Issues Paper Arising from “Community Planning and Regeneration  - Regeneration Outcome Agreements” the SURF Members’ Open Forum held in Dundee 06.11.03

Speakers: 

Bert Sandeman, Co-ordinator of the Better Neighbourhood Services Fund (Thematic) Team in Dundee City Council and John Stanners Depute Co-ordinator of the Better Neighbourhood Services Fund (Geographic) Team in Dundee City Council

Chair, Edward Harkins, Networking Initiatives, SURF

To encapsulate the context and flow of this inter-active forum event, and as it was not possible to reiterate every nuance and detail, this précis is in a discursive and selective style and format.

Bert Sandeman

Bert emphasized that whilst he was not claiming any great expertise, Dundee Council do have the advantage of having been involved in the BNSF for the post 15 months. Details of what their LOAs actually look like are given in the information pack distributed at the Forum. The Thematic approach is based on support for young people and this encompasses key Council departments of:

· Education

· Social Work

· Communities Department
· Health was more recently
Bert’s role is the co-ordinated channeling of certain resources from these departments into particular areas and particular schools. For today’s presentation he was utilizing a format gleaned from a monitoring & evaluation exercise conducted by the Council’s partners, the Scottish Executive. The commissioned consultants produced a ‘topic report’ on how the LOAs impacted on local areas; this was the first of a number of ‘topic reports’ for which the main Council departments were canvassed. The main questions and outcomes were:

· Were LOAs adequately explained by the Scottish Executive? Across the board response was that it was a rushed process and information had to be pulled together in a very quick fashion. A clear lead or definition of what a LOA ‘looked like’ was lacking and there was a generic sense of all parties feeling their way.
· The usefulness of the Executive’s guidance. Respondents found it helpful but limited. Definition of what an LOA, or desired outcome, was again lacking. Conversely, this meant that respondents were re-assured that the absence of any standard format for an LOA was an acknowledgement of the challenges around constructing an LOA
· Was there sufficient time to engage communities and partners? Across the board response was that there was a very tight time-scale causing difficulties in establishing LOAs. The details of LOAs were being hastily worked out for presentation to the Executive whilst consultation with interested parties were still going on. This was particularly keenly felt when the senior members of departments went on their consultation ‘road-show’ in local areas. The Council and Executive were caught between the desires to push ahead with implementation of the policy, and the time-scales needed to genuinely engage with communities and partners. BS referred to the feedback from communities’ representatives on their feeling ‘steamrollered’.  BS emphasizes that this was a strikingly common feature of engagement with communities; the need to allow adequate time-scales and to involve communities at the earlier stages.
· Were baseline statistics and service mapping requirements realistic? Respondents observed that meaningful baselines can be constructed in some service  areas, while in others the evaluation will be based on more subjective views and opinions – this was specific to the support for young people side. For example it is relatively easy to construct baselines on formal education attainment, but far more difficult to quantify, say, ‘fear of crime’ within a community.
· Cost and complexity of data generation and retrieval of at local level. BS acknowledged that this was something that had not been thoroughly thought through and even now, at second annual report stage, its very difficult to secure the necessary information to feed back to Scottish Executive. A key activity for Dundee Council in the BNSF area is the creation of a bespoke IT system for the generation and use of such data; this would facilitate bringing in information from the ‘three big departments’ and also an examination of what could be on offer from other departments. This work will continue beyond the three-year life of the BNSF approach. “The services data systems have not been produced on a small areas basis, therefore there were bound to be problems about definitions”. BS restated this instructive direct quote from a senior BNSF officer.
· The advantages of LOAs. These were listed as:
· Can be localized to the pathfinder
· Should be more relevant to local needs (but needs early consultation and time-scales)
· Likely to be more realistic about achievability
· Should measure the important changes

· Should be flexible enough to meet topical and temporary needs *

· Should reflect both qualitative and quantitative indicators

· Should be transparent

             * BS cited the example of when at a public forum early on in the initiative 

             the community participants raised the lack of youth work in their community.

             The Council officers were able to negotiate through the BNSF partners, funding 

             for a number of posts that have started to meet some of the needs identified

· Disadvantages of LOAs.
· A clear need for time to bed down and allow comparison – BS asserted that this reflected the time-scales for BNSF itself. He argued it was very difficult to measure changes over just three years given that the first year can be mostly setting up, with the middle year to bed down before the final year when your on the way out.
· Can be easily influenced by outside factors out-with the stakeholders’ control – stakeholders here refers to people within the communities concerned. This is the other side of the coin when there is little flexibility and preference for quantitative indicators.
· The Challenges. 
· Identifying and targeting individual young people. Until this was achieved, local outcome targets were ‘best guesses’. Once funding was assured, serious issues arose around targeting – was the target to be young people at the high end of difficult and challenging behaviour, or was it to be a more preventative approach? The Dundee approach was to start at the high end, continued to do so and only very recently come down towards the preventative approach. This has led to early criticism of a failure to invest more in prevention.
· I.T. and data protection issues. I.T. issues were touched on earlier and the data protection issues are probably well known to most of those present today.
· An understanding by all partners of the outcome content and relevancy. BS explained that because they were crossing local and national departmental boundaries (priorities, cultures etc) it has been hard work bringing the parties together and combining efforts to meet the needs of the same client group. The challenge remains but over a year into the initiative, real and significant progress has been made.
· Services not organized in convenient units and boundaries issues within communities.
· Some of the Lessons. 
· More time needed for project development, BS suspected that this lesson from LOAs will apply to the ROA approach
· Need for the Executive to recognize there should be sufficient lead-in time for consultation at local level to be meaningful and not ‘just done to people’. Real-time experience at Dundee suggests this lead-in time needs to be at least a year
· At project level, and more specific to the young people side of the initiative:
· Some local stakeholders (teachers, social and community workers etc.) felt they could have been more involved at the early road-show stage, with consequent enhanced sense of ownership
· Implementation time-scale issues were reflected at the micro or project level as well as at the aggregate level
· Flexibility has generated further flexibility and buy-in from the key stakeholders
· Co-ordination, across three departments and now also health, has proved very difficult and this is reflected in experience from across the country. BS emphasized that this must be taken into account when addressing LOAs and ROAs… it’s important that the facilitator or co-ordinator in cross boundary working is seen as free of any particular departmental or other baggage.
· Sustainability is especially high profile given the three-year life of BNSF. Project users and participants are already beginning to question what will happen at the end of the three years funding… will there be a return to an bidding process to sustain now established services?
· Monitoring and evaluation was quite difficult for people ‘at the coal-face’ to take on. The importance of the Local Outcome Targets were made clear by the likes of BS and his colleagues from the outset, but it has proved challenging to keep the project workers focused on the targets and the need to service the monitoring data needs. Project workers strongly tend to perceive this as taking them away from the work they ‘really’ should be doing. B.S and colleagues have persevered at promoting an understanding of the importance of targets and measured outcomes to provide evidence that can be used to justify further funding to sustain a service or project.
John Stanners

JS wanted to open with posing and answering questions on what LOAs are.

· What are LOAs firstly JS addressed neighbourhood management, which Dundee Council has decentralized into seven zones across the city covering a population of around 160,000 people. This size and scale means that it would have been impossible to delve down to neighbourhood management level without the help of additional, external, resources. Therefore, Dundee felt that the most appropriate way to use BNSF resources was to pilot a more intensive neighbourhood management system across the Hillton and Kirkton areas of the city. Each of these areas complied with the Scottish Executive’s requirement for areas with a population of circa 10,000 – 15,000.

· The method of developing this approach was developing and promoting local partnerships in the areas and giving greater say and emphasis to community input to local service design and delivery. BNSF was an opportunity to design more intensive structures with the putting together of neighbourhood officer groups and liaison structures which allow us to react quicker and more effectively to problems raised by the community. 

Both the pilot areas are also part of the Dundee SIP1 areas and a lot of the comparisons made are between the way the SIP uses resources and the way BNSF resources are used, and the LOA is at the heart of some of the conflict that has existed there.

· In common with the Thematic team, JS’s Geographic team had some early struggles with the idea of an LOA. This was particularly where the community had been engaged rather late in the stage of development. JS referred to his presentation that illustrated the themes of the central purpose of neighbourhood management (and focus of the Local Outcome Targets) as:

· Co-ordinate services

· Develop more positive community engagement

· Promote community safety and environmental action
· How did we create the LOA? The experience was largely the same across the Geographic and Thematic parts of the programme. The first announcement of #9 million BNSF funding for Dundee came around late 2000 but it was end 2001 before they got the go-ahead to spend the money. It was around June 2002 before Scottish Executive produced guidelines. This background and the rather rushed timetable as earlier referred to by BS. Consequently, the negotiations on LOAs were by necessity undertaken at senior management level. This was made possible by the pre-existing and significant network of community forums across the city. Most existing Council services also have well-established user feedback systems. Both these sources provided input and influence on the way LOAs were created and to put the emphasis on service developments. Once we had the early drafts of LOAs were ready these were taken out into the community and feedback sought, as earlier acknowledged, this was rather late in the day. 
Whilst the announcement of funding was made in December 2001, BNSF managers were also told this was the budget for 2001/2002. So, while communities were being asked whether the LOA reflected their needs, they were also being asked what should the funding be spent on. The bidding and opportunistic nature of BNSF also meant that there was no implementation framework in place. It was May 2001 that the BNSF team was established and recruiting continued until 2003.

· What does the LOA look like? J.S. referred to one over-arching headline outcome, which is about ‘Improving Quality of Life’. He described this as a sort of very broad headline but once things are drawn down they become much more specific and part of the essential nature of an Outcome Agreement – stating clearly what you’re expected to do with the resources. For example, under a service delivery theme, a target was to promote networking between officers and the outcome is to be that officers are to be aware. This does not explain how this will be done- while your setting the targets, you have to be thinking about how you will generate the outputs to get there. 
· Some Issues and Challenges. Another theme under community engagement was to build community capacity, but the outcome was about people being more in control (rather than about, say, people attending courses or becoming more conversant). There were also the familiar difficulties of thinking of not only predictive outputs, but also actual outcomes. J.S. pointed out that this could be very hard until you get your actual audience in front of you. In creating baselines, J.S.’s team was fortunate because there was some available hard data, from the SIP in particular, and a recent monitoring and evaluation household survey in 2001.
· Some key features of the LOA. 

· J.S. described the strategic focus as having moved from broad to narrow. The BNSF funding allows for a commissioning budget which allows funding to specific projects to meet the agreed outcomes and J.S. said that comparison with the SIP programme is recurrent. There were particular challenges and issues around community, projects and funding applications. Community and voluntary sector members had become used to very broad strategic approach with wide funding eligibility. Community and voluntary sector members then had what J.S. described as ‘a bit of a culture shock’ when they had to contend with the LOA and its very tight and specific requirements. 
· J.S. explained other difficulties, for example whereas under the SIP programme the Community and voluntary sector had become used to having a very real say in directing spend – under BNSF which was about improving local services, the same extent of decentralized and direct say could not be afforded to the community and voluntary sectors.
· In posing the question ‘How are the various outcomes connected?’, J.S. described the commissioning approach at Dundee as opposed to a project led approach, and this facilitates thinking at a programme level. However, he felt that the problem of outcomes remained to an extent and that even the broader commissioning approach might not fully meet the Scottish Executive’s requirements.
· J.S. explained the ‘containable actions’ aspect of LOAs whereby the degree to which the work you have done has contributed to the outcome. For J.S. this meant that one was always working in a box and a strong emphasis on collecting evidence that your actions and how work contributed to the outcomes. This can present real problems of disaggregation when working in a complex and multi-strategy and stakeholder environment encompassing for example, SIPs. E.U. funding, mainstream activity etc.
· Evidence gathering is referred to in the preceding paragraph and there are other difficulties such as the type and quality of evidence required. Fore example, it’s easier to evidence the provision of car parking than to provide evidence of having reduced the fear of crime. 
· Issues to consider. 
· Lead-in times have already been referred to but J.S. reiterated his hope that the lessons on the need for fully adequate lead-in times had been taken on boards by Scottish Executive and others. Lead in time must allow for justice to be done to consultation processes, getting the community on board and getting the other stakeholders round the table

· Match aspirations to resources, especially in a move from project to programme focus… we can be faced of the paradox of developing the LOA according to the funds available or developing the LOA and seeking the funds to achieve it

· Need for careful presentation and handling of the parameters and boundaries of what is fundable and what is not, and alongside this, the need for clarity of targets.

· Be aware of externalities. J.S. instanced the anecdotal story of the local serial re-offender who is released from prison and had an immediate negative effect on your efforts to reduce the fear of crime in a community

· Realize community engagement at the outset of the process. This may mean hard –going at the start but its an essential and valuable factor in securing subsequent meaningful targets and outcomes

· Realistic targets that are going to realize the intended outcomes and that represent value for money

General Discussion and Q & A Session 

Chairperson Edward Harkins of SURF thanked both speakers and reminded participants of a few of the important points raised in the presentations:

The experience of LOAs has been shown today to be relevant to ROA considerations

Timescales, for consultation and for negotiating targets with communities

Ownership processes and project development 

Perceptions at the coal face of monitoring and evaluation (SIPs into CPPs)

The lack of predictability of some outcomes

Integration processes re SIPs

Containable actions and disaggregation 

Soft as opposed to hard targets (and the need to measure both)

Q & As

· At what level the ROAs will be negotiated/agreed among the partners and how this will interface with neighbourhood level needs, negotiated at city-wide level will be the most common scenario which for many people is seen as to big. In Dundee the thrust is to go down to local community plans and the priorities that are raised by communities may well find their way into the ROA at city-wide level. The tendency to date has been to aggregate issues and priorities upwards to city-wide level, rather than take a single geographical view and the need for a renewed framework will anyway need to be looked at with the publication of the Multiple Deprivation Indexes next year. Participants referred incidentally to the fear that if there is a significant shift as a consequence of the Indexes, hose areas that had benefited from the likes of Urban Programme and successor programmes for the last ten years will feel the loss of services and support.
· What were the roles and the inputs of agencies external to the Council in Dundee on what appears to have been very much a Council-driven LOA process? B.S described what happened in the Thematic programme of Support for Young People, in the case of health where the engagement was via the new community schools process. It quickly became apparent that whilst the new community schools wanted to buy-into the process, they would be unable to do for 1/2 years. In comparison, the BNSF team was in the fortunate position of having the funding available up front to kick-start the process with an agreement that the Health Board would pick up the tab 12 months on. This was implemented through the BNSF team buying-in a Health Resources Facilitator (title carefully chosen). This facilitator is now developing a framework of co-ordination for all health aspects across the 3 secondary schools within the BNSF pilots and the 3 new community schools. The Health Board will then adopt the framework. 
· In the Dundee LOA/Health Board scenario did the Health Board really take ownership of the LOA package or was it really a case of the BNSF team agreeing to fill a commitment that the Health Board had anyway? B.S. pointed out that when only the three main Council Departments were involved there were 16 LOAs which were ‘sliced up’ between the Departments. Each department bought into at least several, but not necessarily all, the LOAs, but the stage was eventually reached where most recently all the Departments accept common ownership of all the LOAs; that are actually ‘owned’ by all of the City. The Health Board in coming into the process had to similarly buy-into ownership of all the LOAs.  On the Geographic side, J.S. wondered if the questioner had been influenced by unsatisfactory experience. In Dundee on the Geographic side, he reported no or little problems and particularly good ‘buy-in’ from the Police. Things had been a bit more problematic on health, probably due to how Health Board are structured which makes its difficult to work out the most appropriate persons or groups to come on board. J.S. wanted to be clear that their LOAs are aimed at the core service Departments of the Council and not intended as a form of inter-agency partnership agreement 
· In addition to the difficulties of data collection, we need to look at whether we have the staff with the skills to make use of the data, particularly now with the amount of data that is coming at us through a range of partners and stakeholders. There are maybe dangers of an over-reliance on ‘interpretations’ of data based our past experience and tacit knowledge, especially in developing targets and outcomes for LOAs. B.S. described a very useful data collection model being developed within Dundee’s Support for Young People giving access to data systems within the Education Department (other examples from Dundee are  ‘Phoenix’ at national level and ‘Rascals’ at local level, also K2 for Social Work the building of systems for the Communities Department). This is all being threading together; a mammoth but worthwhile task! Current work is in the Youth Justice Group where parties brought around the table, from out-with the Council, including for example police. The parties bring information and data in whatever form to usefully re-work it into a spreadsheet form. This format can then be used to inform subsequent caseload meetings of what exactly is happening around and for a particular child.
· What about perceptions of equity and fairness with LOAs? Are LOA targets variously designed and applied to activities within geographic areas or are they uniform and applied across the areas?  J.S. confirmed that from the Geographic team, targets are uniformly applied across the two pilot neighbourhoods. Arguably, if time-scales had allowed for it, the LOAs would have been more customized following consultation and engagement within the two pilot areas that are distinct and differ from each other.  On the Thematic side B.S. confirmed that their targets are on particular target groups of youth across three schools in three different areas. This raises problems when the other seven schools perceive a focussing of all the resources on the ‘lucky three’ whilst they are left out. B.S. argues that the ultimate benefit for all is that out of the BNSF pilots a framework will emerge that is effective and sustainable for all.
· Is there evidence of the LOA process leading to Mainstream Agencies bending resources or is the whole process dependent on attendant funding. Is there added value for Community Planning Partnerships (CPPs) to be had from the process itself, regardless of the ultimate (intended) outcomes? It was asserted that the Scottish Executive view is that people coming together and planning is a good thing so its assumed there is some value in such processes. J.S. pointed out that the Dundee BNSF commissioning money was around the table and then see if they could do things from or within their used as a second, rather than first, resort. The money was used as a carrot to get people mainstream activities before resorting to the commissioning money. B.S. said the experience on the Thematic side was very much a mix of the ‘new’ and ‘old’ resources with attendant redeployment of existing Departmental resources.  A participant pointed out that the Police service’s ability to exercise flexibility and to contribute to particular activities was greatly curtailed by recent changes to their own funding streams. Police can no longer apply direct to the Scottish Executive for Community Safety funding. There is also the generic trend has been towards more specific, targets and performance-related funding. The Police are now in a virtually equal funding with other partners in bidding for ‘additional’ resources. 
· In the context of partnership and inter-agency working it was noted that at the recent SIP Team Leaders conference hosted by Communities Scotland in Perth, a Scottish Executive spokesperson advised that the Executive would be looking to non-Council parties to CPPs to not just directly to projects but also to more generic activities - such as capacity building and inter-agency working and servicing CPPs.
· The position on inter-agency working on CPP is a mixed picture across Scotland, does anyone have other examples of negotiations on ROAs? Participants responded with:
· In East Renfrewshire in the past week the decision has been taken to remit a senior Council officer to take the lead in negotiating between the CPP partners on an ROA. They will be asked to identify their regeneration funding streams, the regeneration activities they take part in at the moment and to advise on any monitoring that they do in respect of those activities. This is with a view to constructing a baseline for subsequent development work. The partners have been asked to nominate officers to participate in the ROA process.
· In Aberdeen consultants are being appointed to draft the city-wide ROA. The appointment process is at short leet stage at the moment. The view taken in Aberdeen is to look for targeted areas as well as being a city-wide statement. It is hoped that this approach will retain some of the SIP based programmes that may well be wiped out by the upcoming Deprivation Index. This is a particular concern in Aberdeen where ‘pockets’ of deprivation are located with areas of general affluence and the fear is that these pockets will not be picked up even at ward level. The consultant briefing is to take account of the work already done in Aberdeen. There are neighbourhoods that already have their own Neighbourhood Action Plan and other areas that have their regeneration activities pretty well ‘packaged up’ already, including visioning, and especially in localities supported by SIPs. The aim is to avoid re-inventing the wheel and above all not again ‘consulting communities to tears’.
· How is the SIP and CPP Integration Process progressing in Dundee and elswhere? J.S. described the situation as a progressing one with discussions currently under way. The existing SIP Board is heavily community-weighted and there is a general interest in whether the Board will gain a greater influence in the city-wide range of activities or whether they might become subsumed. There were particular challenges given the change from the broad categories approach of SIPs and on to the ‘harder’ and more specific LOA-type approach that will inform ROAs. A participant from Communities Scotland described the work of a SIP Integration Working Group that included the likes of COSLA representatives as well as SIPs, Scottish Executive and Communities Scotland.
The geographic scope of the discussion became broader when West of Scotland SIP team member pointed out an apparent problem with Executive’s guidance on the (SIP- into-CPP) Integration process. The participant pointed out that the guidance states that ex- Regeneration Programme SIPs were given a further two years funding in order to prepare for integration; whereas, the participant and others asserted, these SIPs were simply asked to produce a new strategy which showed and ‘orderly withdrawal from projects’ and which was more closley aligned to the Community Plan. It was only when the regeneration statement ‘Closing the Gap’ was published that the possible migration of SIPs into CPPs was actually mentioned.

Another SIP team member from East of Scotland referred to their local situation where there appeared to be no CPP structure to move to and no plans to keep the SIP going. There was a feeling among many participants that there was something of a fudge in the guidance where it’s stated that all ex Regeneration Programme SIPs are expected to integrate in April 2002 and CPPs are expected to be ready to assimilate them, but there is no clarity or provision as to what the stated ‘alternative arrangements’ might be.

· Were the speakers here today involved in the BNSF bidding process…? J.S. confirmed he had been involved in the original bidding process and stated that “One of the aspects of the bidding process was that we were told we were to include SIP areas… and there was a population threshold as well”. One constrain for us all is that we are held to the ten year household survey which has determined in the past where most disadvantaged areas are, but meantime things have changed so fast and significantly that the ’91 survey is well out-dated. The problem of starting on other areas or projects before the previous ones are complete is a perennial problem in regeneration and part of the rationale behind the Dundee targeting is to finish jobs off whilst starting in areas where there has not been a previous (Council) investment.  B.S. said he had not been involved in the original bidding process. J.S. felt that part of the problem around BNSF bidding was the familiar one of awaiting guidelines that then turn out not to be what you expected. Indeed, B.S. told an anecdotal story of how while Dundee was awaiting the BNSF guideline from the Executive, Dundee was seemingly simultaneously (and unknowingly) establishing BNSF best practice 
Close of Forum 

The chair, in thanking the speakers said it was clear that the use of the LOA experience as a possible benchmark for the ROA processes had paid dividends at this Forum. This was due to the quality presentations from the speakers and the subsequent contributions from the other particpants. SURF will now compile an Issues Paper and this will be provided to all todays participants. 
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