceived costs for a favourable cost-benefit ratio to be realized (Baker, 2011). 

An extensive range of approaches have been employed to understand partnership working including frameworks that explore aspects of network effectiveness (Provan and Milward, 2001), collaborative advantage (Huxham and Vangen, 2005), core dimensions including leadership (Ling, 2002), and the outputs, outcomes, stages of implementation and contexts in which partnership occurs (Butterfoss and Kegler, 2002; Sullivan and Skelcher, 2002). Critically, the literature on partnership highlights that key challenges are posed by organisational culture and individual behaviour (Hudson and Hardy, 2002; Peck et al., 2001). Hence, it is how partners choose to work together that determines whether or not they will be sustainable in the long term.
2. Evaluation aims and objectives


The evaluation team, comprising Drs Colin Baker (CB) and Lindsey Kilgour (LK), were commissioned by the Director of Education and Leisure at Caerphilly Borough Council to undertake an investigation of the potential efficacy of partnerships as an approach to support the Vision for sports development in South East Wales. From the outset, the over-arching aims of the evaluation were: 

1. To provide feedback concerning the use of partnership approaches currently employed in England as a potential approach within sports development in South East Wales. 
2. To draw comparisons between sports development approaches currently being employed in Wales and England, thus providing a picture of local and national sports development contexts. 
3. To explore the perceptions and experiences of stakeholders in South East Wales in relation to partnership working in sport development.
4. To relate these perceptions and experiences to existing research with a view to understanding the efficacy of partnership approaches as sustainable models of sport development in South East Wales.

These over-arching aims translated into the following deliverables for the evaluation team:

D1.
To investigate the nature of existing sport development approaches in South East Wales, identifying key structures, models, and contextual factors.

D2.
To compare and contrast partnership approaches in sport development within South East Wales and England.

D3.
To investigate the potential advantages, disadvantages, barriers to, and factors facilitating partnership approaches in South East Wales.

D4.
To provide feedback concerning the efficacy of partnership approaches as sustainable models of sport development in South East Wales.

D5.
To report the project findings highlighting the efficacy of deploying a CSPAN-based model in South East Wales together a list of recommendations to provide a stimulus for future discussion concerning partnership approaches for sports development in South East Wales.

A number of research questions corresponding to each deliverable were established.  These were: 
i) What do we currently know about partnership approaches for sport development in South East Wales? (D1 and D2).
ii) What do we know about approaches adopted in England as a model of partnership working for sport and physical activity? (D3).
iii)  What are the perceptions and experiences of stakeholders in relation to partnership working in South East Wales? (D4).
3. Evaluation design and methods
The evaluation adopted a qualitative approach to explore the perceptions and experiences of key stakeholders within the Welsh sporting system. 

Ethics approval and data protection

Given the politically sensitive nature of the research the evaluation team were particularly aware of ethics and data protection considerations. The roles and responsibilities of the research team were executed in compliance with University of Gloucestershire (2008) and British Sociological Association (2002) research guidelines. Data protection was assured through the use of anonymised participant data, with electronic records held on password-protected University computers. Raw data and associated notes and diagrams were stored in locked filing cabinets within a secure office.
Participant selection, recruitment and informed consent
Consistent with the requirements of the commissioning agent, participants were purposively selected to meet the needs of the research and to provide adequate data for the qualitative investigation. Initial participants were selected in consultation with the Director of Education and Leisure at Caerphilly Borough Council.
Research methods
To address Aims 1 and 2, a brief review of partnership working for the development of sport and physical activity in England was conducted. Comparisons were made with sports development approaches in South East Wales in order to shed light on key similarities and differences that distinguish approaches on each side of the England-Wales border.
To address Aim 3, data were collected via one group interview to investigate the perceptions and experiences of professionals engaged with the development and delivery of sport in South East Wales. 
This approach allowed the evaluation team to explore the following themes:
1. How the future might look in terms of a partnership approach for sports development in South East Wales using the Vision as a basis 

2. The history of partnership working between sport (and non-sport) organisations in South East Wales

3. Preferences for, and potential demands of, developing partnership approaches

4. Priorities over the next 6 to 12 months for building and maintaining partnership momentum

The interviews were undertaken using a semi-structured approach to guide discussion and were recorded on a digital voice recorder.  To comply with data protection requirements the recordings were transcribed verbatim and transferred to a password protected computer of the researcher undertaking the interview. The original sound file was deleted from the recorder and the subsequent transcripts (Word file) were stored on University-based password protected computers (in the locked office of CB).
4. Data analysis methods and procedures

Interviews were transcribed verbatim and transcripts were downloaded into the qualitative software package NVivo 8 (QSR International Pty Ltd, 1999-2008) which was used to store and manage the data in preparation for analysis.  The core qualitative data analysis approach employed thematic analysis (Denzin & Lincoln, 2003; Holliday, 2002). This process was guided by the partnership readiness framework outlined by Greig and Poxton (2001) which facilitated the coding of data into specific themes (n = 9) by the research team. The components provided in the framework (Table 1) are theorised as ‘building blocks’ (Greig and Poxton, 2001: p.33) that provide the essential basis for partnership arrangements. As such, they provide a useful way of unpacking the data in the present context where the significance of partnership working has been emphasised but not yet fully investigated.
Table 1:
The partnership readiness framework

	Component
	Definition

	1
	Building and agreeing shared values and principles with a Vision of how life should be for people who use services

	2
	Agreeing specific policy shifts [or changes] that the partnership arrangements are designed to achieve

	3
	Being prepared to explore new service options and not be tied too closely to existing services or providers

	4
	Being clear about what aspects of service and activity are inside and outside of the boundaries of the partnership arrangements 

	5
	Being clear about al roles in terms of responsibilities for and relationships between commissioning, purchasing and providing

	6
	Identifying agreed resource pools and putting to one side unresolved historical disagreements

	7
	Ensuring effective leadership, including senior level commitment to the partnership agenda

	8
	Providing sufficient partnership development capacity rather it being a small and marginalised part of everyone’s role

	9
	Developing and sustaining good personal relationships, creating opportunities and incentives for key players to nurture those relationships in order to promote mutual trust


The significance of the framework’s components is that they help to illustrate a set of conditions that promote partnership working. Whilst they do not necessarily guarantee better outcomes for service users they assist with reducing key obstacles that arise during the early stages of partnership development (Greig and Poxton, 2001). As data analysis progressed additional dimensions were developed which provided a richer understanding of participants’ accounts. These are presented within each of the main components in Section 5.2.
After each researcher had coded the data independently the content of the themes was reviewed by the researchers together to determine their relevance and ensure compatibility with each of the components in the framework. This approach allowed for the corroboration of the findings and provided feedback based on the perceived level of partnership readiness. Although the sample is not purported to be representative, and individual responses are but one aspect of a range of evidence available, using a framework for analysis in this way allows a range of factors to be unpacked within the confines of a theoretical model that may help to establish evidence to address the research aims. 

Results from the qualitative data analysis are presented using the 9 components of the framework outlined by Greig and Poxton (2001). Within each component, key themes that emerged are highlighted which help to unpack the data. Participant quotes in support of the themes are provided. For reasons of confidentiality and professional discretion the names of participants, places and organisations have been removed.

5. Evaluation findings

This section presents findings from the research.  It is divided into two sections. Section 5.1 provides findings based on the comparison of partnership approaches in sports development in England and Wales. Section 5.2 provides the results from the analysis undertaken on the interview transcript using the partnership readiness framework outlined in Table 1 (page 8).
5.1
Comparison of partnership approaches for sports development
The recent Vision for sport in Wales is fundamentally concerned with achieving a range of outcomes around recreational and competitive sport and the development of more and better qualified sports coaches (Sport Wales, 2010). Ostensibly, there is nothing new about these aims in terms of the desire to positively impact sport development. What is significant, however, is the emphasis on the ways in which these outcomes are to be pursued. The Vision is bold in that it challenges the sporting sector to change the way it thinks about working to achieve its aims. This builds on extant strategy that recognises partnership as ‘both an important principle and an effective means of delivery’ (Welsh Assembly Government, 2005: p14) but is much clearer in the emphasis on the need to change the culture of partnership working. Such a focus is consistent with the approach in England that historically has sought to give organisations greater flexibility in the ways in which services are delivered (DCMS, 2002). This flexibility is premised on a perceived link between cross-cutting strategies and greater overall effectiveness. 
Within England, it has been suggested that the underlying emphasis on effectiveness meant that shifts toward individuals and communities as resources for change were impeded by strong monitoring and performance frameworks that underpinned the approach (Bloyce and Smith, 2010). A key issue, therefore, is that whilst strategies might be devised with the intention of increasing participation in sport, there is the danger that the nuances of systems to support such strategies may work to impede progress in developing effective partnerships. With this in mind, Phillpots (2010) suggests that the tight control to which CSPAPs are subjected has limited their autonomy and overall ability to influence grass roots sports development. It is possible to draw a parallel with the Welsh sporting system in which, similar to strategies in England, have been characterised by focused investment and interventions (Welsh Assembly Government, 2006). Here, it is recognised that prescribed targets within cross-cutting strategies might, in some cases, work to stifle creativity within local authority departments and may not necessarily reflect local circumstances (Wales Audit Office, 2010). Research in England usefully demonstrates that externally imposed procedures, such as those concerning applications to specific funding pots, might also impede partner interaction by demanding the use of very specific procedures (Lindsey, 2010).
5.1.1
Context and complexity

Section 5.1.0 introduced the notion that partnerships are subject to a range of structural pressures. Hence, it is important to understand that whilst partnership working offers potentially unique ways of addressing problems, it ultimately takes place within a context that is subject to a range of pressures and constraints. As a result, it is possible that the quality of the outcomes that partnership-based interventions are producing is overlooked in favour of indicators that demonstrate partnership productivity. This has already been recognised as a potential challenge for partnerships in Wales (Wales Audit Office, 2010). This problem is not unique to the Welsh sporting system. As with efforts in England to create transformative sports strategies there is a potential bias towards measuring performance rather than ensuring the effective management of partnerships, and a focus on the quantity of outputs rather than the quality of outcomes. Consequently, partnerships are often tied to performance systems that focus on mono-organisational outputs rather than system-wide outcomes. However, given the purported capacity of partnerships to yield greater efficiency and results (Goodman et al. 1996; Halliday et al. 2004; Lindsey, 2006), it is evident that these factors provide a compelling and continuing rationale for partnership approaches. 
Seeking to address such concerns, Sport England recently divided the core objectives set out in Game Plan (DCMS, 2002) so that Sport England’s role of facilitating sustained improvement within its partners’ key strategic areas (i.e. public health) now runs in parallel with a commitment to maximising all forms of sporting success (Sport England, 2008). This marks a departure to the historical approach that included a commitment to sport and physical activity as mechanisms with which to address a range of sport and non-sport policy objectives. This approach can be contrasted with the Welsh Vision which, one might argue, locates sport at the heart of a wide reaching agenda that is concerned with a broad conception of sporting excellence through which physical health, social cohesion and community development are positively impacted. 
Whilst it is too early to make clear comparisons between the two approaches, what is common to both Sport England’s strategy and the Vision is the emphasis on the potential of locally-oriented networks as a means to develop responses to local issues supported by a diverse range of actors. This is reflective of a contemporary conception of governance that favours ‘bottom up’ approaches and which shifts power to local communities, enabling them to have greater influence over the services which they use (Department of Health, 2010; Grix, 2010). Crucially, this brings questions concerning how to demonstrate partnership effectiveness and the quality of partnership outcomes clearly into focus. A key underlying problem here is that effective partnerships take time to develop and often undergo an iterative and ongoing process of member recruitment, project planning, resources mobilisation, implementation and refinement (Butterfoss, 2007). Hence, in practice it is difficult to synchronize partnership efforts with external mandates and agendas. Therefore, whilst the Vision might provide a greater emphasis on the importance of multi-sector approaches one might suggest that this does not necessarily help us to understand how to link outcomes of partnership working to high quality sporting outcomes longer term or understand the product of partnership working itself.
Common to both sports development in England and Wales is the critical need to better understand the processes and outcomes of partner interaction.  Yet, partnership usually invokes a vague ideal (Rouse and Smith, 2002), lacking overall substance in practice. If partnership success relies on processes that help smooth partner interaction for example, communication and consultation (Alexander et al., 2008; Babiak and Thibault, 2008), it is essential to pay attention to stakeholder perceptions and the range of contextual factors affecting partnership working over time. On this point, Hoye et al. (2010) make the convincing argument that a greater reliance on community stakeholders, including sport organisations, will place increasing pressure on the capacities and skills of individuals and agencies already struggling to cope with the patchwork of regulation and performance management within local settings. Furthermore, it is recognised that shifts in governance have intensified pressure on those traditionally left out of decision making processes for example, volunteer groups, to become key partners in processes for change (Houlihan, 2008). Thus, a key question facing organisations on both side of the border, is how to understand and effectively engage with a range of diverse partners so that the potential of partnership working might be realised in full. 
5.1.2
County Sports Partnerships
A key distinguishing feature of the sporting landscapes between England and Wales is the network of County Sports Partnerships (CSPs). Operating across 49 counties in England, CSPs are a nationwide system of agencies with a mandate to support government aspirations for sport and physical activity participation (Houlihan and Lindsey, 2008; Sport England, 2007). Essentially, CSPs were created as a principal mechanism for the coordinated implementation of sport policy in England through which national policy was translated into local plans (McDonald, 2005). It has been suggested that CSPs tend to resemble partnerships in name only, instead reflecting collections of agencies reliant on government funding for survival and who are obligated to ensure the delivery of pre-determined policy (Grix, 2010). Such arguments seem to hold weight given the ‘top down’ way in which CSPs were established. However, it is known that partnerships are not ‘value free’ and are used as mechanisms to deliver outcomes for specific strategies. To create the impression that they are anything else would be misleading. Yet, the fact that CSPs provide a useful mechanism for bringing together a range of sporting stakeholders around common aims is irrefutable. As such, CSPs provide a useful example of partnership working within the specific context of sports development. Whilst CSPs might not reflect ‘true’ partnerships in the sense that have not evolved from strictly ‘bottom up’ community-driven agendas, they represent a component part of a broad conception of governance that tentatively seeks to migrate power away from the Centre toward community stakeholders in order to address complex local issues. 
Whilst it is difficult to provide a coherent picture concerning the lessons that so far have been learned from CSPs in practice, it is understood in this context that open discussion is not always apparent, particularly where larger more powerful partners are able to dominate proceedings. This makes it difficult to sustain consensus as to the partnership’s overall mission (Charlton, 2010). Furthermore, the process of linking targets for core CSP work areas into local authority agendas is fundamentally challenging (KKP, 2004). Evidence elsewhere concerning Community Sports Networks (partnership arrangements that operate at the local level to facilitate the bringing together of community stakeholders in support of core CSP objectives), suggests that formalising existing relationships may help to enhance links between partners (PMP, 2006) and that the relationship between collaborative structures and local context is critically important (Lindsey, 2009). Hence, exploring contextual conditions might help us to better understand the determinants of legitimacy, stability, reciprocity and efficiency in partnerships (Babiak, 2007). This is because the realities of partnership working in practice and the issues which they address are complex. 
This complexity is recognised in Welsh national strategy which makes apparent the significance of challenges around health and the need for cross-cutting responses (Welsh Assembly Government, 2005). As with sport development strategies in England, these are cognisant of the fact that the involvement of a large number of partners runs the risk of increasing the risk of inefficiency and ineffectiveness. Hence, an integral element of the recent LAPAs is an emphasis on demonstrating improvements in performance (Wales Audit Office, 2010). The importance of incorporating such functions into partnership arrangements in Welsh sport have been recognised (KKP, 2007). Problematically, it is possible to argue that this only reflects the mechanistic potential of partnerships to produce targeted outcomes. Whilst it is important that partnership structures are engineered to meet the overarching aims of government agencies, evidence from England suggests that attention must also be paid to understanding, and working with, local actors so that partnerships are sensitive to community factors. Whilst this, arguably, is self-evident, the challenge of ‘developing and embedding shared values, common goals and joint aspirations’ (Wales Audit Office, 2010: p5) requires a sound understanding of factors influencing partner interaction. Problematically, despite partnership working as an explicit element of sports development being relatively well developed in England compared to Wales, there is a lack of specific evidence concerning the practice of partnership working and the consequences for policy makers, service providers and service users. As such, it is still not known how best to reconcile the cross-cutting culture of partnership working within traditional systems and practices.

5.2
Partnership readiness 
This section provides results from the analysis of interview transcripts. Consistent with the framework developed by Greig and Poxton (2001) the results are presented using the 9 components of partnership readiness. 
5.2.1
Component 1: Building shared values and principles

Participants recognised that building and instilling shared values and principles was fundamental to the Vision, without which it was unlikely to succeed in the long term. A number of challenges and potential responses were identified:
Culture, history and parochialism 
This dimension helps to bring into focus some key challenges which could potentially stall or derail efforts to build shared values and principles. There was a concern that the ways in which sports development had run previously had created systems or processes that reinforced organisational boundaries. This had led to a focus on mono-organisational aims rather than those which sought to contribute to a wider set of sport-focused goals in collaboration with other organisations and agencies. There were concerns that recent attempts to kick-start broader partnership approaches were not necessarily progressing as was hoped; ‘LAPAs came out and we thought great, we’ve got some investment in the local authority, we can do some real project work and in terms of that, yes, it was brilliant it added some real value. But in terms of looking at the wider sport boundaries instead of the local authority boundaries it hasn’t done us any good in that respect, in terms of being quite insular.’ In this sense, commitments to building shared values and principles were notional in that the LAPA approach had facilitated the delivery of sports development projects but had done so within traditional organisational boundaries and working practices. 

A key concern with this was that this was counter-intuitive to the Vision which embodied a much more progressive partnership approach, focusing on sporting outcomes rather than organisational outputs; ‘there’s been some really quick wins over the years; ‘It’s project based, there’s quick wins, we’re able to do this because we have investment we can target. In reality, how much of that has been thought through in terms of what’s best for that sport in that are …we’ve had some quick wins at the expense of a genuine partnership approach.’
A possible explanation for this was that organisations working in sports development had been protective of their programmes and work areas; ‘…it’s one of the issues we’ll need to get over, and it’s the same whatever you do, you’re protective about your area, your patch. You know, I was protective about #### and I am about #### now, but you’ve got to look wider and understand other people’s motivations and remits and what they can put into it and not be so protective.’ Aspects of this could be traced right down to community level sport and sporting structures; there’s a clash because of your area associations, your league structures…you take historical associations, like football, traditional sports, you might have the #### county football league that’s been running a hundred years and then you overlay more false boundaries from local authorities. And every time you put a new layer on things it confuses things.’ Similarly, such concerns were also evident at a much more strategic level; ‘I think the point, coming back to it, is that we’re now driven by sport…I think we lost our way a little bit, and this is a local authority perspective as well which I was part of. I’d find myself justifying sport to other agendas, you know? And thinking for a sports agenda to fit everything else.’ Hence, the complex mix of organisational practices, cultures and structures within South East Wales potentially thwarted approaches that were clear, open and genuinely partnership-based.

Promising conversations
This dimension highlights the increasing prominence of partnership approaches within sports development approaches in South East Wales, and the whole of Wales more generally. Whilst the continued relevance of a range challenges were recognised it was understood that conversations with and between sports organisations and agencies were beginning to reflect more refined perspective of partnership. This was helping to challenge traditional perspectives of approaches to sports development. A key driver of this was the potential to convince those who were reluctant to fully embrace shared values and principles that partnership approaches could go some way to address problems with which they were concerned; ‘If you’re trying to move from one local authority to a region you’re going to come up against those type of barriers and that’s very difficult. But if you can demonstrate that it’s worked at an operational level to those local councillors, and the benefits it’s producing to their local communities, it’s much easier to persuade them.’ 

Essential for this was using people that were committed to the philosophy of partnership working in collaboration to address common goals; ‘It sounds great, a new Vision, new outcomes, you know, but it’s a real challenge. At that leads to my other area which is people, you know. All the successes I can think of, I can think of people behind them you know? Partnerships are successful if you get the right people on them and I think we talk a lot about innovation, creativity’. In addition, it was recognised that emphasizing sport as the outcome could provide a useful means of instigating wider discussions; ‘…we’re having conversations about what is best for sport in this geographical area irrespective of boundaries of local authorities because clearly, we have fairly large authorities in this area.’ Hence, a greater level of communication and sharing offered a potential means of building trust with partners and a means of encouraging the development of shared values and principles; ‘...he invited us into discussions about developing an idea…that’s what gets us to learn about the nuts and the bolts…if we can understand it, the detail and all, it makes it much easier for us to sell it. And that goes down to every level and that’s why we’ve been working hard to communicate at every level with the staff to get them to a level where they understand where it’s going, what the Vision is.’ 
5.2.2
Component 2: Agreeing specific policy shifts
It was understood that the Vision symbolised a commitment to a new way of working; ‘…it’s a collective change of direction...we can’t fund everything, we can’t fund every governing body to this level, and there are gonna winners and losers in the third sector, local authorities, etc, and if people can accept that, you know, we can be more realistic about progress and programmes and that’s what it should be about.’ Certain shifts were recognised as essential for the longevity of the Vision including a need to understand how to embed new ways of working within the sporting landscape.
Broader conceptions of sporting outcomes
This dimension helps to identify shifts in policy discussed by participants and the changes in thinking needed to support these. It was generally agreed that outcomes needed to be defined by the needs and preferences of the participant. This challenged traditional outcomes that had tended to be defined in terms of organisational outputs i.e. the numbers of participants retained in specific predetermined sports programmes; ‘…it’s driven by what offer is that young person getting, what does sport look like to that young person…so, actually what do we need to do collectively to make sure there’s the opportunity to compete say, in an under thirteen’s team on our patch, whether it’s a geographical or area association area?. Flexibility is absolutely it for me.’ This necessitated a shift towards performance management rather than focusing solely on narrow outputs; ‘It’s about what does it looks like in a school, in a community, in a cluster in terms of the activity that those young people are taking part in, how they feel about taking part in it, you know, all the well-being links...’ However, whilst the importance of more progressive policies in terms how outcomes should be achieved was understood, it was also emphasised that certain elements needed to be retained. This was particularly the case in relation to the use of targeted interventions; ‘I don’t think looking at a wider population group is necessarily the answer. You’ve got to be able to target where the drop offs are and find out what’s causing it.’ Thus, it was possible to detect a sense that policies needed to retain certain high-level inputs i.e. those focused around specific needs-led agendas, but which also incorporated a progressive element that facilitated greater flexibility in the way it was implemented on the ground.

5.2.3
Component 3: Being prepared to explore new service options and not too tied to existing services and providers
It was possible to link Component 3 with Component 2 due to the ways in which policy informed practice at the local level. This is encapsulated by the dimension of thinking outside the box.
Thinking outside the box
This dimension captures the essence that the Vision was driving a fresh perspective of sports development. Fundamental to the shift in policy was recognising the significance of non-traditional providers in sport; ‘…the private sector is gonna be a big player in terms of expanding our Vision, our ambition. But I think that flexibility is going to be our Vision going forward, it’s that joined up working, you know, not just with local authorities, but joined up with governing bodies’ work.’ Furthermore, it was perceived that those already within the sporting landscape needed to contribute towards this new approach; ‘…it’s led by people who know [sport] on the ground, can reinforce it. But encouraging local authorities to work across boundaries at the moment...if we have a local club, it’s how can we still work on school-club links, coach education, coach development across local authorities instead of having to go through four different people just to get some support them?’ This shift required a change in the ways organisations and agencies interacted, without which it would not be possible to receive and assimilate feedback; ‘It’s not just about “we have a Vision in Wales for sport”, we need to be challenged by governing bodies. If they can demonstrate that they can contribute to the Vision we need to be far more relaxed, trusting, flexible about the how. And I’m comfortable with that but we need to have robust data.’

However, it was recognised that this approach faced significant challenges; ‘I hadn’t realised the extreme differences in sort of the culture, ethics, pace, change, everything like that. I think if we are going to be looking at that, as your area, your staff to support us as governing bodies, their understanding of different approaches to the way we work and how we work, I think that will be important to move forward...’ Thus, participants understood that changes were needed within the sporting landscape in order for the myriad of partners to be better able to work together; ‘It doesn’t just come down to us, there’s so many other people out there. We need to communicate better, between local authorities and governing bodies, we’ve made ourselves into silos.’ This, it was perceived, could engender a sense that partnership was something people wanted to do rather than feeling it was something they had to do; ‘…where our partnerships have got a strong Vision and the right people around the table, and by right people it’s those that can feel they can add value and it adds value to their world, then you get away from, “I’ve got to go to this meeting, I’ve got to be a member of this partnership.” So it’s this kind of positive tension, we want to get to here…’ 
5.2.4
Component 4: Determining agreed boundaries 

Participants shared a common concern regarding potential confusion about the roles and responsibilities of organisations and agencies within the sporting landscape. This is highlighted by the dimension improving clarity.

Improving clarity

It was possible to identify three key elements of this dimension. The first related to boundaries between organisations and agencies working within sports development; ‘The coaching workforce, for example. I’m still not clear whether the local authority is responsible for the local workforce or the various governing bodies. And at what point does a governing body assume responsibility, is it when they become level three qualified or something like that? So those kinds of things need some clarification so people really understand how to work together because at the moment it seems a bit of pot-luck.’ Secondly, it was also possible to detect concerns regarding clarity with respect to the ways in which sport priorities were agreed across geographical boundaries; ‘it might be that there’s an integrated plan for sport within a local authority or three joining together. And then there’s the partnership agreement...I guess every partner that we’re working with, we should be agreeing shared outcomes.’
The third element related to greater clarity in terms of proving sport’s contribution, as a policy area, to broader social, economic and political agendas; ‘In an ideal world we could quantify the contribution of sport to participation in physical activity. If we could say that of the x million that take part in physical activity, x million take part in sport, and then establish base lines across local authorities, regions, whatever...that is our contribution to the physical activity agenda [and] it would be much easier to justify and protect the investment in the sport agenda.’ Whilst this element of improving clarity did not relate directly to agreeing boundaries per se it was evident that participants agreed that being able to positively impact specific policy areas was beneficial; ‘...we’ve got to try and justify our investment into Sport Wales and the Vision, what it contributes to the health agenda. But we’re also trying to press a lot of other buttons like social inclusion, regeneration, all those other policy areas where, if we can demonstrate an impact, they’ll leave us alone...’ In this sense, it was apparent that sport needed to be understood as a complete and distinct policy area but that was also part of a much bigger puzzle containing other inter-related areas.
5.2.5
Component 5: Agreeing respective roles with regard to commissioning, purchasing and providing

This component links with Component 4 which is concerned with agreeing a range of organisational and policy boundaries. What distinguishes this component is that it is more concerned with the practice of partnership working i.e. the specific roles and associated functions that support partnership working. 

Making it work

This dimension refers to participants’ understanding that without defining and agreeing partner roles it would be difficult to get partnerships off the ground. It was recognised that more support than was currently available was needed to ensure that partners could identify and understand the relevance of the Vision; ‘Who will it really impact? The competition structures, the associations?  [They] are driving on sport better than I can sat in my office or local authorities can. It’s the people on the ground, the volunteering structure who need far more support than we’re investing at the moment...’ This necessitated that partners understood how they could reconcile their areas e.g. as representatives of Governing Bodies, coaches and sport clubs, with the Vision and the underlying partnership ethos; ‘...it’s clarity of roles and what parts there are to play in that…each element of the pathway [how] we can match into the Vision pathway and what we can do to support that.’ 
An additional aspect of making it work related to the concern that embarking changes in working practices and the ways in which interventions were delivered would create potential problems; ‘The more we go forward, we have to deliver outcomes in partnership. The key players are going to be local authorities, governing bodies, but I think we’re [also] gonna create this vacuum that others will need to be encouraged to fill.’ Hence, it could be inferred that as roles changed to meet the demands and responsibilities of partnership working there was the potential for gaps to emerge within the structures that emerged. Consequently, a key consideration in terms of making it work is the potential for unanticipated consequences of partnership working to affect overall progress.
5.2.6
Component 6: Identifying agreed resource pools
Interview participants recognised that there were opportunities to make better use of resources in support of sports development initiatives. The two dimensions of this theme demonstrate this ambition but also potential challenges to agreeing resource pools. 
Mobilising 
Mobilising resources highlights participants’ increasing awareness of the need to use tangible resources more effectively in the region; ‘… there’s over 140 AstroTurfs across Wales, 60 of them are used for ####, the others aren’t… I’m not going to use those ATPs for ####, but it’s looking at how we can join up with football clubs, rugby clubs, to get better use of facilities.’ Mobilising also relates to increasing awareness of the need to understand how to combine intangible resources more effectively for example partner skills and expertise. Previous examples were highlighted; ‘…there are good examples out there already, we just need to highlight them I suppose. Take free swimming for example, it’s got its supporters and it’s got its critics but one of the things it was responsible for I would argue was bringing sports development and leisure together. Because there was an initiative they had to deliver together and it wasn’t driven by the money necessarily…they knew they had to work together to deliver a programme which they knew would be of any benefit.’ Such examples offered learning experiences for sports development organisations and agencies in the region. However, a principle challenge was recognised. This is encapsulated in the dimension below.
Constraints

This dimension demonstrates that whilst there was a need to identify resources that could be used more effectively for the sake of sports development in the region, more needed to be understood in terms of how to do this under the auspices of the Vision. One potential response to this was to identify specific courses of action backed up by targeted interventions; ‘...you can start mapping things, being more effective with resources. Saying, look, you’ve got a huge unmet demand there and working across that region within those pockets... chasing people we know can deliver, you know, come on, there’s opportunities here! And that’s quite a culture shift for a governing body to almost be chasing business and taking a commercial approach...’ In this sense it was possible to see that adopting a needs-led approach could stimulate an audit of facilities and skill sets that could leader to greater knowledge and efficiency. 

5.2.7
Component 7: Ensuring effective leadership

The criticalness of effective leadership was understood by all participants both in terms of previous sports development programmes and for the future of the Vision. The single dimension below helps to unpack participant perceptions concerning this component.

Importance of individuals

Leadership was personified in that participants highlighted on the importance of individuals in partnership approaches; ‘All the successes I can think of, I can think of people behind them. Partnerships are successful if you get the right people on them and I think we talk a lot about innovation, creativity…’ and the need to develop leaders across the region; ‘I think exposure is another thing…we don’t do enough of that here in Wales. And there’s not ‘Sport Wales go and learn something’, ‘local authorities go and learn something’, we actually do it as a whole… let’s get the right people together to explore this and if it needs investment, time, whatever, then I think we need to do it.’ 

Such was the significance of individuals in the sports development context, difficulties in previous scenarios were linked directly to individuals; ‘I think the reasons it didn’t move forward was that the people driving it were really strong and they had additional jobs, and we lost some really strong leaders. I think that was the issue…’ Hence, this dimension helps to highlight that there is a challenge to find and develop leaders but also to support them in their leadership roles.
5.2.8
Component 8 - Providing sufficient development capacity

This links with Component 7 in which the need to provide support to those in leadership roles was identified. In addition to this, the dimension below helps to outline an approach that could lead to greater partnership working in general.

Progressive experimentalism 

This dimension captures the desire to expunge outdated or ineffective ways of working and replace them with approaches that were more in keeping with the modern needs and demands of sports development in South East Wales. Participants highlighted examples where this process was already under way; ‘We’re already in discussions with a couple of local authorities where, traditionally we’ll have people manager in 2 local authorities, a few 5-60 officers, and whatever that looks like…we’re looking at now a single AYP officer managing 2 local authorities which doesn’t sound that radical when you talk about it but it is because it will be someone in a school in one authority reporting to a manager based in another local authority.’ It was perceived that the context of sports development was now more conducive to such approaches; ‘I think 4 years ago when the KKP study was done, I don’t think it was really on the radar to test it, I don’t think I had the relationships with local authorities to have those really challenging conversations about whether we could do this. And now we are probably in a far better place for us to have those conversations.’ 

In this sense, the cultural shifts taking place in the sporting landscape potentially provided ‘space’ to develop new partnership approaches in which new practices could be tried and tested. A key ingredient was getting the right people involved; ‘It’s no good if only a handful of people are up for it. If people aren’t up for it then we need to work with others. That’s my view, we’ve got to work with the right people.’ Hence, development capacity not only relied on cultural shifts towards cross-cutting approaches but also finding individuals that understood the potential of this shift and the need to embrace it.
5.2.9
Component 9 - Developing and sustaining good personal relationships

Developing and sustaining personal relationships were perceived by participants as central to the success of the Vision. The two dimensions below extend findings relating to inter-personal relationships already presented in the readiness framework (for example, aspects of trust in 5.2.3) and help to illustrate essential characteristics of this component as perceived by participants.
Mutual challenge

Agreeing outcomes that simultaneously challenged higher level organisations and those involved with delivering sports development provided a useful way of reinforcing the partnership ethos; ‘Our role is to help achieve those shared outcomes for sport in that area. And equally…every partner that we’re working with, we should be agreeing shared outcomes…I would challenge a governing body, a local authority, boys and girls clubs of Wales, it comes down to how are you contributing towards the Vision…’ Mutual challenge, therefore, demonstrates that all partners should focus on agreeing common outcomes that support the Vision and in doing so advance the knowledge and understanding of partners, their needs and preferences. Whilst this aspect of personal relationships helps to illustrate that partners might be willing to work together more closely, how this could be achieved in practice was not made explicit. The dimension below provides a theoretical means of improving relationships between partners that was alluded to by interview participants.
Rewarding contributions

Rewarding partner efforts was perceived as a potential way to enhance partnership working. This provided concrete proof that relationships were valued. There was some evidence of this taking place; ‘…in the last round of funding I’ve not got the point of saying it’s one massive pot for local authorities, [instead] maybe come and tell me how you’re going to contribute to the Vision…Instead of saying you will get 80,000 additional, it’s what can you deliver? And some of them have had success rewarded, some have had less investment this year, but it’s not all been about the money. Because the secret is how we work.’ Participants recognised that by identifying specific opportunities or problems and then rewarding resultant contributions would help to engender positive working relationships; ‘…the only two outcomes that we’re investing in this year are increasing community participation for young people and increasing participation for 16-25 year olds. Now, it’s quite radical but if we can measure those things and get them right, all the interventions and all the things we do will ultimately come through in that, have we got people participating in the community? It doesn’t matter whether they do 5 sessions of 5-60 a term or 10 sessions of 5-60 a term, it’s irrelevant…that’s quite a challenge for us, we’re being flexible, honest, trusting.’
6. Discussion and Conclusion

This section contextualises the research findings and addresses the research questions corresponding to each deliverable identified in Section 2.
D1.
Investigate the nature of existing sport development approaches in South East Wales, identifying key structures, models, and contextual factors.


Underpinning contemporary sports development in Wales is a desire to enthuse children to adopt sporting lifestyles and to encourage recreational and elite sporting participation at every level. The success of these aims is premised on partnership working across a range of sectors. As with sports development in England, initiatives supporting these aims are underpinned by a strong commitment to developing robust and accurate data that helps inform decision making. However, the lack of research into partnership in this context is stark. Efforts to understand the processes, outcomes and complexities of partnership working have not yet been embedded within the Welsh sporting landscape on a wide-scale basis.

As with sports development in England, national policy is fed down through a principle government sport agency that works with a variety of sport and non-sport partners to ensure that strategies are enacted and delivered within community settings. This takes place within a wider context of increasing financial instability and concerns over the legitimacy of traditional institutions. Whilst parallels can be drawn with England, a distinguishing feature of Welsh sports development is that there has, to date, been no attempt to create ‘middle’ layer structures akin to CSPs that are tasked with coordinating and supporting local partners to deliver targeted sporting outcomes. In this sense, coordinated partnership approaches remain in their infancy, there being no wider structure in place to bring partners together at present. This is not to underestimate the contribution of the Vision or of practitioners that are helping to sustain an increasing partnership momentum. Given the increasing significance of partnership working in the sport and physical activity agenda, LAPAs may provide a useful learning tool from which lessons can be understood and translated into practice.
D2.
Draw comparisons between sports development approaches currently being employed in Wales and England, thus providing a clear picture of local and national sports development contexts.

For clarity, the key points relating to D2 are provided below:
· At a national level, the Vision for Sport is bold in that it challenges the sporting sector to change the way it thinks about partnership working and its potential as a catalyst for delivering positive sporting outcomes. However, it is apparent that efforts to coordinate this new approach are not consistent across the whole region, particularly where there are historical or inter-personal and professional issues. It is important, therefore, that the messages of the Vision are broadcast wide and far and supported with practical examples of successful partnership working. At a more practical level, key challenges in South East Wales include the continuing need to sensitively incorporate monitoring and performance frameworks and the need to modify working practices and cultures of working at all levels.
· Regardless of where partnership occurs, it is not ‘value free’ and is subject to a range of political, economic and social pressures. An awareness of these issues by all partners is likely to provide conditions which are conducive to trust building, open communication and greater collaborative capacity. LAPAs provide a potential mechanism for partners to interact more productively than has historically been the case but an overriding focus on outputs might hamper partnership progress in other areas for example, developing trusting and productive interpersonal relationships. Sports development faces numerous political, social and economic challenges hence it is important from the outset that a coordinated partnership approach is seen as opportunity and not a threat.
· The Vision has challenged those involved in sports development to produce better and more meaningful outcomes in a more efficient way. Understanding local contextual factors for example, existing inter-organisational relationships and working practices may help to encourage partners to ‘buy-in’ to the challenge. Experiences in England suggest that time taken out to listen and learn about one another’s organisations helps to develop a shared understanding of what the partnership is trying to achieve and the inherent limitations. Hence, whilst the Vision provides an essential point of reference it is important that local actors have the space, time and support to understand its relevance. Such an approach might offset potentially negative perceptions of asymmetrical decision making which are commonly associated with ‘top down’ policy approaches.

· In England, CSPs have provided an important means of bringing together of community stakeholders at a regional and county-wide level. However, balancing the need to demonstrate partnership effectiveness in terms of outputs at the cost of focusing on the quality of outcomes has been a long standing challenge. This fundamental challenge resounds for partnership approaches in South East Wales where it is already recognised that pressures to perform may impact the quality of sporting, and other, outcomes. As such, the ability to clearly articulate shared outcomes at the local level is an important facet of partnership working.
· Broadly speaking, recognising that partners are not all equal provides a potential means of developing a culture which is open, constructive and aware of the realities of working in partnership. This might help partners to adopt roles that are relevant to their experience and expertise which, in turn, may produce more cohesive partnership environments. 
D3.
Investigate the potential advantages, disadvantages, barriers to, and factors facilitating partnership approaches in South East Wales.
Based on the research findings it is possible to summarise key factors in Table 2 (overleaf).
	Advantages
	Disadvantages
	Barriers
	Facilitators

	Shared resources
	Increased conflict
	History of conflict / parochialism
	High level commitment to the Vision

	Shared costs / risks
	Burnout / overload
	Lack of partnership skills and experience
	Local leaders

	Learning opportunities
	Pressure for results
	Lack of fit with existing structures
	Evolving partnership ethos

	‘Sensitive’ interventions
	Lack of consistent support
	Lack of trust
	New / creative approaches to practice

	Local ownership
	Lack of clarity
	Incompatible cultures / practices
	Outcome-led funding

	Coordinated approaches
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Advantages may have to be at least twice the level of perceived costs for a favourable cost-benefit ratio. Advantages can be better understood when considered in relation to local contextual factors, allowing partners to assess which contribute most to partnership working and the outcomes of partnership working.
	Minimising perceived disadvantages provides an important means of increasing satisfaction. Establishing effective communication channels, clear guidance and support systems should be prioritised in order to engender mutual trust and constructive relationships.
	Although barriers can be problematic in terms of building and sustaining relationships they should not necessarily provide a focus for discussion. Identifying factors that facilitate partnership working whilst being cognizant of barriers should help partners to carefully bypass some barriers without the need to divert attention away from core objectives.
	Facilitating factors provide impetus to partnership approaches. Minimising disadvantages and creating effective communication channels will provide space for these factors to develop and strengthen. This should assist partners in developing a strong sense of ownership over aspects of partnership working. Partners should be aware that the nature and scope of facilitating factors is likely to vary across local contexts.


Table 2:
Potential advantages, disadvantages, barriers to, and factors facilitating partnership approaches
D4.
To provide feedback concerning the efficacy of partnership approaches as sustainable models of sport development in South East Wales.
Using the partnership readiness framework as a template it is possible to provide preliminary feedback concerning the potential efficacy of an integrated partnership approach by way of a series of principal statements (Table 3).
Table 3: Assessment of partnership readiness
	Component
	Statement 

	1. Building and agreeing shared values and principles with a Vision of how life should be for people who use services.
	Participants recognised this as fundamental. Building shared values and principles represented a key challenge, particularly where there was low trust and issues around parochialism / historical difficulties. Demonstrating shared outcomes provided a means of developing mutually beneficial relationships.

	2. Agreeing specific policy shifts [or changes] that the partnership arrangements are designed to achieve.
	The Vision represents a reinvigoration of sport in Wales and its transformative potential. High level commitment to this is evident. New approaches to creating shared outcomes need to be reconciled with policy-driven objectives. As such, it is likely that there needs to be a clearer understanding concerning the nature of, and limits to, shifts in policy and practice.

	3. Being prepared to explore new service options and not be tied too closely to existing services or providers.
	A genuine enthusiasm for engaging a more diverse range of partners to support the Vision was clear. A key challenge was to establish communication and feedback channels that allowed partners to move beyond traditional ‘silo’ mentalities into genuinely collaborative approaches.

	4. Being clear about what aspects of service and activity are inside and outside of the boundaries of the partnership arrangements.
	There was concern that roles and responsibilities needed greater clarification. The practicalities of overlaying the Vision onto existing sport structures challenged traditional boundaries. Understanding the focus, limits and responsibilities for sport strategies was essential. Promoting the efficacy of sport as a complementary agenda could help with cross-cutting approaches.

	5. Being clear about organisational roles in terms of responsibilities for and relationships between commissioning, purchasing and providing.
	The Vision offers greater flexibility in the way strategies are developed and delivered. However, the Vision challenged traditional notions of sports development. More support than was currently available would help partners to reconcile practices and priorities with the proposed changes in delivery mechanisms. Insufficient numbers of people with the skills needed to make sport collaborative structures work was a potential problem.


	Component
	Statement 

	6. Identifying agreed resource pools.
	Partnership working was seen as a fundamental means of making better use of resources. These resources included tangible resources e.g. sports facilities, and intangible resources e.g. skills and expertise. There was a need to identify the nature of resources but also how to utilise these properly in support of the Vision. Understanding the nature and scope of resources could leader to greater knowledge, planning and efficiency in the long term.

	7. Ensuring effective leadership.
	Effective leadership was understood as a critical factor. A wide-scale approach to developing a pool of leaders was seen as an essential factor in driving the Vision forwards. Finding and supporting these leaders posed a challenge. 

	8. Providing sufficient development capacity. 


	The Vision marked a departure for the ways in which sports development strategy was both conceived and delivered. The success of the Vision depended upon new approaches being given the time and space to develop in accordance with local needs and preferences. Opportunities to develop capacity for greater collaboration and learning were only just beginning to emerge and relied upon people who understood and embraced the Vision. 

	9. Developing and sustaining good personal relationships.

	The success of partnership approaches necessitated good personal relationships. A climate that was trusting, flexible and focused on common outcomes provided the foundations for developing and sustaining positive relationships. Lack of partnership skill and experience presented potential barriers but it was recognised that there was an increasing number of examples of good practice.


The framework helps to demonstrate that there is a genuine shift toward more collaborative approaches in sports development in the area. The overlapping nature of some of the components help to demonstrate the inter-connectedness of factors relevant to partnership working and the complexity of tasks facing policy makers and practitioners. Collectively, the components demonstrate that it is important to move beyond conceptions of partnerships as ‘vague ideals’ and to begin to understand more fully the true implications of partnership working, its limitations and its potential.
7. Recommendations


As a result of the discussion and conclusions above, which are in turn based on the synthesis of the evidence, we make the following recommendations:

Recommendation 1: Refer to and use the tables provided in D3 and D4 as guidance for future discussion concerning the development of the Vision in relation to the approaches and priorities of sport and physical activity partnerships. These represent current issues and should not necessarily be taken as an indication of factors relevant in the long term.
Recommendation 2: Ensure that the values binding partnerships are central to the daily practices of all and provide the basis for an open and constructive dialogue from the outset. High level support is integral but values need transmitting and internalising across the sporting landscape. 
Recommendation 3: Promote and internalise the importance of system-wide outcomes and begin to develop clear guidelines for how these can be achieve in practice. Evidence-based approaches for example, developing small-scale pilot approaches, could provide essential evidence concerning how policy and practice can be synchronised effectively i.e. what it is that can be realistically delivered in partnership, how this is achieved and what practical lessons can be learned.
Recommendation 4: Ensure that the importance of partner interaction is recognised. Overall responsibility for systems or processes that monitor the practices and systems that serve this interaction should be discussed. This discussion should include the participation of a wide range of organisations and agencies to help determine the most appropriate approach.

Recommendation 5: Investigate and prioritise existing and new locally-oriented networks that span a range of diverse partners. It is important that consistent approaches are used across the region to ensure an open, inclusive and coordinated approach to delivering sporting outcomes.
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