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SURF Open Forum

Community Planning Partnership after SIPs
Stirling, 02.09.2004
Speakers:

Chair: Edward Harkins, Networking Initiatives, SURF

George Briggs, Community Planning Manager, Falkirk Community Planning Partnership 
Lesley Rogers, SPUR Co-ordinator, Stirling Community Planning Partnership

Lesley Gallagher, Community Planning Manager, Stirling Community Planning Partnership 
Jacqui McNeill, Community Planning Officer, Angus Community Planning Partnership 
Alan Howie, Communities Scotland (seconded from North Edinburgh SIP)
Participants: A range of 60 delegates from Community Planning Partnerships 
(CPPs), Social Inclusion Partnerships (SIPs), Community and Charity 
organisations and other partnership bodies and funding agencies such as Communities Scotland and Scottish Enterprise and private sector companies.

Purpose of this Paper. This paper is intended to encapsulate the general flow of this inter-active forum. It is not possible to reiterate every nuance and detail. The views stated reflect, wherever possible, the broadest consensus views of the forum participants. The paper is, for purposes of context, necessarily repetitive in parts; especially between the summary and fuller notes.
Background to the Forum. SURF delivers a national programme of Open Forums with the aim of offering it’s networking service to all of the main regeneration practitioners across CPPs in Scotland. This networking activity is funded by Communities Scotland. SURF will continue to act as the independent facilitator for the network, bringing together key players, and produce constructive Outcome Papers to help inform decision-making and practice. It will work with Communities Scotland, the SIP team leaders and co-ordinators, and increasingly through Community Planning Officers and other partners in organising and delivering future SURF Open Forum events.
Summary of Core Issues from plenary and workshop sessions:
a). Different CPP models for community regeneration. The plenary presentations and workshop discussions demonstrated the range of models for CPP structures and associated community engagement. There are models that place the central CPP partners as service providers for the whole city/region community, with structures reaching out into the community level organisations. There are other models that place the community at the heart of decision-making on what activities are to be undertaken and in what priority. Alan Howie, speaking for Communities Scotland, emphasised that ROAs require Ministerial approval and CPPs will need to demonstrate that they are effectively engaging with communities in the development and delivery of their ROAs, this should not be taken to be a light touch.
b). Keeping the community engaged:
Delegates’ views echoed those of the earlier SURF Forum in Dundee with an emphasis on the need to demonstrate community engagement and to ‘keep people engaged’. For many delegates this must include community representatives as partnership board members. However, it was argued by other delegates that there were alternative structures and arrangements.
Whatever model is operated, delegates felt it was vital that communities must be - and felt themselves to be - really engaged. On the voluntary sector, delegates agreed that there is scope for the sector’s involvement, but there were concerns over whether the CP Partners’ operational timetables and programmes actually ever allow enough time to really involve the voluntary sector or communities. Examples of successful involvement of communities at board level were referred to, for example with Dundee SIP.
c). The Allocation of Funding and the continuance of regeneration activities. Some delegates were interested in the processes of allocating funding under the new CPP structures. One of the speakers described the process on how SIP funds in their area were now ‘approved’ by the CPP board. The speaker emphasised the importance of taking the message of community regeneration to elected members at the early stages and working closely with them on the use of regeneration budgets. Other delegates spoke of the need for CP Partners to collaborate with communities on spending priorities. However, there was a need to identify and disseminate on ways and means of making such collaboration possible and effective.
d). CP as an Equalities Opportunity. This was agreed to be important. There were no readily evident examples of progress in this area and one speaker suggested that progress will have to be made through the detailed CP planning structure and processes (as opposed to ‘headline’ commitments). Reference was made to the Open Forum on Equalities Mainstreaming and CP early this year and it was asked that SURF copy the Outcomes Paper from that Forum to all of todays participants. 
e). A process of supported learning and managing change.  Many delegates emphasised the need for support for community learning and capacity building for meaningful engagement in Community Planning. The support would include funding and practical help; but it had to also include allowing adequate timescales for communities to learn and build capacity. Communities Scotland emphasises the SIP/CPP Integration, and the subsequent ROA approvals, as all part of a process and not a sudden ‘big bang’ approach with overnight change. 
f). The use of data and the move towards strategy and wider impacts. The progress made by the Scottish Executive on the production of significantly higher volumes and quality on data on neighbourhoods and other relevant factors was acknowledged and welcome by delegates. The ambitions for a move towards strategic thinking were equally welcomed. Delegates and speakers recognised that the opportunities presented by such data also presented challenges. Communities Scotland ROA Guidance looked for linkages between the outcomes of individual activities in a CPP’s area and the CPP’s agreed strategy. However; CPPs will need to demonstrate how their local outcomes impact on the Executive’s national priorities. This latter point is especially important given the constant (and legitimate) competition and pressure on regeneration resources from other Ministers in the Executive.
End of Summary Notes
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Fuller Report on Proceedings.
1. Morning plenary presentations and discussion. (see appendices 1,2 &3).
The plenary presentations and workshop discussions demonstrated the range of models for CPP structures and associated community engagement. There are models that place the central CPP partners as service providers for the whole city/region community, with structures reaching out into the community level organisations. There are other models that place the community at the heart of decision-making on what activities are to be undertaken and in what priority. The presentations illustrated the different starting points for the development of CPPs. For example, Angus CPP had no SIPs in its operational area, nevertheless it has received an indicative allocation of Community Regeneration Funds. In the Stirling and Falkirk examples, the successful Transition of existing and highly effective SIPs into the CPP is an essential positive factor in the ongoing development of the CPPs 
Most delegates’ views echoed those of the earlier SURF Forum, in Dundee in July, with an emphasis on the need to demonstrate effective community engagement and to ‘keep people engaged’. For most delegates this must include community representatives as partnership board members. However, it was argued by other delegates that there were alternative structures and arrangements to board membership for communities. 

Whatever model is operated, delegates felt it was vital that communities perceived themselves and felt themselves as really engaged. On the voluntary sector, delegates agreed that there is scope for the sector’s involvement, but there were concerns over whether the CP Partners’ operational timetables and programmes actually ever allow enough time to really involve the voluntary sector or communities. Examples of successful involvement of communities at board level were referred to, for example with Dundee SIP.
2. Morning workshop sessions.  The Scottish Centre for Regeneration in Communities Scotland is currently contemplating the various aspects of identifying and disseminating best practice experience around regeneration. There is a rich potential source of such practice identified as part of the past evaluations of SIPs. The Centre has asked SURF to take the opportunity of todays Forum to secure some feedback on this could be taken forward. Workshop participants were therefore asked to appraise and debate the merits of taking forward the dissemination best practice to CPPs under the 5 suggested themes of:

Leadership & Governance

Partnership & joint working

Community Engagement

Learning Support

Closing the Gap’ objectives

The conclusions of the workshops were as follows.
Workshop i). 
· Leadership & Governance: Priority issues as the ‘current ambivalence’ of some elected members on CPP structures, and the need to have them on board for assured success. 

· Partnership & joint working. The need for community strength to be built outside partnerships and to be both meaningful and sustainable. The need and scope for a reasoned challenge to Scottish Executive will be possible through Community Planning; delegates were here thinking about what they asserted was the ‘requirement to form ever more partnerships’. 

· Community Engagement. That in some areas, power is being removed from communities. Some delegates worried over what they saw as continued insecurity on the part of communities over the CPP environment and there was an ongoing need for advice and examples of successful practice.

· Learning Support. Agreement that analysis of SIP evaluations and information sharing should inform developments, but with a feeling that this is not happening. Research and/or dissemination of practice on ‘bending the spend’ is needed.  

· ‘Closing the Gap’ objectives. Little or no comment.
Workshop ii).

· Leadership & Governance: Delegates saw the core of the matter being where the power of control, or the balance of power, lies in a CPP.

· Partnership & joint working. The need for CP Partners to collaborate with communities on spending priorities. However, there was a need to identify and disseminate on ways and means of making such collaboration possible and effective. The importance of knowing what accountability there is; what methods of measuring and reporting will be put in place.

· Community Engagement. A variety of Mechanisms for Engagement was identified and included:

a) Community Councils

b) Wider Community Forums

c) Area Forums

d) Good communication and information systems, combined with realistic time frames.

e) Balanced membership of boards and sub-board bodies

· Learning Support is vital:

b) Partner Agency staff need to get involved; learning is not just for the voluntary or community sectors.

c) Capacity-building has to be seen as a two-way process, building the complementary capacities of  communities and the Partner Agencies’ staff

d) In the pursuit of learning (and engagement) Plain English is needed… lots of translating and Plain English Awards needed!

· ‘Closing the Gap’ objectives. Dundee was suggested as an exemplar that was ‘out in the front’. The importance of mixed tenure was raised.
Workshop iii).

· Leadership & Governance: A critical factor; who is representing who, are they appropriately competent/trained? Need something more than the ‘usual suspects’. Need for a balance between effective/efficient boards and representative boards. It was noted that evidence-based research demonstrates that the most effective SIPs were those that were independently resourced and not over dependent on, for example, the local authority.

· Partnership & joint working. A strongly-expressed collective view that it’s importance to recognise the value of learning from unsuccessful case studies as well as from successful cases. Whilst past practice will yield lessons and good practice, there is the ongoing need to learn and develop after CPPs have been established; how will this be encouraged and facilitated (maybe SURF?). Examples of best practice do exist, but they need to be identified and disseminated. Mention should be made of Local Development Companies in learning about partnership and joint working. Delegates raised the need for continued effort and leadership on the part of the Executive and its Departments on the need for ‘joined up’ policy; the example was cited where the experience of some delegates was that local Health and Well Being Outcome plans were drawn up at the behest of the Executive, but without any evident linkages being made in many areas to the emergent CP or ROAs processes.

· Community Engagement. This is, by unanimous agreement, the absolutely critical factor in making CPP work. Many elements and issues were discussed under this single heading. The need to properly resource community engagement; this cannot be left to the local authorities. Delegates welcomed statements to the effect that the Executive will look further at this and that the Executive expects other partners as well as local authorities to help resource engagement. There is a need to define terms, with the use of terms like ‘community’ and ‘engagement’ still being used too loosely; the Standards issued by Communities Scotland were much welcomed, but perhaps they need to now be more promoted. Some delegates pressed the question ‘does the community always have to be represented’? - does this mean every community (including communities of interest) have to be represented? Sometimes the aim of having full community representation can be too onerous, proportionate to the time and resources available; and anyway, it was argued, this is not what CPPs are meant to be all about.

· Learning Support. The question was posed ‘do organisations pay attention to research findings?’. Experiences were cited of where mainstream agencies were poor at providing and sharing information, with consequent difficulties in accessing and making use of information and data. Delegates recognised and appreciate the considerable progress Scottish Executive and agencies such as Communities Scotland had made over the past couple of years in making available or possible all sorts of data on communities and neighbourhoods. However, some delegates pointed out continuing lack of ‘joined up thinking’ with, for example  Health Outcome plans being developed in complete isolation from the CP and ROA processes. 

‘Closing the Gap’ objectives. Discussion concentrated around how to secure and sustain significant changes in the mindsets and cultures of mainstream service agencies. The identification and dissemination of good practice is one method but it must be accompanied by effective regulation and or enforcement as appropriate. There is also a need to hold the regulators to account where front-line providers fail to comply with Statute or Regulation. Some delegates felt that without enforcement and accountability, Statute and Regulation were pointless.
3. Afternoon plenary presentation: Regeneration Outcome Agreements (ROAs) (see appendix 4).
a) The guidance-prescribed targeting of 80% geographic and 20% thematic areas and groups. The rationale behind the 80/20 split was discussed. Some delegates also asserted that there were possible tensions, where CPPs endeavoured to be sensitive and responsive to local community aspirations whilst also complying with the detail of the ROA Guidance on community engagement. Alan Howie emphasised that the intention was to ensure a targeted attack on concentrated deprivation. He pointed out that individual CPPs can make considered and evidence-based cases for variations to the 80/20 split. He explained that the Guidance was a balance between being over-prescriptive and not giving enough guidance. Where there were tensions, He would encourage CPPs to discuss them with their Communities Scotland contact staff. 
Alan Howie argued that the National Priorities and Closing the Opportunity Gap Objectives are broad enough to allow scope for what CPPs and their communities might want to do to tackle deprivation. Targets will soon follow these objectives.
b) A decisive move away from projects and onto strategy – mainstreaming community regeneration.  The ambitions for a move towards strategic thinking and subsequent targets and outcomes was welcome and agreed on, but delegates wondered how this was to be achieved. There were also concerns from delegates about the loss of innovative or well-justified projects that do not readily fall into neat strategic or programme priorities, especially where community input to a project has been decisive. Alan Howie assured delegates that good projects ought to be (and will be) recognised. This is part of the understanding that we are engaged in a long term process and not a ‘big bang’ approach. On mainstreaming, he suggested that it can be best achieved through debate and working with the mainstream service providers. CPPs are well-placed to tackle this, given that they are platforms for bringing together the mainstream providers who have worked in previous isolation. He also pointed out the nature of the business planning that the providers must engage in. The tendency of such planning activities will be to pull the individual organisations ‘outwards’ and towards partnership working.
c) What will happen if at the end of the process, the CPP and/or SIP are not ready for Integration and there is no agreed ROA? Alan Howie reiterated the importance of seeing the progress towards fully operational ROAs managed by CPPs as part of an ongoing and developing process. There should be no ‘just waiting and seeing what happens’. Where a CPP is unable to demonstrate that it is making real and tangible progress through towards integration then alternative management arrangements for the Community Regeneration Fund will be considered.
Concluding remarks. The attendance and participation at the Forum today demonstrates the need for such networking events. SURF will continue to work with Communities Scotland, the SIP team leaders and co-ordinators, and increasingly through Community Planning Officers and other partners in organising and delivering future SURF Open Forum events.
Edward Harkins
Networking Initiatives
edward@scotregen.co.uk
