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SURF OPEN FORUM - OUTCOMES PAPER

HOW CAN CPPs LEARN & BENEFIT FROM SIPs?
Perth, Thursday 24th November 2005

Plenary speakers:

· Craig McClaren      

Director, Scottish Centre for Regeneration 
· Andrew Fyfe                           Director, Organisational Development and Support
Chair:
            Edward Harkins                      SURF Networking Initiatives

Participants: A mix of over 50 delegates from Community Planning Partnerships (CPPs), Social Inclusion Partnerships (SIPs), Local Authorities, 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 Forum: Communities Scotland’s Centre for Regeneration commissioned consultants ODS to undertake A review of the evaluations of the projects and programmes undertaken by Social Inclusion Partnerships (SIPs). The SIPs are currently being integrated into the developing Community Planning Partnerships throughout Scotland. The impending conclusion of the review of SIP evaluations is a timely point at which to consider how the CPPs could best exploit and benefit from the SIP experience. It is also a point at which to consider to what extent CPPs are learning organisations or how can this be brought about? This Forum provided an opportunity to start this consideration.
Key Issues:
· There was agreement among participants on the importance of carrying forward the lessons from the evaluated experience of the SIPs.  The SIPs were a significant investment in Community Regeneration and there is anyway the need to ensure a smooth integration between SIPs and Community Planning Partnerships. Communities Scotland will be working hard to promote the dissemination and assimilation of the SIP lessons.
· The research on evaluations showed that SIPs were very successful in drawing together communities, other partners and dedicated funding streams. They were less successful in influencing mainstream service providers and engaging with the private sector.  
· A currently pressing objective that received general support from participants was the need to ‘get under the skin’ of successful practice and partnerships to find out why they do some things well, or what is it that makes them works well?
· A lesson from this evidence was the need to a focus on working less at a project level and more at a strategic level in pursuing sustainable Community Regeneration. SIPs were often very successful in the realm of establishing local connections and working at the small scale. CPPs have a more strategic focus. However, some participants pointed out hat there probably was a process under way whereby SIPs would have been moving (or required to move?) to a more strategic focus anyway.
· The conclusion of the researchers was that there are a number of key priority areas that the SIP experience should alert CPPs to. These were; effective leadership, governance and legal structures, board composition and membership, decision-making and delegation and staff & employment.

· Participants were concerned about how we will meaningfully measure progress ‘on developing strategy’. It was suggested that there are some particularly challenging areas such as Equalities. 
The research on evaluations had demonstrated how difficult it was for SIPs, especially geographic (rather than thematic) SIPs, to influence the mainstream providers. This was argued to be an issue of culture change that will take a considerable time to achieve. Participants felt that for this to happen, it needed all the partners to ‘pull their weight’.
· The potential strategic impact of CPPs several times returned to by participants was seen as the core criteria on which to judge CPPs. For example, one participant argued that the very tight targeting of Regeneration Outcome Agreements (ROAs) funds worked against the need to influence mainstream providers. However, this view was strongly argued against, with the view that tight targeting can be a highly effective device for influencing mainstream providers to match and/or assimilate specific service provision.
· The counter-view expressed was that the ROA can influence the mainstream providers by demonstrating clearly where the CPP is targeting core funds; the CPP could then go onto to invite or encourage or persuade mainstream providers to do likewise in the form of matched funding.

· Discussion showed that evidence on CPPs as learning organisations remains largely anecdotal at this stage. However, participants asserted that learning in CPPs is slow because there is a wide range of cultures.  It was asserted that where there is movement on learning this is because it has to, or sometimes there is a group of like minded people who drive change (learning seemed to be equated with change in this context). Participants expressed the view that not only is there no or little learning at CPP level, but that board level members probably do not see this as a need for them. The process of monitoring and evaluation were seen by participants to be crucial for movement in these areas.
· For many participants it was crucial that other elements existed if CPPs were to be learning organisations. These elements included trust, an ongoing and meaningful listening mode, community engagement as a core activity and not an add-on, appropriate structures and membership. Another aspect identified by participants was the need for partners in CPPs to identify themselves as part of a single entity and to act as one and be seen to act as one.

· Participants argued that if we are to promote CPPs as learning organisations, then other stakeholders have to play their part. Participants asked about what role Communities Scotland can play in tackling the issue of culture change among CPP partners. Others queried whether the Scottish Executive was itself a learning organisation. 
· On situations that offer best scope for learning in CPPs, participants felt that the thematic strands within a CPP structure or activities were the best place to start. Where learning is taking place this was suggested as being at the sub-group and forum level. Participants felt that the SIP experience demonstrated that focus on a small number of objectives, and delivering on them, offered good potential for learning and change. 
Purpose of this Paper. This paper is intended to encapsulate the general flow of this inter-active forum comprising of the above plenary programme and subsequent workshops. 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. 

Background to the Forum. SURF delivers a national programme of Open Forums with the aim of offering its 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 policy decision-making and practice.
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