SOUTH EAST ENGLAND DEVELOPMENT AGENCY

DELIVERING IN PARTNERSHIP IN PRIORITY REGENERATION AREAS

Introduction 

1. This paper sets out the proposed arrangements for delivering SEEDA’s programmes through partnerships, working sub regionally across the priority regeneration areas.  It does not deal with contracted or direct development as other SEEDA mechanisms.

2. A consultation paper was issued in March to SRB partnerships, economic partnerships and local authorities.  In total, 43 written responses were received from a wide range of partnerships and local authorities.  In addition, 5 meetings were held across the region, which were attended by approximately 125 people.

3. The main themes which arose during the consultation were as follows:

· Welcome to the way in which regeneration funding is to be prioritised across the region, on the basis of a systematic approach rather than competitive bidding.

· An understanding that the delivery of SEEDA funding through partnerships working in priority regeneration areas should be across the full range of SEEDA interests, i.e. including business, learning and skills as well as the well-established regeneration programmes.

· Acceptance of the intention to significantly reduce the number of partnerships through which SEEDA delivers its programmes.

· A concern about the difference between arrangements for the defined priority regeneration areas, and those parts of the region (much the largest part of the region geographically) not included in priority regeneration areas.

· At the same time, an endorsement of SEEDA’s intentions to be as clear as possible about priorities, both geographically and functionally.

· A strong desire that SEEDA should not propose the setting up of yet more partnerships, but recognise the existing structure of economic partnerships on the one hand, and the Government’s desire to encourage the development of Local Strategic Partnerships on the other.

Relationship to Area Investment Frameworks (AIFs) and Local Strategic Partnerships

AIFS 

4. Taking these views into account, the argument is against the establishment of new forms of partnership specifically to deliver SEEDA’s programmes, where these exist already.  The SEEDA Corporate Plan sets out the geographic extent of priority regeneration areas, and the mechanism for establishing SEEDA intervention in them through the preparation of Area Investment Frameworks.  The relationship between the new partnership arrangements for delivery in priority regeneration areas, and the preparation of AIFs is therefore crucial.  For this reason, a guidance note about the preparation of AIFs, and review of the experience from the pilot programme, have been prepared and are available to accompany this paper.

LSPs

5. The strong preference from the majority of respondents is to use the emergence of Local Strategic Partnerships as a basic building block.    However, LSPs are non statutory, have no legal basis as a mechanism for direct delivery of programmes, and are still at relatively early stage of evolution.  It will be some time before there is a comprehensive coverage of LSPs within the priority regeneration areas, let alone elsewhere.

6. The general pattern to date is that LSPs have been developed for each local authority, whether district, unitary or county level.  There are very few examples of LSPs covering more than one district council area.  By the same token, most county councils have set up their own strategic partnerships, which means that there are district council LSPs nesting within a countywide LSP.  

7. One of the core tasks of the LSP is to prepare and implement the Community Strategy for their local area, a process which is very similar to the preparation of AIFs, and in many situations, delivery organisations will be members of LSPs.  Where the effective local economic area is the same geographic area as an LSP, this provides a strong model for the future.  But, in most cases, the effective unit is a sub regional one.  This means that generally LSPs will need to work together, for example in the preparation of the AIF, to ensure the closest possible consistency between the AIF and Community Strategies.

SEEDA’s Preferred Model

8. The suggested conceptual model is one which brings together the preparation of Area Investment Frameworks at a sub-regional partnership level, in terms of the identification and prioritisation of projects and programmes, together with the streamlining and coordination of delivery, through the creation of administrative delivery and co-ordination teams of critical mass.  

9. Responsibility for specific projects is expected to be at a local level, whether by a local authority, a small neighbourhood partnership or a community regeneration forum, to take three standard examples.  The local delivery may be channelled through the Local Strategic Partnership where this exists, in which case a close relationship is expected between the Local Strategic Partnerships operating at a district council level, and the sub-regional partnership.  

10. The attached diagram (1) explains the relationship between a sub-regional partnership responsible for preparing and developing the Area Investment Framework, with a relationship with SEEDA on the one hand, and the economic partnership on the other, typically operating at a countywide level.  The AIF, as stated above, sets out the priorities, including the identification of actions where SEEDA may be involved and the responsibility for delivering individual projects within these priorities.  The relationship between the sub-regional partnership and Local Strategic Partnerships, typically operating at a smaller geographic level, often a district council, is then shown.

11. In terms of streamlining the delivery arrangements between SEEDA and the individual projects on the ground, the preferred model is an administrative team as part of the sub-regional partnership.  This would coordinate the range of projects being funded by SEEDA (and others) and carried out by the appropriate bodies at the local level.  The benefit of a single administrative co-ordination team at a sub-regional level is that critical mass and economies of scale can best operate, monitoring and appraisal processes are standardised, and opportunities to develop and share best practice are maximised.  
12.
It is intended that a representative from each of the ten sub-regional partnership              networks form a best practice forum that meets regularly to exchange ideas,       develop joint initiatives and provide practical day to day support for each other’s        operations.

Proposals for Priority Regeneration Areas

13. The subsequent diagrams (2 to 11) then set out how the proposed arrangement 

      would look for each sub-regional area within the Priority Areas for Regeneration.   

      In most cases, this is building on the arrangements established for the preparation   

      of Area Investment Frameworks during the pilot phase, and the proposals that 

      these AIFs themselves suggest for carrying forward the action planning work.  

      The relationships with economic partnerships are generally at the county level, 

      and the likely need is to continue community regeneration programmes currently 

      being funded through SRB in many coastal urban areas.  

14.Clearly, the scale of activity varies considerably, from the national and 

regional regeneration priority of Thames Gateway and therefore the strong arrangements necessary to deliver the regeneration programmes for North Kent, to geographically and financially more modest proposals for West Sussex. 

15. Eastbourne and Wealden do not fit easily at a strategic level, except within a wider 

East Sussex framework and this is therefore the core proposal.  Conversely,  arrangements for the western part of the region, enable a congruence of       partnership  arrangements between the sub-regional partnership, the AIF and the LSP; the Isle of Wight is an example, as is Southampton. 

16. Nonetheless, the logic is intended to be reasonably consistent, but allowing for 

       adaptation to meet local circumstances.  A particular example is carrying forward 

       the arrangements for Hastings and Rother through the Task Force and the detailed 

       development of a Hastings Area Investment Framework within the context 

       already provided of the East Sussex AIF.

17. It must be stressed that these are the preferred arrangements for the Priority  

      Regeneration Areas.  SEEDA’s expectation is that the identification of projects 

      and programmes for these areas will be comprehensive through the AIF process.  

      SEEDA’s interventions where required will embrace the full range of 

      regeneration, learning and skills and business development activities.  However, 

      there will be projects where SEEDA’s contribution to a project, albeit identified as 

      a priority within the AIF, will not be through a partnership arrangement, but either 

      through a contract, or through direct delivery.  Land & property projects are the 

      obvious example, but even so, the expectation is still that the priority to be 

      accorded to a physical development project will be established in the AIF, as the 

      justification for SEEDA becoming involved.  

18. These proposals will require the preparation of Area Investment Frameworks for 

      the following areas, and which SEEDA will expect to contribute towards funding:

· Thames Gateway, Kent (Dartford, Gravesham, Medway and Swale)

· North East Kent (Canterbury, Dover and Thanet)

· M20/Channel Corridor (Shepway, Ashford and Maidstone)

· East Sussex, with Hastings and Rother as a detailed inset to reflect the Task Force arrangements

· Brighton & Hove, and Adur

· West Sussex Coast (Arun, Worthing and Chichester)

· Portsmouth and South East Hampshire (Portsmouth, Havant and Gosport)

· Southampton (the city region considered by the pilot AIF covering parts of the New Forest and Eastleigh)

· Isle of Wight

19. In most cases, these are the areas where pilot Area Investment Frameworks have 

      already been established, and therefore the process is very much one of  

      developing the work through the action planning process.  This will in turn reflect 

      on the experience from all the pilot AIFs and the companion guidance note to this 

      paper.

Outside the Priority Regeneration Areas

20. In response to the needs of the rest of the region outside the priority regeneration    

      areas, the proposal is that the community regeneration needs, especially as they 

      enable individual deprived wards within the 119 worst wards within the region to 

      be addressed, are met through the mechanism of project proposals put forward by 

      individual local authorities and/or Local Strategic Partnerships.  This is where the 

     Community Strategy will have a particularly strong role.

21. This would mean that projects, for example in Reading and Slough within 

      Berkshire, would be the subject of direct discussion with SEEDA.  In other cases, 

      for example in Buckinghamshire, the mechanism of a countywide public service 

      agreement between the county council and the four districts offers a mechanism 

      for identifying regeneration projects in the one or two pockets of need in the 

      county.  

22.The proposed arrangements in the conceptual model can be applied and adapted to 

      the rest of the region outside the identified priority areas and the attached diagram    

     (12) demonstrates this.  The difference would be no requirement to prepare an      

     Area Investment Framework to provide the context for projects and programmes. 

     However, the existence of an overall framework provided by the Community 

     Strategy is likely to be important in prioritising a context to justify individual     

     project submissions.  It may well appeal to partnership arrangements in the non-

     priority areas, to proceed in a similar way to the preparation of an AIF, in which 

     case the guidance note will provide a degree of advice to assist the work. 

23.It is proposed that the various local partnerships across the outside priority 
     regeneration areas especially those which are focussed on some of the worst 119 
     wards form a best practice exchange network and that a representative joins the 
     community regeneration forum (see paragraph 12 above) to ensure that they can 
     benefit from the experience of others around the region who are facing similar 
     problems but likely on a more extensive, though no less important scale.
Next Steps

24. The next step is to discuss these proposed arrangements in detail with the sub-

      regional and local partners.  SEEDA will then develop a guidance paper for the 

      administrative and delivery co-ordination teams, building on the experience of 

      running SRB programmes and the need to provide for funding for management 

      and administration.  This will also need to cover the monitoring, reporting and 

      appraisal requirements as well as the standards required for financial management 

      and audit.  

25. We expect to agree these revised arrangements to take effect from April 2003, 

      with progressive implementation as the SRB partnerships in each area reach their 

      conclusion.

