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	Section 1: Abstract of paper

	 1a: Aim
	To co-produce Community Areas of Research Interest (C-ARI) with residents across Bradford District and integrate community priorities into the development of local authority Areas of Research Interest (ARIs).

	 1, 2

	 1b: Methods
	Community members were involved through ten constituency-based workshops and a subsequent Question Generating Session (QGS). Public Contributors were recruited and trained to facilitate participation, support engagement and bring local knowledge to the process

	 2

	 1c: Results
	Community involvement identified priority areas including crime and safety, cost of living and access to education. Thirty community-driven research questions were generated and incorporated alongside local authority priorities to create district-level ARIs.

	 2, 3

	 1d: Conclusions
	Summarise the main conclusions of the study
Meaningful community involvement can be embedded within ARI development, enabling community, policy and research priorities to be aligned for greater relevance and potential impact.

	 3

	 1e: Keywords
	Community Areas Research Interest; Coproduction; Participatory methods; Evidence informed policy; Public Contributors

	 

	Section 2: Background to paper

	 2a: Definition
	PPI/public involvement was active partnership with community members in identifying, prioritising and shaping research interests rather than participation as research subjects as well as working with Public Contributors as equal team members.

	 10, 11

	 2b: Theoretical underpinnings
	The study was informed by principles of co-production, community-centred approaches and participatory decision-making, recognising communities as equal partners in research agenda setting.
	 4, 5, 8

	 2c: Concepts and theory development
	The study draws on ARI methodology and extends it by incorporating community-generated priorities into a shared policy-research interface framework.


	 7,8

	Section 3: Aims of paper

	 3: Aim
	To develop and test a co-produced model for integrating community priorities into local authority Areas of Research Interest.

	 5, 6

	Section 4: Methods of paper

	 4a: Design
	Mixed-methods participatory design involving workshops, ranking exercises, facilitated discussion and a Question Generating Session

	 9, 10, 

	 4b: People involved
	153 residents from Bradford's five constituencies, intentionally including underrepresented communities. Public Contributors from each constituency were recruited and trained to support delivery.

	 10, 11

	 4c: Stages of involvement
	Community members informed priority identification, ranking, theme development and co-production of final research questions. Public Contributors were involved in facilitation and engagement activities.

	 10, 11, 14, 15

	 4d: Level or nature of involvement
	Collaborative/co-production approach with communities actively involved in shaping outputs rather than merely being consulted.

	 11,13, 14, 15

	Section 5: Capture or measurement of PPI impact

	 5a: Qualitative evidence of impact
	Field notes captured by public contributors from facilitated discussions were analysed alongside them to ensure accuracy of meaning from workshops.
	 14, 15, 20

	 5b: Quantitative evidence of impact
	Dot voting and diamond ranking exercises produced quantitative prioritisation data which were aggregated across workshops.

	 14

	 5c: Robustness of measure
	Findings were evaluated with public contributors at several stages and community members via the question generating session.
	 20, 21

	Section 6: Economic assessment

	 6: Economic assessment
	No formal economic evaluation of PPI was undertaken.

	 

	Section 7: Study results

	 7a: Outcomes of PPI
	Community priorities were systematically identified and translated into eight research area groups and thirty community-driven research questions

	 16, 17

	 7b: Impacts of PPI
	PPI directly influenced the district research agenda, ensuring that community concerns were incorporated alongside policy priorities. Public Contributors also developed facilitation and leadership skills. No significant adverse impacts were identified.
	 20, 21, 22

	 7c: Context of PPI
	Bradford's HDRC used strong neighborhood partnerships and established community networks enabling reach with diverse and underrepresented populations. However, the sample size (n=153) provided breadth across constituencies and communities, it cannot capture the full diversity of perspectives within Bradford District. Second, despite the use of a standardised workshop protocol, sessions necessarily varied in pace and emphasis to accommodate language needs, accessibility requirements and group dynamics. Such flexibility is a strength of inclusive practice but poses challenges for methodological uniformity.

	 21

	 7d: Process of PPI
	Use of trained Public Contributors, accessible community venues, local authority neighbourhood teams and structured prioritisation methods facilitated successful involvement.

	 20, 21

	 7ei: Theory development
	Findings suggest that ARIs can be strengthened through formal integration of community-generated priorities, expanding the conventional ARI model.

	 22, 23

	 7eii: Theory development
	The study demonstrates the practical application of co-production principles within strategic research agenda setting.

	 22

	 7f: Measurement
	
No specific PPI evaluation instrument was used however we met with PCs throughout the process, from workshop planning, delivery, analysis and writeup.
	 

	 7 g: Economic assessment
	No economic costs or benefits were formally assessed.

	 

	Section 8: Discussion and conclusions

	 8a: Outcomes
	Community involvement fundamentally shaped the priorities generated and ensured broader representation within research agenda development

	 18-22

	 8b: Impacts
	The study contributes new evidence regarding the integration of community priorities into ARIs and offers a replicable model for local authorities and research collaborations.

	 18-22

	 8c: Definition
	The study supports a view of PPI as partnership and co-production rather than consultation alone.

	 11

	 8d: Theoretical underpinnings
	The paper extends understanding of how co-production can operate within policy-research interface mechanisms such as ARIs

	 16-22

	 8e: Context
	Existing community infrastructure, established trust and HDRC investment were important enablers of meaningful community involvement.

	 10, 11

	 8f: Process
	Training Public Contributors and using participatory prioritisation methods strengthened inclusion, ownership and legitimacy of findings.

	 11

	 8 g: Measurement and capture of PPI impact
	PPI impact was evidenced through the resulting priorities and research questions; however, no dedicated PPI evaluation framework was applied.

	 

	 8 h: Economic assessment
	Future studies could examine the costs and benefits of co-produced ARI development compared with traditional approaches.

	 

	 8i: Reflections/critical perspective
	The study demonstrates the feasibility of integrating community priorities into ARI development. Future work should explore long-term impacts on research commissioning, implementation and outcomes, and further evaluate the experiences of public contributors and participants.

	 18-23
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