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Executive Summary 
 

1. The Single Integrated Plan (SIP) was developed as a means of stripping 

away layers of complexity and streamlining local leadership and decision-

making. Welsh Government guidance states that a Single Integrated Plan 

should replace at least four of the existing statutory plans and strategies 

(the Community Strategy, the Children and Young People’s Plan, the 

Health, Social Care and Well-being Strategy and the Community Safety 

Partnership Plan (which incorporates the 3 crime and disorder strategies)), 

thereby reducing complexity and duplication, and freeing up resources. 

The guidance makes clear, however, that SIPs should be used to meet the 

statutory duties in relation to the development of plans and strategies 

required under existing legislation – and therefore some of the functions 

set out in existing plans will not be superseded in all cases. 

 

2. The recent introduction of SIPs is seen to be the challenge for local 

authorities and their partners to take their collective leadership to the next 

level and it provides the focus and impetus for making a real and 

measurable difference by delivering effective services and improving the 

outcomes of people living in their communities.  

 

3. In October 2012, an Interim Review of Single Integrated Plans was 

commissioned by the policy lead for integrated planning and conducted by 

Welsh Government Social Researchers alongside a PhD student from 

DeMontfort University, employed as an Intern for this specific purpose.  

 

4. This report presents the findings of this interim review. Its broad aim is to 

assess the approaches to developing and implementing SIPs, along with 

their component UNAs, throughout local authorities in Wales, with a view 

to informing policy and practice.  
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5. In order to address the key objectives of the research, a combination of 

documentary analysis (of SIPs and their Unified Needs Assessments) and 

semi-structured interviews (with LSB Support Teams and data analysts in 

the twenty-two counties) was conducted between November 2012 and 

April 2013. 

 

6. Despite the diverse ways in which SIPs have been produced, six 

consistent themes emerged: the plan and its methodology; the evidence-

base and its analysis (that encompassed the two themes – the situation 

analysis and the response analysis), citizen engagement; partnerships, 

resources, and monitoring progress.  

 

7. The Plan and its Methodology: Overall, adopting outcome-based thinking 

brought about constructive discussions and debates around the 

development of shared outcomes. Challenges were noted around the 

sustainability of RBA approaches to strategic planning, lack of 

understanding with regards to terminology and RBA, as well as internal 

capacity issues in terms of training existing staff.  

 

8. The Evidence-base and its Analysis: With regards to SIPs and their 

component UNAs, it is fair to say that most LAs had developed a ‘situation 

analysis’ detailing priority needs, population indicators and performance 

measures, supported by an array of graphs and tables. In most cases, 

there was an effort to provide a story behind the data. There were a 

number of limitations to these documents, however. 

 

9. It wasn’t always clear how delivery on the ground would be set in motion, 

or what research had been conducted with regards to achieving or 

influencing the intended outcomes of the SIP. Very few LAs went further 

than providing a story behind an array of existing datasets. The SIP or its 

component UNA was not necessarily understood as an opportunity to 

focus on ‘intervention’, with the aim of highlighting to Local Service Boards 
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what modes of intervention work best to address particular social problems 

as demonstrated through the analysis of evidence. 

 

10. The interim review emphasises that producing a ‘response analysis’ that 

includes an examination of reports on relevant local, national and 

international interventions known to impact, in some way, on the social 

issues identified is of key importance. Ultimately, the UNA should be seen 

more as a way to shape future modes of delivery, and as a document that 

can ‘enable’ the LSB to ‘make decisions’. 

 

11. The most obvious way to improve the quality of a response analysis is to 

redistribute some of the effort put in to the situation analysis. This effort 

would most beneficially be focused on assembling and appraising 

evaluative evidence on the effectiveness of interventions in producing their 

intended outcomes. This would, over the longer term, do a great deal to 

maximise impact and value for money, improve the quality of decision-

making, and make services more accountable. It is also emphasised that 

any response analysis needn’t be a geographical component to the 

strategic needs assessment.  

 

12.  Citizen Engagement: While some LSBs decided to involve the public in 

the design of SIPs, through surveys and social networking, some preferred 

to consult only once SIPs had been formulated. Whether participation is 

more effective than consultation in the context of single integrated 

planning remains unclear. Irrespective of the purpose of engagement 

(participative or consultative), few LSBs reported deliberative forms of 

citizen engagement in designing and improving public services. There was 

often some confusion around what exactly citizen engagement involves.  

 

13. Partnerships: A number of LSBs had replaced previous partnership 

structures with thematic groups related to SIP outcomes. More commonly, 

the CYPP, HSCWBP and CSP had been replaced by the thematic groups 
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of, for example, Health, Wealth and Prosperity. These thematic groups 

would now report to an overall ‘Partnership Team’ responsible for 

integrating action across thematic groups. 

 

14. Some LAs maintained their existing partnership structures on the basis 

that they had ‘always worked well’. A smaller number of LSBs had 

restructured significantly and implemented delivery mechanisms based on 

a neighbourhood management model as a consequence of single 

integrated planning. Other LSBs were at the stage of discussing how the 

SIP might impact on partnership structures and delivery.   

 

15. Although it was described as a ‘significant challenge’, rationalisation of 

partnerships proved valuable to those LAs that had implemented changes. 

  

16. Resources: It was clear that analytical capacity varied by local authority. 

This was also the case when it came to outcome-based methodologies. 

Whereas some local authorities had implemented knowledge transfer 

sessions across partnerships in the context of RBA, a number of SIP 

Leads and data analysts raised concerns about in-house RBA capacity 

and the longitudinal impact of RBA training programmes.  

 

17. Information sharing was viewed as key, but limited according to some 

interviewees. Pooling budgets was often described in similar terms.  

 

18. Monitoring Progress: The majority of LSBs were intending to introduce 

mechanisms to monitor, record and report progress to LSBs, the public 

and Welsh Government - predominantly in the form of RBA report cards. 

 

19. Monitoring progress should involve iterative updating of the situation and 

response analysis, as well as some form of evaluation (at least a process 

evaluation of how the process is being implemented and how it contributes 

  9



to producing better outcomes). A more considered approach to evaluation 

would involve an assessment of the outcomes achieved across the plan’s 

objectives and a detailed examination of the effectiveness of interventions. 

It is recognised that such an approach is not feasible within current 

resource constraints. 

 

20. In conclusion, it is clear that the ways in which LSBs are developing SIPs 

and their component UNAs vary across Wales. Our interim review 

highlights a number of limitations ‘on the ground’, which are likely to 

restrict LSBs when developing SIPs, primarily in the context of analytical 

capacity and potential, along with resources related to outcome-based 

methodologies. In this regard, a number of ways forward are presented 

and suggested that LAs may wish to consider at an internal level. A 

number of considerations are also highlighted that the Welsh Government 

may wish to take forward in future.  
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1. Introduction and Policy Context 

 

1.1. In June 20121, the Welsh Government reiterated that planning in 

local government and the health sector has often been too attentive 

to demand rather than need. “This has resulted in the provision of 

reactive and remedial services which treat problems after they 

have arisen, rather than preventing their occurrence in the first 

place. At a time of reducing budgets and rising expectations, this is 

not sustainable.”  

1.2. It is the view of the Welsh Government2 that the foundation for 

moving planning forward sustainably in local areas is a well-

evidenced, Single Integrated Plan that clearly reflects the needs of 

the local population.3  Local government and partners, it is said, 

must focus their efforts most forcefully on early intervention and 

prevention, in order to break cycles of dependency and prevent the 

persistence of poor outcomes from one generation to the next. 

1.3. In light of the above, Welsh Government issued ‘Shared Purpose - 

Shared Delivery’ - guidance to Local Service Boards in respect of 

the formulation of single integrated plans, monitoring and review of 

implementation, and the legislative requirements of existing 

statutory planning duties. The guidance was issued under section 

45 of the Local Government (Wales) Measure 2009, section 

40(7)(b) of the National Health Service (Wales) Act 2006 and 

section 25(8) of the Children Act 2004.       

                                                            

1 Welsh Government (2012) Shared Purpose – Shared Delivery.  
 
2 Welsh Government (2012) Shared Purpose – Shared Delivery. 

3 Recognition needs to be given to the central role of local government in developing this 
policy. Integrated planning developed from emerging practice on the ground in 
Carmarthenshire, the Vale of Glamorgan and most notably, Cardiff. The Welsh Government 
adopted a flexible and permissive approach to innovative ways of working and the policy is 
therefore a concrete example of policy co-production between central and local government.  
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1.4. This report details the findings of an interim review of the 

approaches to developing Single Integrated Plans (SIPs) and their 

component Unified Needs Assessments (UNAs) across the 22 

Local Service Boards. Its overall aim is to identify, after the first 

planning cycle, emerging practices, promising ways of working, and 

areas for improvement, with a view to informing future policy and 

practice.  

 

The case for change   

1.5. Partnership working has become embedded in the public service in 

Wales and there is evidence that this has led to the development of 

relationships of trust between organisations (Learning to Improve, 

2011).                                                                                                                            

1.6. However, as these local partnerships have developed they have 

given rise to complexity and duplication, including second and third 

tier partnerships, working groups and task and finish groups. 

Reasons for this include a local enthusiasm for establishing new 

partnerships to tackle new issues and a reluctance to adapt 

existing partnerships for new purposes. For regional scale 

organisations, such as local health boards and the police, the 

opportunity and physical costs of servicing a large number of 

partnerships have been significant. 

1.7. As a result, streamlining of local partnership structures under the 

clear leadership of the LSB, was felt to be necessary - by Welsh 

Government and LSBs themselves - in order to make them fit for 

purpose, to re-establish accountability and redirect staff and 

resources to support integrated planning and delivery.   
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Single Integrated Plans 

1.8. The Single Integrated Plan was developed as a means of stripping 

away these layers of complexity and streamlining local leadership 

and decision-making.  In the guidance, it was stated that a Single 

Integrated Plan should replace at least four of the existing statutory 

plans and strategies (the Community Strategy, the Children and 

Young People’s Plan, the Health, Social Care and Well-being 

Strategy and the Community Safety Partnership Plan (which 

incorporates the 3 crime and disorder strategies)), thereby reducing 

complexity and duplication, and freeing up resources. The Welsh 

Government guidance also makes clear, however, that SIPs will 

need to be used to meet the statutory duties in relation to the 

development of plans and strategies required under existing 

legislation – and therefore some of the functions set out in existing 

plans will not be superseded in all cases. 

1.9. The Welsh Government has made explicit that the development of 

SIPs and the process partners must undertake to produce it should 

be underpinned by an understanding that in order to improve 

delivery: 

• Welsh Government and its partners must have a shared 

understanding of the priority outcomes. The PfG provides the 

national framework for priorities.  

• The most pressing outcomes will require different partners to 

work together: they cannot be solved from service silos. The 

LSB has a strategic role in providing local collaborative 

leadership. 

• Sustainable improvements relating to certain incremental social 

problems can only be achieved through prevention and early 

intervention, based on analysis of need not demand. In order to 

achieve this, partnership working will need to be supported by a 
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much stronger strategic and analytical capability, both corporate 

and multi-agency.  

• Improved outcomes require more strategic commissioning and 

delivery, and a willingness to rethink, redesign and implement 

system-wide changes. Engaging citizens and the workforce is 

essential.  

1.10. The process must also be underpinned by clear lines of both 

executive and democratic accountability for delivery.  How this will 

be achieved through effective performance management and 

democratic local scrutiny should be set out in the plan itself. 

1.11. The introduction of SIPs is seen to be the challenge for local 

authorities4 and their partners to take their collective leadership to 

the next level and it provides the focus and impetus for making a 

real and measurable difference by delivering effective services and 

improving the outcomes of people living in their communities.  

 

The Research 

1.12. The Welsh Government considers the guidance on developing 

SIPs as flexible and less prescriptive in comparison with previous 

policy guidance. The guidance set out the broad parameters for 

SIPs, but did not prescribe an approach. Given the autonomy 

afforded to LSBs over how they enacted the guidance, multiple 

approaches were adopted and the end products vary considerably 

in style and content. To capture this variation, develop an 

understanding of the challenges and successes and comment on 

the Welsh Government’s future role in shaping SIPs, an interim 

review was initiated.  

                                                            

4 The term ‘Local authorities’ is used to described the administrative areas within which single 
integrated planning takes place.  
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1.13. The Review was commissioned by the policy lead for integrated 

planning and conducted by Welsh Government Social Researchers 

alongside a PhD student from DeMontfort University, employed as 

an Intern for this specific purpose. This ensured the review was 

both rigorous and independent of the policy process, with a remit to 

challenge and present a balanced view. Objective evidence 

generated through a review of this nature is highly valuable to 

policy-makers in making reasoned judgements on future direction 

and identifying areas requiring specific attention. 

 

Aims and Objectives  

1.14. The specific aims of the research were: 

• To assess the approaches for developing and implementing 

SIPs, along with their component UNAs, across local authorities 

in Wales.  

• To capture transferable and promising ways of working, and 

areas for improvement, with a view to informing future policy and 

practice.  

1.15. The objectives of the research were to: 

 

In relation to the development of SIPs: 

• provide an overview, from the perspectives of SIP Leads, data 

analysts, LSB Members and Partnership Co-ordinators, of the 

varying ways in which LSBs are approaching the production of 

SIPs and UNAs; 

• consider the main challenges experienced by LSBs when 

producing SIPs; 

 

  15



In relation to the lessons learnt: 

• capture areas for improvement relating to the development of 

SIPs; 

• establish what aspects represent good practice that can be 

considered transferable to other LSBs; 

• comment as far as possible on key success factors for effective 

single integrated planning; and 

• comment on the role Welsh Government should play in 

supporting single integrated planning in future.  
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2. Methodology 

2.1 In order to gain insight into the ways in which LSBs have 

interpreted Welsh Government guidance on SIPs, qualitative 

interviews were best suited to shedding light on the research aims 

and objectives. Given the relatively early stages of SIP 

development throughout the majority of local authorities, it was 

important that emerging practices were fully understood to capture 

variation and novel ways of working. Therefore, and as detailed 

below, an approach based around individual (and in some cases, 

group) qualitative interviews, augmented by documentary analysis 

of the plans themselves, was applied.   

2.2 Between November 2012 and April 2013, a combination of desk 

and field research was conducted to examine approaches to 

developing and implementing Single Integrated Plans across 

Wales. The report summarises findings of this research and uses 

them to address the objectives outlined above.  

2.3 The first stage of the research included a literature review and an 

examination of background documentation relating to SIPs, 

including the Welsh Government guidance issued in June 2012. 

This provided the necessary contextual information required for the 

research to proceed, and informed the interview schedules and 

topic guides used as part of the fieldwork (see Annex 1).  

2.4 Upon completion of the literature review, documentary analysis 

went further and included an examination of (draft) SIPs along with 

their component UNAs. Although the research aims and objectives 

were less about evaluating the plans themselves and concerned 

with providing insight into the processes around the development of 

SIPs and UNAs, this form of documentary analysis provided 

important contextual information that would again inform the data 

collection stages of the research.    
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2.5 A series of semi-structured interviews was then conducted as part 

of the field research that included exchanges with LSB SIP Leads 

and data analysts responsible for producing and implementing 

SIPs. All 22 local authorities took part in the research. Since 

arrangements around the production of SIPs differed throughout 

local authorities, the number of people interviewed per authority 

varied. In some cases, group interviews were preferred and this 

was accommodated. For example, often, more than one data 

analyst had been involved in the production of an authority’s UNA. 

Overall, over 40 individuals at SIP Lead and data analyst level, 

throughout Wales, have been interviewed as part of this second 

stage of the research.  

2.6 Interviews were broadly structured around 5 key themes:  

• General reaction to the concept of SIPs;  

• The planning stages of producing a SIP;  

• Producing a SIP;  

• The implications of SIPs on partnership structures and delivery;  

• A critical reflection on the overall process.  

2.7 The structure of interviews was modified depending on the 

interviewee (SIP Lead / Data Analyst). An example topic guide can 

be found in Annex 1.  

2.8 In order to triangulate the evidence gathered in this initial stage of 

the field research, further interviews were conducted with LSB 

members, and CYPP co-ordinators. These interviews proceeded 

along similar lines to those conducted with SIP Leads and data 

analysts.    

2.9 The data gathered were subsequently coded and analysed 

thematically, with the aim of highlighting good practice around the 

development of SIPs, along with key areas for improvement. As 
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such, the findings section of the report is organised around 6 key 

themes: 

• The Plan and its Methodology 

• Evidence-base and its Analysis 

• Citizen Engagement 

• Partnership Working 

• Resources 

• Monitoring Progress  

2.10 Government Social Research and Social Research Association 

ethical guidelines were followed throughout the course of the 

research, and the researchers adhered to the GSR ethics checklist. 

All participants were informed about what participation would 

involve before they agreed to participate. Participants were also 

able to withdraw at any time. Local Authorities have only been 

named in the report, where it is worthwhile to make explicit the 

good practice that is taking place in certain areas. Consent of 

interviewees was sought in these instances.   

 

Structure of the report 

2.11 The remainder of the report is structured as follows:  

2.12 Section 1 has already provided the policy context within which the 

research has been conducted, including an overview of the Welsh 

Government guidance ‘Shared Purpose - Shared Delivery’.  

2.13 Sections 3 to 8 assess the differences in approaches to developing 

SIPs across LSBs. These sections are structured around the key 

themes of: the plan and its methodology; evidence-base and its 

analysis; citizen engagement; partnership working; resources; and 

monitoring progress – as set out above. Primarily, a description of 

emerging developments is provided in each, and good practice, 

along with challenges and lessons learnt, are explored.  
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2.14 Section 9 provides a summary. Recommendations for future action 

are also made explicit. 
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3. The Plan and its Methodology 

 

 

3.1 This Chapter considers some emerging approaches to developing 

outcomes for SIPs, primarily in the context of outcomes-based 

thinking such as Results-Based Accountability – an approach the 

Welsh Government has adopted across many of its key 

programmes and now widespread in local government, health, the 

third sector and areas of public services. 

 

Outcome-based thinking: Context 

3.2 The Welsh Government is moving towards outcomes-based 

approaches in much of its policy-making and planning, as 

embodied in its Programme for Government, recent legislation and 

policy statements.   

3.3 The Welsh Government also encourages the wider public sector in 

Wales to utilise the approach, most recently through the 

development of the Single Integrated Plans and the emphasis on 

improving outcomes for the people of Wales (as set out in the 

Welsh Government guidance on SIPs). 
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3.4 In the context of SIPs, outcomes-based thinking was primarily 

related to results-based accountability by SIP Leads and data 

analysts.  

 

What is Results-based Accountability? 

3.5 Results or outcomes-based approaches emerged from the New 

Public Management (NPM) movement in the 1980s. NPM in 

general was driven by demands for more efficient and responsive 

public services, concerns about spiralling budget deficits and the 

perceived need for increased accountability (Halton and Schroeder 

2007).  NPM approaches in general injected market strategies into 

public management and promoted a client-focussed approach.  

Outcomes-based approaches, such as Results-based 

Accountability (RBA) or management, represented one aspect of 

these reforms, emphasising accountability based on the relevance 

of results.   

3.6 More commonly, LSBs referred to the use of RBA in terms of Mark 

Friedman’s methodology. In his book ‘Trying Hard is Not Good 

Enough: How to Produce Measurable Improvements for Customers 

and Communities’ (2005), Friedman describes how RBA evolved 

from his experience within the public sector and a realisation that 

the focus should not be on ‘more money for programmes’ but on 

‘stepping back and thinking about the purpose of our work’.   

3.7 The RBA approach is held to be rooted in common sense and 

emphasises the importance of ‘outcomes’, and their impact on 

people’s lives. The starting point for RBA is the finish line, that is, 

you begin with what you want to achieve and work back, step-by-

step, to establish the means by which you are attempting to reach 

that end state, involving all relevant organisations and agencies in 

doing so.  

3.8 There are a number of challenges to results-based accountability 

that represent limitations to the approach where these challenges 
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are not duly considered. For example, Friedman himself highlights 

that each organisation has to be pro-partnership for outcomes to be 

achieved. Organisational culture can affect the role it perceives it 

has in partnership working. Furthermore, it is fundamental that all 

parties have a shared understanding of RBA and what they entail. 

Data should also be of sufficient quality and always supplemented 

by a rigorous story behind the data.  

3.9 The above barriers are not always easily broken down, as 

discussed below.   

 

RBA and SIP Outcomes  

3.10 The majority of LSBs followed the principle of selecting shared 

outcomes as a starting point when developing SIPs, effectively 

using RBA approaches to inform strategic planning.  

3.11 Outcomes were typically determined during workshops. Here, key 

stakeholders were invited to discuss and agree on their area’s 

priorities. Prior to developing a unified needs assessment (UNA), 

partners were presented with the opportunity to contribute to how 

the SIP would ultimately be shaped. Partners were also able to 

discuss how they might contribute to the delivery of outcomes.  

3.12 Agreeing on the broader SIP outcomes was sometimes described 

as ‘straightforward’ given that key issues facing LAs were ‘self-

evident’.  

“A number of workshops were held with our partners in order to 

determine our outcomes. Broadly speaking, the outcomes of the 

SIP were agreed upon fairly quickly.”  

3.13 LSBs generally appreciated that outcomes were interrelated, and 

that improvement in one will lead to improvements in other areas.  

3.14 Collaboration at an early stage was felt to have contributed to 

commitment and enthusiasm towards the overall concept of the 

SIP. It also helped to “nurture a culture of inclusivity”: 
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“Because they [the partners] felt involved from the very beginning, 

when we were at the point of discussing outcomes, there was a 

feeling of ownership […] I think having them on board early in the 

process explains why some have been more committed to the 

SIP.”  

3.15 More commonly, LAs selected a smaller number of three to four 

outcomes. This approach was felt to have led to genuine 

prioritisation of County needs.  

3.16 A number of SIP Leads noted that LSBs were keen to ensure that 

outcomes were phrased in a way that showed the authority had 

‘integrated priorities’: 

“We made sure that one theme did not correspond to one 

partnership only.”  

3.17 Some examples include: 

• “Supporting families” - incorporates tackling poverty and 

promoting health and well-being for families; 

• “Independent living” - incorporates improving health and well-

being, safety in the home or community and/or ensuring older 

people have the material means to maintain a home; 

• “Economy and place” - incorporates supporting businesses, 

expanding skills to access employment and/or improving the 

natural environment. 

3.18 Overall, there was recognition that “Turning the Curve” workshops, 

the use of RBA report cards, and the identification of population 

indicators were useful exercises that helped structure thinking in 

terms of shared needs. It was generally felt that moving towards 

outcomes-based methodologies to formulate, implement and 

monitor plans had the capacity to lead to improved outcomes at 

County level in the future. 
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Key areas for consideration 

3.19 Some LSBs developed outcomes in relation to existing partnership 

structures. This is likely to increase the tendency for partners to 

focus on delivering outcomes in their own areas, potentially 

resulting in silo working.  

3.20 Some LSBs preferred to set a higher number of SIP outcomes. The 

optimum number of SIP outcomes is unclear. Whilst outcomes will 

inevitably depend upon local priorities, ten outcomes could be 

considered as ‘failing to prioritise’. Again, there may be an appeal 

to return to silo working where partners are able to draw out one 

outcome they feel most confident delivering.  

3.21 Typically, confusion around terminology led to misunderstandings 

of the RBA approach. For example: 

“It has to be said… there was some confusion between visions and 

outcomes, outcomes and principles.”  

“Some people use outcomes for themes and outcomes for 

priorities.” 

 “After RBA training programmes, ultimately, people go back to the 

day-jobs and the RBA training is not embedded.” 

3.22 Indeed, ensuring there is a common language around the use of 

RBA will aid the development of SIPs in the future.  

3.23 Discussions around alternative approaches to RBA, such as 

contribution analysis and ‘talking points’5, should be encouraged 

between the Welsh Government and local authorities, and within 

local authorities themselves.  

3.24 Capacity and capability around RBA varied by LA. This is 

discussed in more detail in Chapter 7.  

 

                                                            

5 http://www.jitscotland.org.uk/action-areas/talking-points-user-and-carer-involvement/ 
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4. The Evidence-base and its Analysis 

 

4.1 SIPs are to be underpinned by a strategic needs assessment which 

will replace the individual needs assessments that have previously 

been undertaken to inform specific plans. Welsh Government 

guidance provides useful advice on how a unified needs 

assessment should be produced, its enabling capabilities, 

appropriate sources of evidence, and the challenges LSBs can 

expect to face along the way. The guidance is not prescriptive on 

approaches and methods, however, which accounts for the variety 

with which the needs assessment process has been approached 

by local authorities. 

4.2 For the majority of LAs, a ‘needs assessment’ meant identifying the 

most pertinent problems faced by local communities and 

prioritising. In other words, it meant assessing the current situation 

of their county. The report will refer to this approach as the 

‘situation analysis’ (SA).  

4.3 For others, the concept of a needs assessment invoked a broader 

meaning and included a wide range of activities, including the 

producing of a situation analysis combined with: revealing 

neighbourhood problems, providing an explanation of why some 

people are more vulnerable to certain issues than others, and the 

identification of opportunities to improve the current situation. In 

other words, the focus was on understanding what interventions 

may impact on people’s lives in the county for the better (and in 

some cases, implementing these interventions).  

4.4 Ideally a UNA should demonstrate both a rigorous analysis of the 

current situation, (the ‘situation analysis’), but should also seek to 

understand how partnerships can respond effectively to the 

situation (the ‘response analysis’). 
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The Situation Analysis 

 

What is thought to be happening?  

4.5 Broadly speaking, a divide was evident between authorities that 

sought partnership and agency engagement when producing a 

situation analysis, and those that focused on amalgamating 

existing data housed by existing partnerships.  

 

Engaging 

4.6 A number of LSBs developed a situation analysis by engaging 

planning partners, organisations and agencies with a view to 

deriving outcomes, outcome measures, performance indicators and 

data sets, through round-table discussions, workshops, writing 

groups or seminars. Here, there was an effort to develop a SA 

through collaboration, and those with knowledge of local issues 

were involved throughout the stages of building an evidence base.  

  27



4.7 Some LAs did not produce any revised evaluation of needs to help 

stimulate discussion amongst planning partners and agencies. 

Instead, the starting point centred on establishing a set of 

population indicators from the outset that would be used to form the 

springboard for conducting a SA. These population indicators were 

often derived by strategic needs assessment groups (SNAGs) or 

research and information groups (RIGs).  

4.8 This method was justified on the basis that the broader needs of 

the area were largely self-evident or had been elucidated by the 

existing partnership plans, and so the key task at hand was “to 

identify population indicators first… and then we provided the 

baseline and story behind the data for a smaller number of 

population indicators only”.  

4.9 In a climate of diminishing resources, this appears to offer a 

pragmatic and efficient approach, although it was suggested by 

some interviewees that conducting a SA in this manner had the 

potential to ‘miss something’. This is indeed a significant risk and 

arguably works against the core intention of the SIP, which was to 

prioritise and maximise the impact of partnership working, based 

on a thorough, up-to-date picture of local need.  

4.10 More commonly, local authorities carried out a thorough and 

collaborative evidence gathering exercise, resulting in the 

production of an extensive SA that went on to inform workshops 

aimed at drawing insight and intelligence from the information. Only 

then would population indicators be established.  

4.11 The common thread to both approaches is that ‘engaging’ local 

authorities actively involved organisations and agencies, seen to 

house local knowledge, at some point during the data collection 

phase of producing a SA. 
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Amalgamating 

4.12 The remaining authorities focused on amalgamating data, a 

process sometimes carried out by a single data analyst. A less 

rigorous exercise of engaging planning partners, agencies and 

organisations for the purpose of producing a UNA was evident. At 

times, the development of a SA was seen as a separate piece of 

work; a desk-top exercise that brought together existing 

documents. Any final SA may well house an array of data, but the 

extent to which other agencies and organisations had been 

involved in the process of single integrated planning wasn’t always 

clear. Having said this, limited involvement was sometimes related 

to the belief that planning partners had been involved when 

previous partnership plans had been produced in 2010, and so 

some form of engaging partners had ‘already been realised’. 

 

Data Development 

4.13 All LSBs found the ‘baseline exercise’ (RBA) useful as it enabled 

them to establish historical trends of local issues, and offered a 

mechanism through which progress could now be tracked.  

4.14 The Data Unit sometimes played a key role in this exercise, helping 

to provide (historic) data to a number of LSBs. We were reminded, 

however, that there can be costs associated with commissioning 

the LGDU, and that this approach may not be sustainable (see also 

Section 6 on ‘Resources’).  

4.15 Having said this, several LSBs had implemented data development 

agendas as a result of producing a SA, since the exercise had 

revealed the poor quality or absence of existing data. It was 

broadly acknowledged that conducting a SA offers only a snapshot 

of needs at a specific point in time, and therefore data should be 

periodically updated. Data development agendas were aimed at 
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ensuring key datasets were available, accessible, accurate and 

easy to understand.  

4.16 Common strategies for developing data and information systems 

included:  

• The creation of steering groups; 

• Utilising the LGDU; 

• The creation of ‘Intelligence Teams’; and 

• Expanding analytical capacity in the form of new posts.   

 

Key areas for considerations 

4.17 The most recurrent obstacles and challenges identified were: 

• Time - It was felt that the previous partnership plans had ‘only 

just’ been developed, yet ‘before the ink had dried’ on these 

documents, the Welsh Government was pressing for a revised 

approach to strategic planning.  

• The cumbersome task of producing a document that was now 

expected to house all data around all partnership priorities. 

• Issues related to capacity and capability. 

4.18 Some LAs felt overwhelmed by the task of having to produce a SA 

given that “one document [was] now expected to house all data on 

all issues…. It’s difficult to know what is and isn’t relevant.” It would 

appear that data was sometimes collected without a clear sense of 

what was needed, and resulted in an unwieldy, cumbersome final 

document consisting of all available data ‘out there’. This often 

meant that any resulting SA was descriptive, “catch-all”, and less 

analytical or strategic in nature – setting out numerous charts and 

tables with limited explanation, context and an absence of a 

meaningful story behind the baseline.  
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4.19 As mentioned above, in some instances, the development of a 

UNA was carried out by just one data analyst. At times, this was 

due to capacity and capability issues, which appear to be a 

pervasive and significant problem in local authorities in particular. 

There are potential pitfalls associated with having one post 

responsible for the production of such an overarching document. In 

these cases, it was also unclear how involved planning partners 

and organisations had been in developing the UNA, other than 

providing data that could be used to establish the baseline/ 

priorities set by the data analyst. As two participants commented, 

the situation analysis: 

“… ended up being a collection of existing needs assessments. It 

was more like a desktop exercise.”  

“Our SIP ... it’s like we’ve put the four previous plans together in 

one document, just using a smaller font. Nothing has changed.”  

 

Producing a Situation Analysis - Ways to improve 

4.20 Absent from most of the UNAs was any qualitative evidence to 

counterbalance and contextualise quantitative evidence, meaning 

the plans are largely underpinned by rather superficial statistical 

analysis. This limits the ability to understand causal mechanisms 

and often disregards contextual factors that can affect the way data 

behave in different areas (e.g. high levels of long-term 

unemployment will not have the same root causes in all areas, but 

the available statistics will not reveal the underlying context).    

4.21 It is important to incorporate qualitative data about the root cause 

of social issues within the SA. Shedding light on complex 

behavioural, societal, cultural, environmental and economic factors 

associated with entrenched local problems will then help to 

determine effective modes of intervention (see also below). This 

could be achieved by: 
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• An improved understanding of the ‘citizen perspective’, which 
could be gained through: 1) involving them more directly in the 
planning process or 2) drawing on existing evidence and 
evaluations (see also Section 5 on Citizen Engagement); 

• Synthesising existing research on what is currently known / 
identifying gaps;  

• Forming relationships with academic institutions that are 
researching topics of relevance to local authorities and SIPs, or 
that are willing to engage in discussions on improving the 
evidence base underpinning public services.   

4.22 Statistical analysis could be improved. The providing of graphs, 

charts and averages is extensive, however, the use of inferential 

statistical analysis – making predictions or inferences about a 

population from observations and analysis of a sample – is absent. 

Correlation and regression analysis would improve the 

sophistication of the documents in these instances.   

4.23 Viewing the SA as an iterative exercise will help create a culture of 

sustainability with regards to needs assessments. In this respect, 

data development should also be seen as a priority within local 

authorities that have revealed data quality / availability issues.  

4.24 With the above in mind, the Welsh Government may also wish to 

think about: 

• Facilitating improvements in analytical capacity at the local 

authority level, although this is already happening through the 

work of the Welsh Statistical Liaison Committee. The Committee 

is developing a community of practice for analysts involved in 

SIPs. The Welsh Government is also supporting the Data Unit 

which is leading on developing ‘LSB Insight’.  

• Feedback on UNAs, which may help local authorities to improve 

on existing forms; 

• Taking the lead on the deriving of a single set of population 

outcomes. This may help to promote consistency across UNAs. 
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• Providing case studies of good practice may also be useful.  

• It may also be useful for the Welsh Government to consider 

developing guidance focusing on a set of minimum standards 

related to the production of strategic needs assessments of the 

future.  
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The Response Analysis 

 

 

 

4.25 It is fair to say that most LAs had developed a SA detailing priority 

needs, population indicators and performance measures, 

supported by an array of graphs and tables. In most cases, there 

was an effort to provide a story behind the data. The limitations of 

these documents have been touched upon above. 

4.26 Round table discussions (between analysts) or SNAGs are indeed 

an effective way to collaborate and empower, and can help to 

communicate the overall intentions of the SIP to key players. It 

wasn’t always clear, however, how delivery on the ground would be 

set in motion, or what research had been conducted with regards to 

achieving or influencing the intended outcomes of the SIP. Whilst 

some LAs provided transferable examples of how to effectively 

produce a SA, in terms of ‘delivery’, discussions only went as far as 

describing how organisations had come together to produce one 

overarching document of needs.  
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4.27 Very few LAs went further than providing a story behind an array of 

existing datasets. The UNA was not necessarily understood as an 

opportunity to focus on ‘intervention’, with the aim of highlighting to 

Local Service Boards what modes of intervention work best to 

address particular social problems as demonstrated through the 

analysis of evidence. 

4.28 Producing a ‘response analysis’ that includes an examination of 

reports on relevant local, national and international interventions 

known to impact, in some way, on the social issues identified is of 

key importance. Ultimately, the UNA should be seen as a way to 

shape future modes of delivery, and as a document that can 

‘enable’ the LSB to ‘make decisions’. 

4.29 One local authority had already begun to implement modes of 

delivery structured around ensuring ‘intervention’ better meets the 

needs of local neighbourhoods. Cardiff’s neighbourhood 

management model comprises multi-agency neighbourhood 

management teams, made up of key planning partners, who seek 

to actively address local issues in a collaborative manner.  

4.30 Given LSBs are at different stages of producing and implementing 

SIPs, a significant number are still developing modes of delivery. 

With this in mind, there are good opportunities for services to 

structure intervention around evidence of what works best, for 

whom and in what circumstances. 

4.31 That said, many data analysts in particular recognised the 

importance of consulting a wider evidence base in forming the 

response analysis. However, it was clear from the interviews that 

the capacity (intellectual and physical) to work meaningfully with 

evidence to inform practice is very limited, meaning effort was 

disproportionately focused on the SA.   
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Producing a Response Analysis - Ways to improve 

4.32 The most obvious way to improve the quality of response analyses 

is to redistribute some of the effort put in to the situation analysis. 

This effort would most beneficially be focused on assembling and 

appraising evaluative evidence on the effectiveness of 

interventions in producing their intended outcomes. This would, 

over the longer term, do a great deal to maximise impact and value 

for money; improve the quality of decision-making; and make 

services more accountable.  

4.33 For as long as public services lack the capacity to use evaluative 

evidence in this way and to design evaluation into delivery, there 

remains a high risk that policy and practice will continue to develop 

on untested assumptions and weak, descriptive evidence of 

success. At best this would result in the continuation of ineffective 

or marginally beneficial practices, at worst it may result in harmful, 

unintended consequences and wasteful use of scarce resources. 

There are many instances where such unintended consequences 

have been observed. 

4.34 With regards to Families First and Communities First, well 

evaluated evidence of interventions related to these schemes has 

been produced in the form of interim findings reports. These 

reports will be useful in terms of producing an effective response 

analysis. Beyond Wales, the DWP periodically produces 

evaluations on interventions. These evaluations may help to shed 

light on effective local authority responses with regards to 

entrenched social problems. 

4.35 Liaising with academic institutions on strengthening the evidence 

base for intervention would also be highly beneficial. Indeed 

Universities are increasingly represented on or affiliated with LSBs 

and increasingly willing to tailor research activities to questions that 

interest the public sector. Whilst there are obvious challenges 

around how to fund and govern engagement with the academic 
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sector, advice from academics would be most beneficial in the 

design stages of policy and practice, to ensure service models are 

founded on strong evidence, rather than only seeking evidence of 

effectiveness post-implementation.    

4.36 Pooling budgets and analytical resources would also be highly 

beneficial, especially around pervasive social and economic issues 

that feature in all or most area’s of SIPs. For illustration, a 

synthesis of evidence on initiatives to reduce teenage pregnancy 

rates or school-based initiatives to reduce absenteeism could be 

led by a single organisation, or consortia, lessons shared across all 

areas and interpreted for local application.  Some progress towards 

this has been made in the form of a Welsh Statistical Liaison 

Committee sub-group that brings together analysts involved in 

producing SIP needs assessments.   

4.37 As our interviews demonstrate, there are also some long-standing 

and much-talked-about cultural barriers to the use of evidence in 

public services and unless the SIP and UNA processes go some 

way towards alleviating them, the quality of response analysis has 

limited scope to improve. These issues include reluctance to invest 

in analytical functions at a time when protecting the front line is 

seen as imperative.   

4.38 It is important to recognise that any response analysis needn’t be 

conducted in isolation by each individual local authority, and that 

this element of the strategic needs assessment is not necessarily a 

geographical component. Working together, as in networking with 

other analysts, economists, statisticians, social researchers etc 

across Wales, with a view to sharing ideas would help to generate 

an effective response analysis that considers issues felt across 

counties. 

4.39 Indeed, commissioning evaluations, the results of which are likely 

to serve more than one local authority, would be an effective use of 

limited resources in the context of a response analysis.  
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5. Citizen Engagement  
 

 

 

Participation 
 

 

5.1 The Welsh Government guidance highlights that the Welsh 

approach to public service reform is premised on citizen voice as a 

driver for service improvement6. A Single Integrated Plan should 

set out how partners intend to engage with people and 

communities, with a very clear focus on how this will best support 

service improvement and improve the experience of people using 

the services. The guidance notes that there is further work to be 

done to promote and facilitate the engagement and participation of 

children and young people and information on how this is to be 

achieved should be included in the engagement strategy. 

5.2 It is further emphasised that detailed engagement with individuals, 

families and front line staff can provide an immensely powerful 

insight into some of the most intractable and complex issues that 

the planning process should be addressing. There is little evidence 

at present that this sort of focused citizen engagement, aimed at 

tackling failure and creating top-class services, is in widespread 
                                                            

6 Having said this, the Beecham Report (Beyond Boundaries, 2006) has never made explicit 
the definition of ‘voice’.  
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use, although there are specific examples of excellent practice 

(Shared Purpose - Shared Delivery, 2012). 

5.3 A Single Integrated Plan should include an engagement strategy 

which sets out how this will be addressed. 

  

What is thought to be happening? 
5.4 Drawing on Participation Cymru’s ‘Model of Engagement’, it was 

evident that the majority of local authorities went further than simply 

‘informing’ the public of SIPs.  

5.5 Interviews revealed that engagement with service users and 

communities typically took on one of two forms:  

• Listen/Consult: A number of authorities asked questions, 

listened to the public’s concerns and suggestions, and used 

feedback to build on a draft SIP. In other words, once outcomes 

had been determined and the formulation of the SIP completed, 

the public were consulted on whether they agreed with SIP 

outcomes.   

• Involve/Partner: Even though they were not always invited to 

participate in workshops, some LSBs included members of the 

public in selecting SIP outcomes and, to some extent, in the 

design of the SIP, by inviting them to complete online surveys. 

This method of engagement relates to Participation Cymru’s 

concept of involvement whereby the public share in the decision 

making process.  

5.6 No area could be said to have empowered/delegated responsibility 

for making decisions related to the SIP (also known as deliberative 

forms of citizen engagement).   

5.7 It is unclear whether involving the public from the outset is more or 

less effective than consulting them at the end of the process once 

outcomes have been determined.  

5.8 Those who engaged the public around selecting outcomes argued 

that this was an ‘essential step’ towards empowering local 

communities and identifying the correct priorities:  
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“The public is also a partner, so it’s important to involve them as 

much as we would involve any other stakeholder.” 

5.9 Some LSBs explained that it was more appropriate to develop a 

final version of a SIP utilising the knowledge of planning partners, 

encouraging the public to comment only on a draft form at a later 

stage. In these instances, it was often held that consultation 

confirmed that the correct priorities had been arrived at by other 

stakeholders, agencies and organisations, thus ‘consulting’ the 

public was sufficient.  

5.10 A minority of SIP Leads were less enthused at the prospect of 

using the public to help determine priorities at the outset:  

“The public may not even understand what the SIP is. During 

consultation, some didn’t understand why the SIP didn’t mention 

local issues, like the bin issue. They don’t understand that the SIP 

is not a council plan but a partnership plan.” 

5.11 Picking up on this latter point, the field research revealed that, in 

the eyes of the public, there was some confusion around the 

difference between the corporate or council plan and the SIP. This 

posed a number of challenges to authorities that were 

concomitantly seeking public consultation on both.   

5.12 As a final point, here, it is worth highlighting that LSBs looked to 

consult/engage with children and young people. The majority of 

LAs believed they had spent time talking with children and young 

people across Wales and in some instances, child-friendly versions 

of the SIP were formulated. 

 

Key areas for considerations 

5.13 It is fair to say that there was some confusion about the concept of 

citizen engagement. Engagement was, in most cases, interpreted 

as a consultation process. 

5.14 Citizen engagement, however, should perhaps be viewed as a 

process whereby citizens have an opportunity to participate in the 
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design of public services and share in the decision-making of local 

authorities. Although enthusiasm around engaging with local 

communities in some areas is growing, very few LSBs tried to 

engage with the public in terms of participation around the design 

of public services (empowering/deliberative forms of citizen 

engagement). 

5.15 Overall, the interviews suggested that face-to-face communication 

with the public was limited.  

5.16 The following reasons may account for why citizen engagement 

was less of a focus with regards to developing SIPs: 

• ‘Tight deadlines’ meant that SIPs were expected to be in place 

by April 2013. This hadn’t allowed LAs enough time to engage 

with the public effectively. 

• Issues around capacity and capability were evident. LAs were 

not always clear on how best to engage with the public, or what 

constitutes engagement versus consultation.  

5.17 Interestingly, one LSB member felt citizen engagement should 

involve engaging the views of elected members: “Elected members 

are the voice of the people. They have been elected to represent 

the people and therefore the public should trust their elected 

members to do what they have elected them for.” In other words, 

generating the views of county and community councillors was held 

to be sufficient in terms of citizen engagement. The extent to which 

this opinion is valid is perhaps a useful topic for debate.  

5.18 With regards to improving citizen engagement across LAs, the 

following issues may be worthy of consideration: 

• LAs may wish to ensure clarity is achieved around the overall 

aims of engagement / consultation.  

• Consulting academic studies may prove valuable since there is 

a rich literature on participation, consultation and empowerment. 

• LAs should look to increase the quality and level of engagement 

by engaging with “hard to reach” children and adults, as they 
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can provide a powerful insight into some of the most intractable 

and complex issues that the SIP should be addressing.  

• The engagement process allows for constructive discussions to 

be had on how needs have been prioritised and why some 

interventions have been implemented and not others. In light of 

this, citizen engagement should also be seen as an opportunity 

for LAs to articulate to the public why certain decisions have 

been made at the LSB level. Any citizen engagement, however, 

should seek to do more than just inform.  

• Sharing examples of good practice may help other LAs improve 

on citizen engagement techniques.  

• On this note, in 2012, the Big Lottery approved ten projects 

under the Community Voice programme. In all, ten County 

Voluntary Councils (CVCs) across Wales will use £11.3 million 

to help communities influence services, policies and decisions 

that affect them so their needs are better met. The projects were 

required to have the support of the LSB. This a significant 

investment in citizen and community engagement so it will be 

important that learning is taken from these projects and 

embedded into LSB practice, not only in areas in receipt of 

grants.  
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6. Partnerships 

 

 

 

6.1 Interviews revealed that the concept of the SIP had significant merit 

in practice. With regards to partnership working, the examples 

below provide insight into the added value generated from 

collective action, collaboration and shared delivery: 

• In one Local Authority, the benefits of meeting to discuss data 

garnered by partnership data analysts had already been realised 

during a project on the regeneration of a deprived area. Data 

analysts of the CSP and CYPP were accustomed to meeting 

periodically to discuss emerging statistics in a bid to determine 

whether there was a relationship between the numbers. This 

was felt to have added value to the project’s outcomes, as a 

clearer understanding of neighbourhood issues had been 

successfully fashioned.   

• In one County, and prior to the introduction of SIPs, the LSB 

created a hub of action specifically targeting rising NEET levels. 

Co-ordinating action across partnerships, the LSB successfully 
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reduced the rate of NEETs aged 16-18. This reduced rate has 

since been sustained  

• In another, it was identified that the SIP had enabled 

partnerships to think and work in a cross-cutting manner. “Had 

the delivery mechanisms implemented as a result of our SIP 

been in place earlier, we believe that we would not have faced a 

number of serious setbacks within one of our Schools.” Task 

and finish groups derived from a wider cohort of representatives 

from a number of partnerships were able to retrospectively 

understand the linkages between their work – and it was 

revealed that a collective understanding of the issues at hand 

may have prevented previous oversights and subsequent 

failings.  

6.2 The implications of SIPs on partnership structures and 

relationships were discussed at length during the field research. As 

Chapter 4 indicates, many LSBs had involved key representatives 

of existing partnerships when deriving population indicators and 

SIP outcomes. Models of engagement and collaboration helped to 

clarify how existing partners were currently delivering on certain 

priorities. Thus, as a consequence of developing a SIP and 

population indicators, it was generally felt that partnerships gained 

a clearer understanding of their roles and responsibilities against a 

backdrop of a set of overarching priorities. 

6.3 A number of LSBs had actively rationalised partnerships as a 

consequence of SIPs, and were also keen to emphasise that 

rationalisation had been on the agenda prior to the issuing of 

Welsh Government Guidance. Indeed, it was widely felt that 

restructuring was a necessary step, and that the partnership 

landscape, as it currently stood, posed a number of challenges for 

many local authorities. These challenges ranged from the task of 

mapping the sheer number of second and third-tier partnerships 

through to accountability. It was acknowledged that prior to 

implementing SIPs, it wasn’t entirely clear how certain partnerships 
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were contributing to delivery, and the SIP provided impetus for 

disbanding working groups that failed to add any significant value 

to shared priorities. 

6.4 Other key messages around restructuring included: 

• A number of LSBs had replaced previous partnership structures 

with thematic groups related to SIP outcomes. More commonly, 

the CYPP, HSCWBP and CSP had been replaced by the 

thematic groups of, for example, Health, Wealth and Prosperity. 

These thematic groups would now report to an overall 

‘Partnership Team’ responsible for integrating action across 

thematic groups. 

• Some LAs maintained their existing partnership structures on 

the basis that they had “always worked well”. 

• It was clear that task and finish groups, made up of a range of 

organisations cross-cutting in nature, were becoming more 

commonplace. These groups seek to deliver on specific 

population indicators that feed into broader SIP outcomes.  

• A smaller number of LSBs had restructured significantly and 

implemented delivery mechanisms based on a neighbourhood 

management model as a consequence of single integrated 

planning (see ‘Learning to Improve: A case study of the Cardiff 

Partnership’, published alongside this report). 

• Other LSBs were at the stage of discussing how the SIP might 

impact on partnership structures and delivery.   

6.5 Although it was described as a ‘significant challenge’, 

rationalisation of partnerships proved valuable to those LAs that 

had implemented such changes. Restructuring and the removal of 

‘dead wood’ enabled LSBs to free up human and financial 

resources that could be redirected to the delivery of SIP outcomes.  

6.6 In terms of the volume of and time spent at ‘meetings’, one LSB 

estimated that rationalisation would help to save the local authority 

‘millions’ in the wake of renewed structures and processes. This 
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notion was not uncommon, although the evidence of such savings 

was not provided.  

 

Other key areas for consideration 

6.7 Ensuring clarity of the aims of a Single Integrated Plan may help to 

promote partnership working. The key message here is that SIPs 

aim to improve how public service providers work (and think), 

particularly in the context of budget cuts. The concept of the SIP is 

about bringing together existing robust partnerships, documents, 

activities and programmes to better co-ordinate service delivery 

and reduce duplication. There is not so much a necessity to start 

from a ‘clean sheet’; rather LSBs should consider the SIP as an 

‘opportunity’ to take advantage of and build on existing reliable 

structures, by co-ordinating efficient action to improve service 

provision and delivery.  

6.8 If partnerships are effective and making a difference, it is legitimate 

to maintain them, provided that:   

• LSBs can justify they are fit for purpose and accountable.  

• The difference they are making is sustainable. Some 

partnerships have demonstrated positive results by joining 

forces and mobilising resources collectively. The main challenge 

is to ensure collective action that is delivering is sustained. The 

SIP does not necessarily require rationalisation of partnerships 

provided they are fit for purpose. 

6.9 Having said this, a number of SIP Leads and LSB members 

emphasised that replacing current partnership structures with 

thematic groups, now accountable to one overarching Partnership 

Team, promoted collaboration. For example, the implementation of 

a ‘Partnership Manager’ offered a step through which duplication 

could be revealed at a higher level. Renewed structures were able 

to capture a broader understanding of partnership working on the 

ground, and where duplication was evident, amalgamating existing 

work around shared issues became priority. Overall, overarching 
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Partnership Teams were felt to reduce the likelihood of ‘silo 

working’.  

6.10 Other interviewees were more sceptical, and suggested that 

partnership structures in their current form delivered and would 

likely remain. It was also stressed that ‘you can’t stop a group of 

people meeting’ and that rationalisation may help in the short term, 

until subgroups and meetings begin ‘to mushroom once again’.  
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7. Resources 
 

 

Data-
Sharing 

 

7.1 The theme of ‘resources’ has already been touched upon in other 

sections of the report. It is perhaps worth making explicit ‘resource 

shortcomings’ that were held to impact on the effective 

development of SIPs and UNAs. 

 

 

Resources: Analytical Capacity (UNA specific) 
7.2 Analytical capacity varied by local authority. It was clear that larger 

LAs were able to mobilise existing, centrally located analysts when 

producing a SIP along with its component UNA. Others brought 

together data analysts that had been working separately on 

projects within decentralised partnership teams. In these instances, 

analytical capacity was felt to be adequate, effective and suitable 

for the task at hand.  

7.3 Other local authorities assigned a single data analyst to the role of 

producing a UNA. This data analyst was expected to liaise with key 

planning partners when developing a UNA. As already highlighted 

(see Section 4), there are potential pitfalls associated with having 

one post responsible for the production of such an overarching 

document. Arguably, it also has the capacity to dilute the ‘spirit’ of 
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the SIP, which focuses on working together to identify shared 

outcomes.  

7.4 Another local authority emphasised that producing a SIP and its 

component UNA justified external recruitment. It wasn’t clear, 

however, whether there was a full appreciation of analytical 

resources available to the local authority in-house or whether an 

internal solution was duly considered.  

7.5 Others bought in the expertise of the LGDU. In these instances, the 

data unit was asked to produce a UNA for the local authority in its 

entirety. This decision was made for reasons of ‘time’. Although 

internal resources were seen as lacking, it was felt that the Welsh 

Government had not allowed enough time for LSBs to mobilise 

existing resources around the task of producing a SIP and, 

specifically, an all encompassing UNA. Generally, the LGDU’s work 

was held to be useful, even though the approach of annually 

commissioning their expertise was not felt to be sustainable. The 

LGDU provided local authorities who had commissioned their work 

important baseline data.  

7.6 It is important to emphasise, however, that the LGDU may be able 

to assist a LAs in terms of producing a situation analysis, but its 

capacity to provide a response analysis is less clear.  

 

Resources: Outcomes-based Methodologies  
7.7 The Welsh Government guidance was considered to be 

prescriptive in its tone with regards to the use of outcome-based 

methodologies when producing and delivering on SIPs. This was 

sometimes viewed as a concern, since it wasn’t always felt that 

local authorities had in place the resources to develop a SIP using 

such approaches (more commonly, RBA principles). At times, RBA 

resources were unevenly distributed and ‘dispersed’; the approach 

was used by certain partners, but not all.    

7.8 It was generally felt that since the Welsh Government had specified 

outcome-based methodologies with regards to developing SIPs, 
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more support should be provided to ensure that LAs have in place 

the required RBA resources.  

7.9 Other interviews revealed that it was clear that training around 

outcome-based methodologies had proliferated throughout a 

number of LAs. Within these counties, the introduction of SIPs 

meant capacity and understanding of RBA had been assessed 

across partnership teams, and where deficiencies were evident, 

SIP Leads had attempted to share and transfer existing knowledge 

across their authorities by conducting training programmes.  

7.10 It was unclear, however, whether training sessions focusing on 

outcome-based methodologies were simply viewed as a ‘quick fix’:  

“Training sessions have been carried out, but whether RBA 

principles are understood and used in practice… time will tell.”  

In other words, although training courses were conducted and 

attended by key players, it is unclear whether the adoption of RBA 

had fostered more engagement with evidence and improved 

evaluative thinking. The question of whether capacity around 

outcome-based methodologies has improved is a question for 

future research. 

 

Information sharing 

7.11 SIP Leads, as well as data analysts, recognised the importance of 

data sharing amongst service providers. Sharing information with 

partners, based on the shared outcomes developed in a SIP, has 

the capacity to reveal duplication and improve service delivery, 

particularly when it comes to society’s most vulnerable service 

users. In others words, LAs and their partners could achieve 

synergistic benefits by sharing (personal) data.  

7.12 It was commonly emphasised, however, that data sharing, 

particularly in relation to personal information across partnership 

sub-groups, is complex due to data protection and confidentiality 

clauses. In light of this, some partners remained reluctant to share 

data across partnership boundaries. It was acknowledged that this 

  50



reluctance had the potential to stymie collaborative working going 

forward – and in some cases held up the developing of a UNA.  

7.13 In the face of failing to agree on protocols on sharing personal 

data, LAs and their partners run the risk of working in silos or 

potentially missing out on synergistic benefits related to improved 

service delivery. 

7.14 ‘Health’ was cited as the key area reluctant to share (personal) 

data. 

7.15 Having said this, LSB members explained that personal information 

sharing often takes place at an operational level, particularly in 

relation to complex case work. This is important when working with 

the most vulnerable people in society as it is vital that key 

connections are made in terms of prevention. 

 

Pooling Budgets 

7.16 Prompted by the SIP guidance, some LAs had entered ‘more 

serious’ discussions on pooling budgets.  

7.17 On some occasions, funds allocated to individual partnerships were 

brought together in the form of a single commissioning hub. 

Trialling the approach of shared financial responsibility for smaller 

initiatives was considered to be useful since it allowed LAs to ‘test 

the waters’ around how pooling budgets might work on a larger 

scale.  

7.18 It was recognised that ‘smaller’ gestures may encourage the 

pooling of budgets to occur on a wider scale in future. 

7.19 Pooling budgets was often discussed in idealistic terms, and 

although it was recognised that the approach was logical and 

appropriate in terms of delivering on a set of shared outcomes, it 

was viewed as a distinct challenge. LSB members recognised that 

at the partnership level, the perception would be that relinquishing 

funds to a centralised commissioning hub equates to relinquishing 

responsibility: “This makes people nervous… but it is an attitude 

that needs to change.” 
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7.20 For shared delivery to occur, some organisations will need to 

accept that returns generated from certain investments will be 

indirect. A commissioning hub, however, was seen as actively 

“putting the citizen at the centre of planning”, and that better 

outcomes for service users should take precedence over 

partnership preferences around the allocation of funds.  

7.21 Overall, however, there is little evidence of extensive use of pooled 

budgeting arrangements.  
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8. Monitoring Progress 
 

 
 

 
Monitoring Progress: Population Indicators 
 
8.1 The majority of LSBs intended to use RBA report cards to monitor 

progress. These report cards had been derived as part of the 

producing of an overall SIP.  

8.2 SIP Leads noted that these cards would be periodically updated 

and iteratively monitored by Partnership Support Team Managers. 

This would ensure there was an overarching awareness of the 

progress being made on all population indicators.   

8.3 A number of SIP Leads noted that LSB meetings would now be 

structured around priority themes and in relation to the SIP. During 

these meetings, the RBA report cards would be used to 

demonstrate how the County was making a difference with regards 

to the population indicators typically set out on the report cards 

themselves.  

8.4 It was clear that RBA report cards had the capacity to promote 

transparency and improve communication:  
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“They’re able to demonstrate clearly to partners how the LSB is 

delivering on certain indicators, where improvements are 

warranted, and whether certain outcomes should be assumed 

‘business as usual’ and therefore superseded by other, more 

pressing concerns.”  

For example, where it was evident that a LA was delivering in 

terms of reducing the level of NEETs, it will be possibly to identify 

this trend and reallocate resources to those priorities that are not 

‘turning the curve’, as too demonstrated by RBA report cards. 

Importantly, decisions around the reallocation of resources should 

now be more easily discernable at the LSB level. 

8.5 Indeed, it was hoped that this method of monitoring would embed a 

common format around communicating performance on priorities. 

Report cards would also help to ensure that those working towards 

shared outcomes spoke a common language. 

8.6 A smaller number of LAs were planning to assign responsibility for 

delivering on population indicators to ‘LSB Champions’. These 

Champions would be expected to a) generate impetus around 

collectively ‘turning the curve’ on pertinent local issues, involving all 

appropriate partners that contribute to the delivery of particular 

outcomes and b) iteratively monitor progress of their assigned 

population indicators.  

8.7 Capacity issues around results-based accountability have already 

been discussed in Chapter 6. If RBA is to be used as a method for 

monitoring progress, it is important that LBBs recognise and 

assess RBA capabilities, not only in terms of producing a UNA or 

SIP but with regards to monitoring and evaluating population 

indicators and overall SIP priorities. 

 

 

Monitoring Progress: Impact Evaluations 
 
8.8 Monitoring progress should involve iterative updating of the 

situation and response analysis, as well as some form of evaluation 
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(at least a process evaluation of how the process is being 

implemented and how it contributes to producing better outcomes). 

8.9 A more considered approach to evaluation would involve an 

assessment of the outcomes achieved across the plan’s objectives 

and a detailed examination of the effectiveness of interventions. It 

is recognised that such an approach is not feasible within current 

resource constraints.   

8.10 Where effective interventions are evident, effort should be made to 

share knowledge with other counties, thus potentially improving the 

use of resources in other areas. If, however, an intervention is not 

meeting the needs of the population, determining the reasons why 

it is not effective should yield valuable information around future 

delivery.  

8.11 Where there are capability issues around the monitoring of 

interventions, these should be identified and solutions considered.  

8.12 Overall, it was clear that as a result of Single Integrated Plans, 

there would now be more of an effort to monitor progress across 

LA partners and with regards to pertinent outcome measures. This 

would be achieved in a more transparent and coherent manner. 

Consequently, improved accountability and scrutiny is likely to be a 

positive outcome of the SIPs.  

8.13 At present, only some areas subject the work of the LSB to scrutiny 

by a local government Overview and Scrutiny Committee. The 

Local Government (Wales) Measure 2011 has provisions to require 

local government Overview and Scrutiny Committees to scrutinise 

the work of public service providers in the area. In practice, this is 

likely to mean the work of LSBs and the delivery of SIPs. The 

Designated Persons Order to implement these provisions will be 

consulted on in autumn 2013 and commenced shortly thereafter. 

This will strengthen the accountability of LSBs through local 

democratic processes.   
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9. Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
9.1 An Interim Evaluation of the ways in which local authorities have 

produced SIPs was conducted by Welsh Government Social 

Researchers alongside a PhD student from DeMonfort University, 

employed as an Intern for this specific purpose. 

9.2 The main aim of the research was to develop an understanding of 

the varying ways in which LAs have interpreted Welsh Government 

guidance on producing SIPs. In doing so, the research intended to 

capture transferable and promising ways of working alongside 

areas for improvement following the first planning cycle. For this 

reason, SIP Leads and data analysts from all 22 local authorities in 

Wales were interviewed face-to-face as a means to achieving 

these aims.  

9.3 The Interim Evaluation’s main findings primarily relate to the 

inconsistent ways in which LAs have set out about developing SIPs 

in the context of: its situation analysis; response analysis; citizen 

engagement; the restructuring of partnerships; and monitoring 

progress. Further, the capacity to produce plans underpinned by 

evidence and analysis has been found to vary considerably across 

local authorities, along with the understanding of outcome-based 

methodologies.  

 

The Plan and its Methodology 

9.4 At a time when the Welsh Government is encouraging the wider 

public sector in Wales to utilise outcome-based methodologies, it 

may be of some concern that we found its understanding is uneven 

across LSBs in Wales. This concern is augmented by the fact that 

RBA in particular has largely been used to develop the shared 

outcomes of SIPs. The research shows that confusion can arise 

around RBA terminology.  
9.5 In light of the above, the Welsh Government may wish to consider 

improving (or supporting) understanding of outcome-based 
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methodologies at the local authority level. Equally, at the local 

authority level, SIP Leads should be actively seeking knowledge 

transfer related to RBA approaches if these are providing the 

means through which outcomes are being established.  
 

The Evidence-based and its Analysis 

9.6 The Situation Analysis: In the context of UNAs produced 

alongside SIPs, the research found that many LAs are developing 

an extensive situation analysis to underpin SIPs, but that many 

could go further in terms of statistical analysis and use of 

qualitative evidence. The latter is required to counterbalance and 

contextualise quantitative evidence, often provided in abundance in 

the form of graphs and tables. Having said this, it was 

acknowledged that analytical capacity often falls short at the local 

authority level and certainly for the purpose of producing SIPs 

themselves.   
9.7 With this in mind, the review highlights that the Welsh Government 

may wish to think about facilitating improvement in analytical 

capacity at the LA level, although this is already happening through 

the work of the Welsh Statistical Liaison Committee. Formalised 

feedback mechanisms on UNAs should also be considered by the 

Welsh Government along with developing a single set of population 

indicators that may promote consistency in standards and practices 

across UNAs.  
9.8 At the local authority level, LSBs should be looking to improve the 

overall quality and robustness of the situation analysis through 

means suggested in Section 4.  
9.9 The Response Analysis: Related to this latter comment, it is fair 

to say that it wasn’t always clear what research had been 

conducted with regards to achieving or influencing the intended 

outcomes of the SIP. Whereas some LAs provided transferable 

examples of how to effectively produce a situation analysis, the 

UNA was not necessarily understood as an opportunity to focus on 
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‘intervention’, with the aim of highlighting to Local Service Boards 

what modes of intervention work best to address particular social 

problems as demonstrated through the analysis of evidence. 
9.10 We have already emphasised that the most obvious way to 

improve the quality of response analyses is to redistribute some of 

the effort put in to the situation analysis. This effort would most 

beneficially be focused on assembling and appraising evaluative 

evidence on the effectiveness of interventions in producing their 

intended outcomes. This would, over the longer term, do a great 

deal to maximise impact and value for money; improve the quality 

of decision-making; and make services more accountable. Having 

said this, it was clear from the interviews that the capacity 

(intellectual and physical) to work meaningfully with evidence to 

inform practice is very limited, meaning effort was 

disproportionately focused on the SA.  Again, discussions around 

how this situation could be improved should be encouraged at the 

local authority level as well as between local authorities and the 

Welsh Government. Liaising with academic institutions on 

strengthening the evidence base for intervention is just one 

suggested way forward in this regard, as well as viewing the 

response analysis less so as geographical component to the 

strategic needs assessment.  
 

Citizen Engagement 

9.11 The ways in which LAs engaged with citizens when developing 

SIPs varied, primarily between participation and consultation. Few 

LSBs reported deliberative forms of citizen engagement in 

designing and improving public services, and there was often some 

confusion around what exactly citizen engagement involves. This is 

perhaps something the Welsh Government may wish to take 

forward, in terms of providing clearer guidance on expectations 

around citizen engagement and SIP development and delivery. 

Having said this, we highlight that there is a rich literature around 
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the concept of citizen engagement, which LAs themselves should 

consult where confusion arises.  
9.12 As an addition, citizen engagement could also include discussions 

with community and town councillors. It may be that this group of 

individuals are able to shed light on some of the key issues facing 

citizens ‘on the ground’.  

Partnerships   

9.13 Many SIP leads were keen to stress that ‘rationalisation’ had 

already been on the agenda prior to the issuing of Welsh 

Government guidance. It would appear, however, that SIPs have 

provided impetus to reconsider partnership structures, and many 

LSBs described revised organisational hierarchies implemented as 

a result of the push towards integrated working (in the context of 

‘Shared Purpose - Shared Delivery’). These hierarchies were 

discussed in more detail in Section 6. 
9.14 A number of SIP Leads provided evidence that rationalisation and 

promoting collaboration has significant merits in terms of delivering 

shared outcomes and improved circumstances for local people. 

Indeed, the agreement that there should be a drive to re-evaluate 

the sheer number of partnerships in existence in an effort to reveal 

and counteract duplication was clear. Improved accountability at 

the partnership level was just one positive consequence of 

rationalisation discussed.  
9.15 Not all LAs were planning to restructure partnerships or realign 

partners to thematic groups. In some parts of Wales, existing 

partnership structures were held to be effective and ‘worked well’. 

Yet even in these instances, there was a sense that second and 

third tier partnerships need to be reduced.  
 

Resources  

9.16 It was clear that analytical capacity varied by local authority. This 

was also the case when it came to outcome-based methodologies, 
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as touched upon above. Whereas some local authorities had 

implemented knowledge transfer sessions across partnerships in 

the context of RBA, a number of SIP Leads and data analysts 

raised concerns about in-house RBA capacity and the longitudinal 

impact of RBA training programmes. This is perhaps a key 

conclusion that may require Welsh Government intervention in 

future, in terms of recognising limited capacity and addressing it.  
 

Monitoring Progress  
9.17 Finally, it was clear that the majority of LSBs were intending to 

introduce mechanisms to monitor, record and report progress to 

LSBs, the public and Welsh Government - predominantly in the 

form of RBA report cards. This is encouraging. However, given the 

review shows that confusion can arise around RBA terminology, 

the quality of the monitoring progress is likely to be affected as a 

result.  
9.18 The interim review also reiterates that monitoring progress should 

involve iterative updating of the situation and response analyses, 

as well as some form of evaluation (at least a process evaluation of 

how the process is being implemented and how it contributes to 

producing better outcomes). A more considered approach to 

evaluation would involve an assessment of the outcomes achieved 

across the plan’s objectives and a detailed examination of the 

effectiveness of interventions. It is recognised that such an 

approach is not feasible within current resource constraints. 

Indeed, the quality of monitoring progress throughout local 

authorities is likely to be a question for future research.  
 

Concluding Comments 
9.19 In conclusion, it is clear that the ways in which LSBs are 

developing SIPs and their component UNAs vary across Wales. 

Our interim review highlights a number of limitations ‘on the 

ground’, which are likely to restrict LSBs when developing SIPs, 

primarily in the context of analytical capacity and potential, along 
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with resources related to outcome-based methodologies. In this 

regard, a number of ways forward are presented and suggested 

that LAs may wish to consider at an internal level. A number of 

considerations are also highlighted that the Welsh Government 

may wish to take forward in future.  
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ANNEX 1 
 

Interview Guide: LSB Support Team / SIP Lead Officer 

 

1. General questions 
 

• What was your general reaction (and that of others) to the concept 
of the SIP? 

• Did you feel it was a necessary step? 
• Did you need to persuade people to buy in to the concept of the 

SIP?  
• Was the SIP seen as an opportunity to redefine the priorities for 

your area? 
 
 

2. Planning the SIP 
 

• What considerations were discussed around how the SIP would be 
produced?  

• Who took the lead in these discussions? Who else was involved? 
• Do you think the ‘right’ people were involved? 
• Did discussion focus on practical or strategic considerations, or 

both? 
• Were decisions reached easily or was there disagreement? 

o How was disagreement dealt with? 
• How useful was the Welsh Government guidance in informing these 

early discussions?  
o Do you feel the Welsh Government provided sufficient 

guidance?  
• How important do you think this early stage was? 
• What would you do differently next year? 

 
 

3. Producing the SIP 
 
• What was your overall approach when it came to producing the 

SIP? (Detail) 
• Who was it led by?  
• Do you think the right people were involved? 
• To what extent did you work collectively (and with who) when 

producing the SIP? 
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• What role did the needs assessment play when producing the SIP?  
• Was your plan produced centrally, or were contributions sought 

from partnerships through engagement processes?  
o How were ‘key’ partners identified?  
o How did you engage with these partners when producing the 

plan? (Individually or collectively?) 
o How did partners affect overall direction of the SIP? 
o What did you learn from processes of engagement? 
o How did you address the issue of engaging with the Third 

Sector? 
• What sort of governance structure was in place around the SIP? 

o Who did you report to and how did you raise concerns? 
o How was the LSB itself involved? Did they provide a point of 

challenge? 
o Do you think the governance was proportionate and 

appropriate? 
• How did others react to your planning methods? Did anyone resist?  
• When producing/drafting the plan, who was your target audience? 

(The Welsh Government / The LSB / Partners / You / Service 
Users) 

• What were some of the key barriers you faced when producing the 
SIP? 
o How did you manage these barriers? 

• What would you do differently next year? 
 
Questions could look to draw out the following by asking ‘Can you talk 
about…’ 

• Systems in place in relation to data sharing.  
• Experiences of Results Based Accountability (RBA).  
• The SIPs use of evidence when establishing baselines and 

priorities/outcomes.  
• Clashes between partners or priorities.  
• Timescale issues when producing the SIP.   

 
 

4. Partnership Structures 
 

• Has the structure or membership of the LSB changed since 
production of the SIP? 

• How has the SIP affected the position and make-up of local 
partnerships? 
o Have relationships between different partnerships changed? 
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o What is the narrative / justification behind changes in local 
partnerships? 

o Which local partnerships have been affected the most? 
o What has been the general reaction? 
o Has the number of local partnerships reduced? 
o How has effectiveness of / commitment to partnership working 

changed? 
o What challenges have been / will be associated with changes to 

local partnerships? 
o How has the LSB engaged with issues around partnership 

changes? 
o To what extent does the LSB hold partnerships to account and 

how has this changed? 
o Do you anticipate further changes to local partnerships 

emerging from the SIP? 
 

5. Sources and Evidence Used (Data Analysts) 
 

• Do you feel you have used a wide range of sources as part of the NA? 
Quantitative / Qualitative / Literature Reviews / Evaluation Reports / 
Citizen-voice / Consultation?  

• Has ‘evidence’ been used at all levels and at all times? 
• How did you address the issue of causality?  
• How did you “get behind the data”? (Be ready to explain here) 
• How have data baselines been established?  
• To what extent have you considered the limitations of the evidence? 
• To what extent have discussions focused on interventions?  
• How have performance measures been determined and subsequently 

used? 
 

6. Critical Reflection 
 

Thinking about the overall process of producing the SIP… 
• What aspects do you think worked well in your organisation?  
• What would you recommend others to do? 
• What aspects do you think worked less well? 
• Were desired outcomes at the planning stages realised?  
• Did you experience anything ‘surprising’? 
• Were there any unintended consequences of the SIPs production? 
• How have your views changed since producing the SIP?  

 
Thank you and close 
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