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1
INTRODUCTION

On 30th October 2003, the Scottish Urban Regeneration Forum (SURF) hosted a conference on ‘New Delivery Vehicles in Regeneration’ at the COSLA Conference Centre at Haymarket in Edinburgh.  The event focused on a variety of innovative regeneration vehicles and coincided with a consultation by the Scottish Executive on the role and potential of Urban Regeneration Companies (URCs) in the Scottish regeneration context. 

The seminar was chaired by Jim Rafferty, SURF board member, and Chief Executive of the Capital City Partnership. Jim welcomed everyone and outlined the context of the event in terms of the development of policy and practice in regeneration in Scotland. He went on to particularly welcome the guest speakers whose presentations would provide the basis for further discussion. Jim also noted that SURF would be producing and circulating a report of the main points covered in the course of the afternoon.

There were two key elements to the conference. 

Firstly, presentations were given by:

· Christina Bruce of the Scottish Executive 

· Neil Bradbury of Hull CityBuild 

· Professor Greg Lloyd of the Geddes Institute at Dundee University.  

A brief question and answer session followed these inputs.  

Secondly, the delegates participated in workshops focusing on the structure, role and operating climate of three existing models:  

· The EDI Group, as an example of a successful property led regeneration vehicle, 

· The Craigmillar Joint Venture Company as an example of an existing Scottish URC type vehicle 

· The Scottish Association of Community Development Trusts, as a new mechanism for supporting community led regeneration. 

A final plenary session, involving a panel of the main contributors, helped to draw together the key themes of the day.

Sixty-six delegates attended the event, the majority of whom were from the public sector (local authorities, local economic companies). Approximately 1 in 4 were from either the social enterprise or private sector. A full list of attendees is provided in Appendix 1.

2
PRESENTATIONS

As noted above, there were three presentations made, prior to the workshops.  These were:

· Christina Bruce, Scottish Executive – ‘URC Consultation’
· Neil Bradbury, Chief Executive, Hull CityBuild – ‘Current URC Example’
· Prof. Greg Lloyd, University of Dundee – ‘New Vehicles in Context’   

The three presentations were followed by a question and answer session.

2.1
Christina Bruce, Scottish Executive  - URC Consultation 

In this first presentation, Christina Bruce of the Scottish Executive put forward the Executive’s position on URCs. 

2.1.1
The regeneration agenda continues to evolve.  Christina said that the URC consultation originated from the Cities Review, which made a number of commitments including : £90m Cities Growth fund linked to the development of City Visions; £20m Vacant and Derelict Land Fund and support for ‘innovative delivery vehicles’.  URCs may be included among the latter.    

2.1.2. 
Christina pointed out that the Executive did not yet have firm views on what URCs might look like in Scotland – indeed, this informed the approach to the consultation paper issued in August 2003.  This sought both ideas on the broad concept on URCs and invited bids from parties interested in establishing them in Scotland.  She also stated that the Executive was aware that the paper issued was deliberately vague i.e. not a consultation on the principles of one model  over another  -as it sought to encourage innovative thinking.  The Executive was keen to get in a range of proposals that might help develop thinking and practice in regeneration.

2.1.3 Although Scotland has a favourable record in relation to community and economic regeneration, there are still question marks over whether this has improved the quality of life for all and achieved sustainable regeneration.  Scotland must be open to learning lessons from elsewhere.

2.1.4 Next, Christina looked at what kinds of response the Executive expects to receive from the URC consultation.  Both general responses and specific proposals for pathfinder status were to be welcomed.  In particular, proposals for pathfinder status would be expected to cover the following:

· The type and scale of the project – and its sustainability aspects (i.e. its impact on the social and economic as well as the physical)

· Proposals should have a broad vision: they should look beyond the immediate neighbourhood and also across a range of issues (transport, education etc.)

· Demonstrate involvement from a range of partners 

· Demonstrate an innovative approach to funding and delivery

· Demonstrate added value e.g. to realise tax benefits, and recycle land and property values back into the local community

2.1.5 In terms of incentives, Christina stated that successful URC pathfinders would receive no extra money.  However, they would gain:

· Official URC ‘branding’, with the status which that offered

· Practical support with legal and governance issues for designated pathfinders  

· Better co-ordination of budgets and programmes, and tax benefits.  

2.1.6 Finally, Christina Bruce concluded noted that the consultation period on URCs ends on November 14th 2003.  Beyond this, the proposed timetable includes:

· Summary report of general responses by end December 2003;

· Assessment of bids for pathfinder status; 

· Announcement of successful initial URC Pathfinder bids by Spring 2004. 

2.2 Neil Bradbury, Chief Executive, Hull CityBuild – 

Existing URC Example

Neil’s presentation focused on the role of the URCs in England and his experience with the Hull based URC Hull CityBuild. In the course of his presentation Neil Bradbury made the following points:

2.2.1
The role of URCs:

· URCs have been established for four years in England, following three largely successful pilot projects in Liverpool, East Manchester and Sheffield.  They have lately begun to be adopted in Wales and Northern Ireland. 

· Critical to the success of the URCs was the involvement of the private sector and a focus on the physical environment elements that were drawn together through the production of agreed Masterplans.   

· URCs represent an interesting attempt to deliver the ‘step change’ in regeneration identified in the 1999 Lord Rodgers report: in his view, this had not been achieved by the Single Regeneration Budget, nor was it likely to be done by the National Neighbourhood Renewal Fund.  

· URCs might be viewed as an attempt work around local authorities that had been lees successful in tackling local physical regeneration.  

· Why would anyone want to establish a URC since they involve a ceding of power to the private sector, have no guaranteed budget and have no specific powers?  Neil argued that for certain aspects of regeneration to work (especially physical regeneration) it may be necessary to upset people, to access the use of compulsory purchase orders, and to meaningfully involve the private sector: all of which URCs can do.

2.2.2
The context of the establishment of the Hull URC:  

· Hull is a medium-sized city on the North of England coast, with a population of around 250,000 people.  

· Previously dependent on the fishing industry, Hull went into decline during the Cod Wars of the 1970s and remains heavily dependent on manufacturing.  

· Its record on educational attainment remains poor.  

· In terms of physical development, stakeholders faced ‘classic problems’ of land assembly and up-front investment.  

· On the other hand, Hull has important assets, particularly its waterfront, links to Europe and, as a kick-start to the regeneration effort, the local council owned its own telephone company, which was floated and the proceeds re-invested in key developments.  

2.2.3
The URC model, as adopted by Hull, has the following features:

· It is a joint venture (not a quango) between Hull City Council and Yorkshire Forward

· Its chairman comes from the private sector and the company is infused with a private sector ethos

· Board members are selected, not elected

· In terms of community representation, the Hull model favours ‘letting members emerge gradually’, rather than risking ‘the same old faces’ dominating discussions

· An agreed masterplan as an expensive but, essential element for achieving and measuring progress.

· Partners are obliged to give a 3-year funding commitment during the start-up phase

2.2.4
Neil emphasised that the URCs do not exist to make money but to ensure more efficient and strategic investment of existing resources.  For Hull, this meant developing a more balanced economy and growing the service sector; developing the potential of its assets (notably the Waterfront with a number of capital investments); and focusing on infrastructure, such as logistics, education, digital highway and transport.  In effect, the URC is an attempt to correct market failure by making areas and related initiatives more attractive to the private sector.  Much of its energy is expended in capital projects (notably land assembly and infrastructure), though it also looks at other areas of regeneration, such as community safety, health and the quality of local schools, to help address the decline in population.    

2.2.5 Conclusion

Finally, Neil offered some points for Scotland to consider.  

First, he suggested that the number of URCs created north of the border be limited in number, for two related reasons: to avoid a dilution of resources and to maintain the credibility of the ‘brand’.  

Second, in considering how URCs and resurgent UDCs will work together in partnership in England, he queried how Community Planning Partnerships and URCs would work together in Scotland.

2.3
Prof. Greg Lloyd, University of Dundee – New Vehicles in Context

If Neil Bradbury’s presentation focused on the ‘how’, Greg Lloyd’s was more interested in the ‘why’ and whether the URC model is appropriate to Scotland.  

In the course of exploring this question he included the following points:

2.3.1 URCs- the right vehicle?

· Given the right circumstances, URCs can play a role in some aspects of regeneration, in some spatial geographies, but they also represent an imposed solution that relies too much on the competitive limits on the market.  At worst, he argued the may even represent ‘the last vestiges of vulture capitalism’.  

· The URC model, which effectively plays off spatial units (cities) against one another, would be a kind of zero sum game that a small country like Scotland can ill-afford.  What might be more appropriate is a consistent, egalitarian approach to regeneration.  

· The private sector bias of the URCs, while no bad thing in itself, suffers from a lack of accountability – not so much in the narrow day-to-day sense, but in the philosophy behind it, using an ill-judged synthesis of state intervention through non-state means.

2.3.2 A view on what URCs are:   

· Vehicles designed to redirect existing and bring new investment into the ‘worst’ areas of the UK.  

· Independent bodies with a blend of public and private interests, primarily addressing the physical environment with a focus on a specific spatial area.  

· Designed to be efficient and cost effective; to ‘bend the spend at no extra cost’.  

· Designed to transform problems into opportunities, by removing barriers to investment faced by the private sector and creating a successful image for the cities or regions they inhabit – but ‘aren’t the LECs and Local Economic Forums already supposed to do this?’ 
2.3.3
Professor Lloyd went on to contend that URCs would add to institutional clutter, noting that ‘no one knows what Community Planning is, or indeed how it will pan out, but it is likely to change a whole range of institutional relationships’.  Next, Greg suggested that while the right questions and attitudes on failure might well be directed at the state, any notion of private market failure was absent, giving the latter an inbuilt bias in the battle for ideas.  He developed his theme by using the analogy of a journey to describe how attitudes to regeneration had evolved in the UK and cited the following stages on the way: 

· During the first phase of regeneration (from the 1960s to the mid to late 1970s), market failure was seen as the problem.  The solution was largely about command and control by the state, regional policies, urban regeneration (slum clearance, the building of the new towns etc.).  This was also the era when development agencies were first created.

· The second phase of regeneration (during the neo-liberal period of the early 1980s to mid 1990s) saw a rejection of statist policies: this involved an even firmer focus on the physical aspects of regeneration, and the creation of pseudo-markets (by inviting cities to bid for regeneration funding).

· In this third phase of regeneration (from 1997 onwards), a new trend – that of a synthesis between the market and the state – was being created.  The well-meaning intention of this was to capture the benefits of both state and market approaches.

2.3.4
Professor Lloyd suggested this synthesis might be unsatisfactory for two main reasons:

First, it returns to the 1980s idea that areas can compete with each other in a kind of zero-sum game: for a small country such as Scotland, co-operation between the cities was more important to economic success.  

Second, the central role of the private sector meant there may be serious questions of accountability.  He was clear that there remain tensions and contradictions about what constitutes a community (the OED has 47 different definitions of community).  Nevertheless, he posed the question of whether URCs were addressing symptoms rather than root causes.

He noted that:

· Imposing market solutions to correct state (really market?) failure does not just provoke questions of accountability or of philosophy.  

· The approach should be questioned because it is unlikely to meet wider social objectives.  For example, the recent consultation paper on Business Improvement Districts (BIDs) put out by the Scottish Executive also offered the private sector the chance to participate in physical regeneration.  Yet there was a real danger that any gains from BIDs, and similar private-sector led interventions, would simply lead to benefits accruing to private interests.  Communities might not see any of them.  To put it bluntly, BIDs might work in ‘boom areas’ such as Manhattan – but they won’t work in Arbroath.  

· These kind of market-led solutions can amplify and improve the impact of an already vibrant business sector, but their role where there is no strong private sector is uncertain.

2.3.5 Conclusion

In tying together some of the threads of his presentation Professor Lloyd:  

· Agreed that URCs and like-URC vehicles could, in the right circumstances, and in the right spatial areas, play a positive role.  

· Suggested that there was a lack of agreement that the URC model was appropriate to the Scottish context, and that the real fault-lines lay between US-style localised intervention and broader, Scotland-wide regeneration, as favoured by other European countries.

3
QUESTION AND ANSWER SESSION WITH THE PRESENTERS

I. Professor Lloyd had suggested that alternative models to the URC might be more appropriate to Scotland.  What models did he have in mind?

Greg suggested that Scotland should look more to Europe than the US for its inspiration, since its economy was already much more closely entwined with the continent than America.  The debate was somewhat obscured by inward investment flows from the USA; however, Scotland had to decide whether it was comfortable with the US-model (with its advantages and pitfalls).  One stumbling block was that US regions and cities are (a) more comfortable with decimated areas cheek to jowl with affluence and (b) have independent tax-and-spend powers, which Scottish local authorities lack. 

II. Christina Bruce’s presentation put forward the point that existing URCs (in England and Wales) received no additional public money.  Would this be the case in Scotland? 

Christina was clear that although this was the case in England and Wales, the Executive would seek a broader range of views before making up its mind.

III. The Hull URC model seemed to make much more rigorous demands from residents or community members before they could sit on the board than it did on private sector members. It seemed that the community almost had to ‘jump through hoops’ before they were admitted.  Weren’t there real issues of accountability and legitimacy being ignored here?

Neil suggested that the Hull URCs main reason for existence was to deliver physical regeneration. Other concerns, and especially representation for its own sake, were secondary.  Indeed, he suggested that there was often a trade-off between action and talk, and that many existing community representative bodies only existed to make some local residents feel better.  These bodies did not actually tackle the real challenges facing Hull.  

IV. What protocols existed to ensure that private sector URC Board Members were not exposed to conflicts of interest while wishing to play a full part in the regeneration effort as partners and commercial companies operating in the area?

Neil responded that for the Hull URC, there are very strict rules (essentially company law), preventing this.  NB gave the example of a board member who owned a construction company who could not even tender for work in the region, never mind the city.

CB repeated that the Executive weren’t going to prescribe a legal model, but they would certainly look at the implications.  

V. Greg Lloyd seemed to think URCs were ‘a bad thing’: but was he arguing for say, a rationalisation of existing models (given the institutional clutter); or something additional instead of URCs?

GL responded that URCs might well work on specific issues (in specific contexts, and areas?), if we agree that they will be undemocratic and work in parallel to the local council.

VI. On a practical note, if Neil were setting up a URC again tomorrow, what would he do differently?  

Neil suggested that, ironically, there needs to be some laying down of overt ground rules for how URCs will operate, so that it needs to spend less of its early life clarifying these.  Pertinently for Scotland, he also suggested that there might be tensions between local authorities and other members making up the URC.  Local authorities can often bring considerable resources (land, expertise etc.) to the table, but their limited financial resources can mean they might be considered the ‘poor relation’ in any URC partnership.

4.
WORKSHOP REPORTS

In the second phase of the seminar the delegates participated in workshops focusing on the structure, role and operating climate of three existing models.

4.1
WORKSHOP 1 - Property Led Regeneration Vehicles

Presenter -

John Mark Di Ciacca, 

Head of Property and Development at the EDI Group 

Chairperson - 
Pat Ritchie – SURF Board Chairperson

Following introductions, Pat invited John mark to make his presentation on the structure, role and approach of EDI.  In the course of his presentation John Mark made the following points

4.1.1
EDI – its history and approach

· Established in 1988: a wholly-owned subsidiary company of the City of Edinburgh Council (CEC)

· 1st venture was Edinburgh Park Development: 140 acres

· Land dictates the use – EDI able to tap into a mix of in-house and joint partner expertise to develop it.

· Believes firmly in market-led solutions

· Risk is managed through a ‘cascade’ of subsidiary companies

4.1.2.
EDI must make a profit – but this is only a precondition to being able to deliver regeneration related outputs

EDI receives no public subsidies. Over the past 8 years, it has paid a dividend of  £16m to Edinburgh City Council.  EDI takes a creative approach to ensure property development also meets public good. Examples include:

· The refurbishment of Parliament Square: this involved the addition of residential properties and making structural changes to a listed building (to allow access to the shops via the square).  The public good was the refurbishment of the court as part of the project.  During this project they established and nurtured good relationships with Historic Scotland.

· Residential properties at 56 Belford Road: this was a ‘no car’ scheme – tenants could only move in if they signed an agreement not to purchase a private vehicle.  This has environmental appeal, but John suggested that it was anathema to private developers to exclude car owners.  EDI’s attitude, in this instance, was more creative.   

· A ‘building swap’ with a Rough Sleepers Initiative (RSI): EDI gained a hostel in Greyfriars, while the RSI gained more appropriate accommodation.

· More exotic projects: for example, the development of offices in North Ayrshire.  EDI is first and foremost an Edinburgh based company, though if they have spare capacity they will look further afield.

4.1.3.
EDI takes a longer term view and looks at wider social and economic objectives

· EDI was more tenacious and more committed than some of its counterparts

· Give a similar commitment on a modest project as a large-scale, long-term one: e.g. refurbishment of shops in Blackfriars Street meant a great deal of investment for a relatively low return (at least in the immediate future)

· Avoid the ‘exploitation’ of customers – can see for example, developers’ time as a philanthropic contribution  (Edinburgh Zoo example)

· Tenacious: The Tron Nursery took 5 planning applications and 6 ½ years to bring to fruition 

4.1.4.
Conclusion

John suggested that while EDI is a private sector, profit making company, it could play a positive role in regeneration through its internal philosophy of actively recognising and pursuing the wider social benefits of any physical development.  He was absolutely clear that any project EDI was involved in had to make a profit; the difference in attitude, perhaps, was that profit was not the only consideration.  Recently, EDI has favoured joint partnerships and a partial retrenching to its Edinburgh base.  Regeneration is not its principal aim, but it believes that its activities can make a positive contribution to the regeneration agenda.  

4.1.5
Question & Answer Session

I. Does EDI have any parallel programmes to ensure that disadvantaged residents benefit from any jobs related to their projects?
Although EDI didn’t claim to be anything other than a property development company, they do employ an employment specialist; they don’t have access to grants and training programmes themselves but they do encourage partners to do so.

II. How does EDI’s investment strategy work – how can they invest in areas where the market has failed?

EDI can’t do anything without generating a return, but this only reinforces the earlier notion that the Company has to be even ‘slicker’ – more commercial even – than their rivals.  In this sense, it is simply more willing to take risks.

III. How comfortable were EDI in coming to Saltcoats? (In other words, operating outside a high-demand, high-price environment like Edinburgh).

John Mark suggested that although EDI was principally an Edinburgh-focused company, but where they had spare ‘capacity’ they could operate outside the city.  So far the North Ayrshire project has been the most developed, but they might consider looking outside the city again in the future.

IV. Do they really make money?  How can they be successful at undercutting private developers and delivering a high quality product?

John Mark suggested that EDI minimised its risks by operating with and through partners. 

Pat thanked John Mark and all the participants for their input and drew the workshop discussion to a close.
4.2
WORKSHOP 2  - Existing URC type example – Craigmillar JVC    

Presenter -

John Quinn – EDI Group, Edinburgh

Chairperson -
Jim Rafferty - SURF Board Member

Chairperson Jim Rafferty introduced himself and John Quinn, and invited John to make his presentation on the background, structure and operations of the Craigmillar JVC.

4.2.1
Background and Activities of Craigmillar JVC

John began by re-stating that Craigmillar JVC was a joint venture between private and public sector entities. Its perspective on regeneration is long term and holistic. 

To the south west of Edinburgh, the terrain of the Craigmillar locality is reflected in the name that is from the Gaelic for ‘a high and bare place’. With a 14th century castle it was a Greenbelt area until 1929 with employment provided by local mines and breweries.  Thereafter the history was one marked by the large-scale building of local authority housing. However, the period after the 1970s saw a dramatic decline in population from circa 25,000 to 7,834. Core indicators were evidence of steady and increasing decline i.e. 470% increase in drugs related crime since 2000, 63% of the local population on incomes of £10,5k or less, 6% unemployment in the midst of a booming wider city region economy, 62% smoking rates and a local housing system dominated by local authority (52%) housing. This reality was illustrated when Craigmillar ward came 4th lowest in the Scottish Indices of Deprivation 2003.

4.2.2
Masterplanning 

John outlined how the history and background of Craigmillar JVC has been governed by its Masterplan Framework. He explained how within the Masterplan there were six regeneration themes:

· Economic Development

· Education and Lifelong Learning

· Young People

· Access and Movement

· Living in Craigmillar

The JVC model was adopted as the ‘Delivery Mechanism’

4.2.3
Outcomes of the JVC Themes

· 3,600 new homes

· Commercial centre (300,000)

· Learning Campus & 3 to 4 new schools

· Job opportunities and opportunities

· New facilities for young people

· Transport linkages and traffic calming

· Landscaping – water features, public parks, sports, play areas

4.2.4
Funding and Complexity

John emphasized that a matter of core and critical strategic importance was, and is, ‘Timing Value’. He referred to a number of complementary and sequential objectives:

· Market led sustainable regeneration

· Stimulate economic activity

· Connect to Edinburgh

· Early investment in community assets and infrastructure

· Change image and create demand (for housing and land)

· Capitalize on value growth

John agreed with suggestions that it was essential that any proposals, whether URC or not, are tied in with other developments and strategic opportunities, such as the local hospital development in the past and the planned tramway/light railway in the future. In these ways the ‘Timing Value’ can be best identified, utilized and exploited.

4.2.5
Accountability and Representation

Echoing the earlier plenary discussion, it was agreed that there are issues around representation and accountability and URCs. John confirmed that his and his colleagues’ responsibility is clearly and directly to the Craigmillar JVC Board, and not the community. He advised that community engagement is being actively progressed as a key operational objective. Related to this activity, but not exclusively so, are the operational priorities on PR and marketing. Other operational matters being progressed include monitoring and evaluation plans. 

4.2.6
Targets

The ‘headline’ visionary targets are for Craigmillar to have:

· Doubled its population

· Landmark designated schools

· Innovative Town Centre

· New Meadows

· Housing at 80-90% of city (Edinburgh) level

4.2.7
Some Other Background to URCs

Chairperson Jim Rafferty invited Edward Harkins of Networking Initiatives at SURF to briefly run through the main consensus points arising out of the SURF Members’ Open Forum last May on URCs. These were described as:

1. Urban Regeneration Companies (URCs) are ‘one tool in the toolbox’ and not a one size fits all solution. They operate in a deeply divided society where there is need for smart development and thinking-out-of-the-box

2. URCs might be especially appropriate where there are major culture, or mindset, change challenges for cities trying to improve their competitiveness. The championing or popularising of the ‘urban malaise’ could be an especially appropriate URC role

3. URCs had to be understood as private-sector-friendly, albeit there are built-in protections for the public sector interest. Governance, accountability and legitimacy were perceived by participants as critical issues for URCs.

4. URCs enjoy very limited tax privileges at present and whilst they have the technical authority to acquire and trade assets and raise private funding, the U.K, Treasury is circumspect and skeptical about such activities. The definition of a URC is at present determined more by regulation (U.K. Treasury) than by statute. 

5. URCs in England make widespread use of Compulsory Purchase Orders (CPOs) especially in areas where there is (property) market failure or ossification. URCs in England are well-resourced for CPO activity

6. URCs need to address and manage their relationships with other bodies and agencies and with ‘the community’. It is crucial that URCs work and engage with other networks (community, economic etc) in a city and not just alongside or apart from them

7. URCs could be perceived as adding to what was described as the institutional clutter in Scotland. Conversely, they can be perceived as a useful device for bringing more coherence and structure to some elements of regeneration in a city. They could be effective in realizing added value and impact where there was cross-sector goodwill, participation and (especially) commitment of senior personnel 

8. URCs, in common with many agencies and organisations, find some of the biggest challenges are in meaningful and effective engagement with ‘the community’. Examples were cited of URCs engaging in extensive year-long and still ongoing programmes to reach consensus on engagement and another case of a RDA having to contend with almost 3,000 community organisations as part of business planning

Jim Rafferty thanked John Quinn and the participants before bringing discussion to a close.

4.3
WORKSHOP 3 - Development Trusts

Presenter- 
Angus Hardie - Director of the Development Trust Association Scotland (DTAS)

Chairperson- Eleanor Currie- SURF board director

Following introductions Eleanor invited Angus to make his presentation on the structure and role of Development Trusts as potential vehicles for regeneration.

In his presentation Angus made the following points:

4.3.1
What are Development Trusts? 

· They don’t fit neatly into any one of the conventional categories of organisation that play a part in community life i.e. public, private and voluntary sectors. They are a hybrid of all three and are sometimes referred to as being part of a fourth sector.

· They are community based, not for private profit organisations, which work alongside the voluntary organisations in the community and the various public sector agencies, sharing their values of public service.

· They are enterprising and entrepreneurial in what they do and share the private sector’s focus on wealth creation

· They operate in all sorts of different community settings from inner city housing estates to rural villages.

· They have often come about as a result of market failure.

· The range of work that development trusts undertake is almost limitless, but often involves the acquisition of assets, taking on some underused or derelict land or property and converting it for some use that serves some local need.

· It is through the development of an asset base that a trust can begin to move towards a degree of financial self-sufficiency, away from grant dependency. This opens up the possibility of accessing other forms of finance by using the asset as a security.

4.3.2
The legal form a Development Trust 

No prescription but most seem to become companies limited by guarantee and seek charitable status. Some are established as industrial and Provident Societies. 

Many Development Trusts don’t even refer to themselves by that term. 

There is real diversity within the Development Trust movement, however some basic features or characteristics that all development trusts have in common are that they are;

· Multi-purpose in what they do:

 - 
Engaged in a sustainable approach to regeneration.

- 
Concerned with meeting the social, economic and environmental needs of a community.

· Aiming to move away from being wholly grant dependent towards self-sufficiency, especially for their core costs.

- 
Interested in developing asset base and generating their own earned income.

· 'More than profit' organisations.  As well as profit they concerned with the other two elements of the triple bottom line i.e. the social and environmental benefits that flow from the organisations activities.

· Community led and owned and to some extent community managed.

· Independent organisations, but working in partnership with other partners in the public, private and community sectors.

The above are the criteria against which organisations are assessed when applying for membership of Development Trust Association Scotland.

4.3.3.
Wider context

· The Scottish Executive's review of the social economy emphasises that ministers want public services to improve. The Scottish Executive will be announcing their plans for how the social enterprise sector in general is going to be supported to help do this. Development Trusts are viewed as one of the potential players.
· A lot of interest is being shown from those who are involved with the various community regeneration initiatives e.g. Social Inclusion Partnerships and the like. The most common criticisms of these are around sustainability and how much of the investment is ever actually retained at a local level in the long term. Development Trusts are a vehicle for accumulating and sustaining local community capital and capacity. 

· In England Development Trusts are leading huge regeneration programmes right from the outset. In Bradford a development trust called Bradford Trident is running a £50 million, ten-year regeneration scheme in three of the most deprived areas of the city.

· Under Community Planning all local authorities now with a statutory obligation to engage communities in development of community plans In some areas development trusts are being recognised as an ideal vehicle to deliver ‘ bottom up’ Community Planning. Stirling Council, one of the pathfinder authorities for community planning undertook a very intensive programme of consultation with every identifiable community or settlement. A large number of these communities have now taken the step forming development trusts as a means of moving forward to deliver their local priorities identified by these local plans. The Loch Lomond and Trossachs Park Authority have just gone through the same exercise. Twenty out of the 24 settlements in the Park have opted to form Development Trusts. The momentum is gathering.

4.3.4
Conclusions

· Local people are coming to the conclusion that they need to have their own, locally controlled means of achieving change and improving the quality of life in their communities. 

· Community Councils are able to identify problems, priorities and opportunities but are constrained in their ability to act.

· Communities are increasingly moving towards setting up Development Trusts as a means of delivering their local priorities, not to replace or challenge the role of the community council, but to work alongside them as the local delivery mechanism. 

4.3.5
Open discussion

Eleanor thanked Angus for his presentation and invited questions and comments in line with the aims of the workshop to 

· To examine the structure, role and current operating climate of Development Trusts 

· To discuss links to wider regeneration goals and policies 

· To suggest opportunities for improving current policy and practice arrangements 

In the discussion that followed the following points were made;

· The main services provided by Development Trust Association Scotland for community trust type organisations are;

· Assistance in establishing organisations as Development Trusts.

· The development and support of a national network sharing information and experience.

· The provision of a platform advocating the role and further support of the Development Trust movement. 

· The main differences between a Development Trust (DT) and an Urban Regeneration Company (URC) are that the URC tends to have a more limited focus on physical regeneration and crucially, that the majority of the board of a CT would be local people, although there would usually be a facility to co-opt relevant representatives of the local authority or private sectors.

· The majority of DTs begin with an aspiration to acquire physical assets for the benefit of the community they serve but some are focussed solely on service provision.

· There are no specific Scottish Executive policies aimed specifically at supporting the development of DTs, but a generally positive climate is emerging and initiatives like the Future Builders fund are intended to strengthen the community infrastructure. There does not appear to be a joined up view but rather some opportunistic initiatives.

· With regard to the Community Planning agenda, the full set of relationships has not yet been grasped. Some Social Inclusion Partnerships may feel that DTs’ offer a better future for the sustainability of their work and existing expertise.

· In many cases a shift in thinking is required on the benefits that can be accrued from the transfer of assets and service contracts to communities via Development Trusts. Some existing examples of progress in this direction were noted in Inverclyde and Stirling.

· Some further consideration should be given on how to link the potential of DTs into property based URC initiatives.

· There appears to be enormous potential for community based Housing Associations as existing DT type organisations, with considerable assets and local control/accountability, to help drive forward the sustainable community agenda. The existing Wider Action programme seems to offer the context for them to take a crucial lead in this area.

Eleanor thanked all the participants for their input and noted that a report from the workshop would be included in the seminar report. She then drew the workshop to a close.

5. FINAL PLENARY SESSION

I. Could the panel offer some guidance on how the URCs would fit with Community Planning Partnerships?  URCs are, to all intents and purposes, independent: doesn’t this contradict the drive towards integration?

Christina Bruce agreed that CPPs and URCs would be linked, though at this stage it was not clear exactly how.

II. How might URCs operate where pockets of deprivation were more fragmented? (The comparison here was between the EDI venture at Craigmillar and the Edinburgh small SIP areas).

The panel wasn’t sure whether URCs should be thought of as a method of protecting smaller deprived areas.  In a sense, the process of regeneration was more difficult in Edinburgh with its pockets of deprivation, than in Glasgow with its islands of affluence in a sea of deprivation.  On a more positive note, perhaps Community Development Trusts offered a way forward here.

III. What is the relationship between URCs and public investment projects (Perhaps a comparison was being drawn here between URCs and PFI/PPP schemes)?

While URCs were private sector lead and independent, they could potentially ‘control and capture’ investment in a much more social fashion.  For example, EDI’s plans for Craigmillar included building several schools without the use of PFI/PPP. 

IV. Could a successful balance really be achieved between economic and social returns?

The panel suggested it could – in EDI’s case, the returns on any investment are split 50/50 between Edinburgh City Council and EDI: “a more efficient scheme”.

Jim Rafferty brought the seminar to a close by offering thanks to all those who had participated, and particularly the guest speakers and workshop leaders.

6.
Key Points Summary

6.1
Urban Regeneration Companies seem to offer one means of breaking local mindsets and political logjams on the road to tackling property based, geographically specific, regeneration efforts.

6.2
They also have a tangible focus that can assist in engaging meaningful input from the private sector. However, some clear guidance will be required on how private sector partners can be involved as decision making partners while not unreasonably disadvantaging themselves as providers of construction and other related services. Such clarity will be essential protection in the predictable advent of public and media scrutiny of high profile projects. 

6.3
Where opportunities exist for targeted action, URC property driven momentum may create a slipstream that can assist the efforts of partner bodies tackling more intractable tasks in the health and social welfare fields.

6.4
There is very little evidence that URCs are an effective means of engaging community involvement at a partnership level with a view to local capacity building and sustainability. Indeed the main existing example studied in the seminar went out of its way to avoid engaging with existing community representatives. That said, there are clearly opportunities to attract new interest and participation from individuals in the selected community via ‘planning for real’ and similar approaches. This in itself may assist existing community representative organisations to capitalise on the heightened level of activity and thereby secure longer term, wider participation. 

6.5
The relative freedom afforded by the URC structure and remit needs the balance of a jointly agreed masterplan and operating rules to help maintain focus and consensus through likely periods of challenge and loss of focus. 

6.6
The prevailing focus on the perceived failure of the state as we review regeneration requirements, should be balanced by an equal awareness of the failure of the market to meet the legitimate needs and aspirations of residents and communities. This is important in the process of assessing where solutions might come from and who can be expected to deliver them. It is worth noting that two of the successful Scottish initiatives examined in the seminar, and the existing English URC, involved a local authority using creative approaches to engage new forces and partners in tackling intransigent regeneration problems. URCs are a means of facilitating this process but success will depend on a degree of trust and ‘letting go’ by the local authority.

6.7
However, while URCs can be effective catalysts for limited action in specific situations by galvanising key players into action, they may be operating within a wider  ‘zero sum game’ rather than offering a potential solution for a nationwide regeneration programme. They offer the prospect of real progress in limited spatial terms and with narrow direct regeneration outcomes. It has been argued that a more co-operative and complementary approach is more appropriate in the context of the smaller Scottish pool.

6.8
The resources available to local authorities and the method of their deployment will remain one of the most powerful ‘full spectrum’ regeneration tools that the state can expect to maintain a handle on. It is important therefore that the investment of time, effort and (indirectly) resources in the development of URCs, is linked to the Community Planning process. It is not yet clear how this will be done, but a failure to make the relationship clear may result in the impression of increased clutter obscuring the potentially significant (if geographically limited) gains.

6.9
The potential of the third sector for bringing effective, responsive approaches to bear on local challenges was well illustrated in the discussions on Community Trusts. These have the added advantage of building social capital and community capacity with a view to the much-vaunted goal of sustainability. The distinctions from the URC approach are mainly those of scale and ownership, but the property related service focus is often similar. Local Authorities should be further encouraged to protect and develop community assets by transferring under used and poorly maintained assets to relevant community organizations where the demand exists. 

6.10
A massive step change in the further development of the Community Trust model seems to be clearly achievable if more well-run and resourced, community based, housing associations can be drawn into fully committed responses to the wider action agenda. 

A list of outcomes from earlier discussions on the potential role of URCs, at a members Forum meeting in Dundee in May of this year, are listed on page 14 of this report.
End of Main Report

Andy Milne 24/11/03
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Further Reading and Information

Scottish Executive (2003) ‘Urban Regeneration Companies: A Consultation Paper – Challenging Practice, Testing Innovation’: http://www.scotland.gov.uk/library5/development/urco-00.asp
Scottish Executive (2003) ‘Consultation on Business Improvement Districts in Scotland’: http://www.scotland.gov.uk/consultations/finance/consultbids.pdf
To find out more about URCs in general, please see: http://www.urcs-online.co.uk/index.asp
Information on Hull Citybuild can be found here: http://www.citybuild.uk.com/
The EDI Group website can be accessed at: http://www.edigroupscotland.co.uk
'Fabulous Beasts’ - stories of community enterprise from the DTA. 
Available from the Development Trusts Association, 9 Red Lion Court, 
London, EC4A 3EF   Tel 0845 458 8336. Email - info@dta.org.uk 
Website www.dta.org.uk
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