Appendix 2  TECHNICAL GUIDANCE

1. Ownership

1.1 The challenge in setting and delivering a long-term vision for an area is not underestimated.  Clearly, the depth and scale of inter-agency working will vary, particularly at a sub-regional level, and this affects the pace at which an AIF can be developed.  

1.2 Wide stakeholder support is critical to access the information required to produce an AIF and to secure ongoing commitments to implementing any follow up action.  Successful approaches will build upon what is already there and take time to engage stakeholders.  In addition to SEEDA there are other regional stakeholders, such as lottery distributor bodies, who can have an important role to play in regeneration and who partners may wish to engage in the process.

1.3 Organisations developing an AIF need to incorporate in their project plan clear mechanisms for engaging stakeholders, individually and collectively, with this reflected in the project timetable and the budget.  Partners should consider how the AIF process will be linked into the community planning processes at the local level to ensure that the final AIF has wide ownership and accountability. 

1.4 It is important that early in the process face-to-face interviews are held with key stakeholders.  This meeting can be used to outline the AIF process and begin to explore the potential areas for collaborative working and equally importantly any limits on this, for example data that is confidential and will not be made available as part of the AIF process, certainly not in the initial stages until trust has developed.  This process is particularly important where there is not a strong tradition of partnership working or where an agreed strategy is not yet in place, but even where partners have worked collaboratively for some time, it is an important first stage.  

1.5 Senior stakeholders may agree to participate in the AIF process, but this could still require further ratification.  Allowance should be made in the timetable for the fact that many organisations will have their own internal approval processes.    

1.6 Whilst it is important that individual partners sign up to the AIF process, participants need to come together to agree vision, outcomes and priorities and also to gain a collective understanding of the different stakeholders e.g. the drivers of investment decisions, strategic planning and budget setting processes.  It is recommended that workshops be used together with short life task/working groups, whose membership is drawn from the full range of stakeholders.  

1.7 Great care needs to be taken in the use of external consultants.  The aim is to ensure wide ownership and commitment to the AIF and the action plan/s that come from it.  This can best be achieved through face-to-face interviews and working through issues in workshops and small working groups.  The action that emerges needs to be appropriate and tailored to the particular circumstances of the area.  Where consultants are used, it should be selectively to support this process, for example for initial elements of economic analysis or to facilitate group working.  

2. Anticipated Outcomes

2.1 SEEDA will expect to see clear agreements on the vision and specific outcome targets that partners are seeking to achieve (normally drawn from an analysis of needs and opportunities).  This may already have been produced as part of developing a strategy for the area.  Where this does not exist it will need to be put in place.  

Baseline analysis

2.2 Where baseline analysis is required, partners should balance the time and resources needed to collect data with the practical use that will be made of it.  Extensive research and analysis should not be needed and there is a danger that analysis will dominate at the expense of the more critical elements, that of engagement and developing consensus on priorities.  Partners should look at what other work is taking place to establish need, most notably through the community planning process.  It is recommended that nationally available statistics and data linked to existing performance management processes be used, rather than commissioning specific surveys and research.  This will ease data collection, allow regular updating and enable comparison with other areas.  Ward based analysis should be sought to enable outcome targets to be set for the 119 worst wards.  The Neighbourhood Statistics Service provides a range of information down to ward level (www.statistics.gov.uk/

neigbourhood).  

2.3 Findings from national data should be tested through interviews/ workshops with stakeholders.  This avoids an over-simplification of the issues that a purely statistical analysis might lead to and acknowledges that there will be limitations in the quality of the data (e.g. coverage, date of collection etc).  The interview process and group work can also be used to develop an understanding of the barriers to development or opportunities that can be exploited.  Again, consultation taking place as part of the community planning process can also be used to test statistical findings and agree priorities. 

2.4 Once the initial stocktake has been completed it is useful to use a workshop/s to bring participants together with short briefing papers/discussion papers on the key issues.  This should provide sufficient data to gain the agreement of key stakeholders on the current situation.  This sharing of data analysis has an important role in ensuring that all stakeholders have a common understanding of issues.  

Outcome Targets & Public Service Agreements 

2.5 The baseline analysis should enable agreement to be reached on outcome targets.  In agreeing these targets partners may wish to develop a framework based on shared Public Service Agreement (PSA) targets or other similar performance frameworks.  The Government has developed a series of cross cutting PSA targets.  These top-level goals have been cascaded down into compatible objectives for regional and local agencies, with collaboration required for their achievement.  For example, agencies such as SEEDA, Probation Service and Learning & Skills Councils all share goals to improve basic skills provision in the region.  SEEDA wishes to encourage vertical as well as horizontal integration of outcome targets and would urge partners to refer to the Regional Outcome Targets agreed with the Government (see appendix 1). 

Tackling deprivation

2.6 The Government’s National Strategy for Neighbourhood Renewal and the Spending Review 2000 established a system whereby progress is measured through improvements in the most deprived part of the country rather than on the national average.  As part of the Government’s PSA framework it expects RDAs to work with Local Strategic Partnerships and other stakeholders to tackle poverty and social exclusion through promoting economic development in the most deprived areas by reducing deprivation by 10% in those wards in the region that are currently in the bottom 20% of the Indices of Multiple Deprivation.  There are 119 wards to which this applies in the South East, the majority of which are located in the Priority Regeneration Areas.  SEEDA will expect impact on the 119 wards to be a key consideration in the development and implementation of AIFs. 

Impact Indicators

2.7 Once longer-term outcomes have been agreed, partners need to establish indicators for measuring progress.  Again, existing performance management frameworks may provide a guide.  Sources such as the Audit Commission’s work to develop Quality of Life indicators provide useful reference tools to potential ways of measuring the impact of partners’ activities.  

2.8 SEEDA has agreed its own measures of performance with the Government.  These outputs and their definitions are set out in Appendix 5; specific targets are set out in the Agency’s Corporate Plan (available at www.seeda.co.uk).  

3. Priorities & strategies 

3.1 Prior to producing an AIF partners should have a clear agreed set of priorities and a strategy for achieving these against which current investment can be assessed and future investment planned.  

3.2 Partners may find that there are a range of strategies and action plans they are required and/or choose to prepare.  Equally at the level of city region or sub-region there may well be wide variation in the geographic coverage of strategies.  But if there is not broad agreement on the direction for an area then clearly there will be considerable difficulty in developing an action agenda and commitments to funding.  

3.3 Where they have not yet done so AIF partners should review and agree priorities based upon an agreed strategy or from a review of appropriate strategies.  Identifying priorities through a workshop process is more powerful than a desk based review as it gives an opportunity for wider understanding and ownership.  However, the sub-regional economic strategies produced by the South East Economic Partnerships and the Community Plans being developed by Local Strategic Partnerships are clearly the starting points for this process. 

4. Investment Analysis

4.1 It is worth taking time to discuss and agree with stakeholders the appropriate investment data to be collected and the feasibility of doing so.  These discussions should be used to agree clear definitions to enable consistent collection. 

4.2 A balance needs to be struck between the cost of collecting data and its usefulness.  Whilst analysing the totality of investment flows into an area may be an appropriate long-term goal, at a practical level partners should agree on core areas of initial focus, guided by the priorities and strategy that partners are looking to implement and the outcomes they hope to deliver.  

4.3 Partners should aim to capture data over which agencies have a measure of control or influence, bearing in mind the ultimate purpose of an AIF is to provide a tool for collective investment planning to address priorities.  For example, whilst partner action may indirectly influence the level of benefit payments in an area, payments are governed by personal circumstances.  Information on this investment may inform strategy and help to measure impact, but it may be of limited value in terms of joint investment planning. 

4.4 An AIF should assist partners to gauge the extent to which current spending and planned investment is directed at agreed priorities for the area and ensures that new initiatives build effectively on existing provision.  Partners should be guided by 3 questions:

· where are we trying to get to?

· what is being spent already to get there?

what is the gap?

The analysis needs to be in sufficient depth and detail to answer these questions.  Both capital and revenue investment should be examined and a baseline analysis of investment should be established as well as forecasts.

4.5 When looking at future investment it is useful to look at basic levels of investment to maintain the status quo and investment to achieve improvements.  This requires a distinction between:

· investment to maintain a service

· investment to enhance / develop or grow an existing service

investment to deliver a new service.

Whilst strategies could cover 10 years or more, investment planning will be over a shorter period.  It may well be possible to look up to 5 years ahead for capital investment, but revenue forecasting is unlikely to be possible more than 3 years ahead.  Even this more limited analysis of planned investment may prove difficult where agencies work to a series of different timetables and business planning processes.  The priority should be to develop and agree a process by which partners will start to work together on investment planning.  This process may already be underway at the local level through Local Strategic Partnerships.  

Investment Data Sources

4.7 AIFs should cover investment information from all agencies relevant to delivering the agreed strategy, including the voluntary and community sector and the private sector where appropriate.  

Public sector

4.8 Investment data can be gathered through an agreed template circulated to public sector partners.  These need to be carefully constructed to capture the different types of investment (e.g. capital/ revenue, maintaining / improving a service) and the level of disaggregation required to reflect strategic priorities.  Gathering investment data is a time consuming process, however, the involvement of partners at an early stage can help to identify obvious pitfalls, clarify definitions and agree a realistic approach.  This also helps to ensure wide ownership of the process and increase the return of questionnaires/templates.  

4.9 As well as mainstream funding relevant area based initiatives and themed short term funding programmes should be included (e.g. ESF/ERDF/SRB/NDC/Sure Start/NOF etc).  As with other public investment, it is important to look at the use as well as the source of funding, for example SRB funding directed at business support or basic skills provision.

4.10 Partners should consider the use of information gathered through performance management processes (such as Local Authority PSA and Best Value Reviews) to obtain investment data.  

Private Sector

4.11 Businesses need to see the benefits of being involved and it takes time to successfully engage them.  Businesses are more likely to give general views on investment prospects rather than financial information.  Whilst surveys/questionnaires can provide information on the issues facing businesses, they tend to be more limited in terms of the significance of the investment conclusions that can be drawn from them.  Thus partners should work to ensure that the private sector is engaged as part of the strategy and action planning process but look to use broader proxies to estimate the likely private sector contribution to delivering a strategy.  

4.12 When looking at development opportunities for example, data on average tender prices for a basket of building types could be used and weighted to reflect the type of development for which permission has been granted or that might take place.  As with public investment, when agreeing measures of private sector investment, partners need to consider the extent to which this can be influenced to deliver agreed strategic priorities.  

Voluntary/Community sector

4.13 The breadth and number of voluntary/community organisations in an area means that, as with businesses, survey information on investment by the sector is likely to give only a partial picture.  However, careful targeting of organisations, linked to strategic priorities, should enable a broad indication of investment.  Anticipated voluntary / community sector contributions to area based initiatives will have been identified through Delivery Plans or other approval processes.  Partners may also feel that ‘in kind’ contributions through volunteers are an appropriate form of investment for delivering their strategies.  Organisations such as a local CVS or volunteer bureau may be able to assist with appropriate rates.  

1.6 4.14 When looking at voluntary / community investment care needs to be taken to avoid double counting of grants and contracts from other public sector partners to the AIF process.

4.15 Again, as with the business community, investment analysis is only going to give a partial picture, given the scale and complexity of the sector, ensuring that the voluntary and community sector is engaged in the process is key.  
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