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‘Mixed Communities’ 

SURF Open Forum Outcomes Paper Summary

Royal College of Physicians & Surgeons, Glasgow

Thursday 16th November 2006
Plenary speakers: Keith Kintrea, Senior Lecturer, Department of Urban 
Studies, University of Glasgow
Richard Parker, Partner and Head of Housing Advice 
Team PricewaterhouseCoopers 
Alisdair McIntosh, Head of Regeneration Policy, 
Scottish Executive

Chair:                      Edward Harkins, SURF Networking Initiatives
Participants: Fifty participants from community and voluntary sector organisations and intermediaries, the private sector, the Scottish Executive, Local Authorities, Housing Associations, NHS and Further Education Institutions and other partnership bodies and funding agencies, such as Communities Scotland and Scottish Enterprise.

Some Key Issues:
· The mixed communities approach has been around for a long time; U.K. Housing Minister Aneurin Bevan in 1945 stated: “It is essential for the full life of a citizen to see the living tapestry of a mixed community”. 

· Definitions can be a problem; The Scottish Executive in People and Place – Regeneration Policy Statement (2006) defines mixed communities as “communities where, among other things, is a mix of incomes and sufficient range, diversity, affordability and accessibility of housing within a balanced market”. During the forum it was repeatedly asserted that mixed communities are not just about housing. 

· Why mixed communities? The approach is offered as a possible way of tackling negative ‘neighbourhood effects’. These effects mean that poor people who live in poor neighbourhoods experience significantly reduced positive life opportunities. 

· Scottish Demonstration projects: A Scottish Executive demonstration programme of mixed community projects across a range of locations, situations and approaches will monitor and evaluate; what happens over time, what’s different over time, what the outcomes are for residents.

· Development and delivery of sustainable mixed communities: Experience in England has shown that collaboration is key to success. The approach of the Scottish Executive was described as seeking to bring together, incentivise and support local stakeholders. The several contexts and dimensions for success include; national policy on tax and employment and tenure neutrality, Local Authorities and other social landlords, the planning system etc.
· Hard choices and priorities: There is a paradox in creating mixed communities (that equally applies to master-planning); in the pursuit of wider sustainable regeneration and given limited resources, it may be necessary to reduce or remove choice for certain groups of residents or intending residents or other land-users. 

· Do we understand neighbourhoods anyway? The mixed communities approach is but one response to the continuing need for research and learning to develop a topology on communities and neighbourhoods. We do know that challenges in deprived communities are inter-generational, complex and inter-related – a scenario of great complexity.

· The roles of the private and public sectors: Collaboration was again agreed to be key to success in developing sustainable mixed communities. Other aspects of success were more debatable and a number of assertions were discussed: The most appropriate role for the public sector is that of ensuring best use is made of the private sector in delivering agreed public policy goals; the private sector is argued to be well able to provide finance and to ‘price’ and carry risk. 

· Aim for more aspiration and transformation: It was argued that there was a need to create housing as more of a solution and factor in transformational change in communities; more than ‘just stock transfer’ and new funding, project and ownerships models were needed. The strong consensus at the Forum was that in learning from elsewhere, we seek to adapt rather than adopt. 
· Concerns and Issues about ‘Sifting’ or Social Engineering: A number of Forum participants were seriously concerned about any implications of ‘sifting’ or screening mechanisms intended to screen out new or returning residents that are perceived to be ‘undesirable’ or somehow unwanted. 

· Should it be about mixed communities or community regeneration?: Some Forum participants saw community regeneration as distinct and different from development of mixed communities and of a higher priority. 

· Community engagement: There was a need to make more and better provision for the effective involvement of communities in the planning, development and management of sustainable mixed communities. Some participants worried that too much of the discussion up to now on mixed communities was on the ‘bricks and mortar’ aspects. 

· Equalities and Race: For some participants there is a particular challenge on ethnic communities to be addressed within the wider challenge of community engagement. It was argued that there needs to be more regard to this issue in the mixed communities approach, especially with regard to existing communities. 
Key Issues in more detail:
1. The mixed communities approach has been around for a long time; U.K. Housing Minister Aneurin Bevan in 1945 stated: “It is essential for the full life of a citizen to see the living tapestry of a mixed community”. 
In Scotland, initiatives on a mix of house tenure-types in communities have long been undertaken by the Scottish Executive through Local Authorities and RSLs.   There are already a range of instruments available for use, for example Communities Scotland’s Housing Investment Programme or Section 75 agreements in the Planning system.
2. Definitions can be a problem; The Scottish Executive in People and Place – Regeneration Policy Statement (2006) defines mixed communities as “communities where among other things is a mix of incomes and sufficient  range, diversity, affordability and accessibility of housing within a balanced market”

During the forum it was asserted that mixed communities was not just about housing – they are also about a mix of income, residents, activity, communities, designs and land-use. There are recurrent uncertainties at a popular level as to whether mixed communities are about ethnicity; for other people it may be understood as to do with planning for mixed land use.
3. Why mixed communities? The approach is offered as a possible way of tackling negative ‘neighbourhood effects’. Research in the UK and from the USA has verified the extent and negativity of a ‘neighbourhood effect’ (or ‘area effect’). This effect means that poor people who live in poor neighbourhoods experience significantly reduced positive life opportunities i.e. their health, wellbeing and economic status will suffer over their lifetime. 
Research around what makes for sustainable communities indicates that it is a mix of factors including an element of choice for existing and intending residents. A recent survey in England among housing policy stakeholders, showed that 88% of respondents identified mixed and sustainable communities as the future public policy priority. In the USA, the HOPE VI programme was partially justified as improving the delivery of other key policy aims – on education, health and worklessness. 

4. Scottish Demonstration projects: A Scottish Executive demonstration programme of mixed community projects will seek to encompass a range of locations, situations and approaches based on carefully considered criteria. Whilst there are a few notable success stories of the development of mixed sustainable communities in Scotland, there have not been many, not has there been much transference of learning. 
It was acknowledged that, for this demonstration programme, there will be the need for a “really, vigorous, transparent framework for monitoring and evaluation to capture; what happens over time, what’s different over time, what the outcomes are for residents. One aspect of the programme is the need to avoid re-inventing the wheel, for example use can already be made of the JRF ‘Good Practice Guide to Creating Mixed Communities’ – a Scottish edition will be developed.
5. Development and delivery of sustainable mixed communities: Experience in England shows that collaboration is key to success. The approach of the Scottish Executive was described as seeking to bring together, incentivise and support local stakeholders. The Executive’s understanding is that sustainable mixed communities need collaboration across central and local government agencies and the private, public and third sectors; and has to be rooted in engagement with local players.  

Participants heard of the several contexts and dimensions that needed to be attended to in thinking about delivering sustainable success; these included work at national policy (Scottish and UK) on tax and employment and tenure neutrality, Local Authorities and  RSLs and other social landlord with regard to house allocations and estate management, adaptations and amendment of the planning system etc.
6. Should it be about mixed communities or community regeneration?: Some Forum participants saw community regeneration as distinct and different from development of mixed communities. These participants saw, for example, a uniformly high standard of local public services and amenities to be an essential requirement of all existing communities, and, in particular, poor ones. 
There were also concerns about a ‘big master-planning’ approach that displaces the smaller scale incremental approach to regeneration. Other participants questioned whether we have the evidence that the small scale approach works. It was pointed out that all of the demonstration projects will be small scale and incremental.
7. Hard choices and priorities: One speaker pointed out that there is a paradox in creating mixed communities (that equally applies to master-planning); in the pursuit of wider sustainable regeneration and given limited resources, it may be necessary to reduce or remove choice for certain groups of residents or intending residents or other land-users. For example, in areas of very low home ownership the need is argued to be for more dwellings for sale rather than an increase in social rented housing, or a reduction in existing levels of social rented housing. 
Other participants referred to the debate on whether resources should be strongly targeted on ‘the very most deprived’ communities, or should we intervene in areas where transformation might have a rippling effect on surrounding communities? The choice of location of projects means that other locations must be excluded.

8. Do we understand neighbourhoods anyway? The mixed communities approach was described as but one response to the continuing need for research and learning to develop a topology on communities and neighbourhoods. We know that challenges in deprived communities are inter-generational, complex and inter-related – a scenario of great complexity. 
Participants cited experience and evidence to date that has shown both intended and unintended or unmeasured consequences from interventions. For example, it may be that developing a mixed community might not impact much immediately on the existing residents’ lives, but it may positively impact on the reputation and image of a community that is one of the main negatives around deprived neighbourhoods.
9. The roles of the private and public sectors: Collaboration was again agreed to be key to success in developing sustainable mixed communities. Other aspects of success were more debatable and a number of assertions were discussed: The most appropriate role for the public sector is that of ensuring best use is made of the private sector in delivering agreed public policy goals; the private sector is well able to provide finance and to ‘price’ risk and then carry this as part of the development; that no public or third party sector in the UK is capable of undertaking the risk management that the private sector can. 
There was acceptance that a private sector developer must secure a return from a development and this was wholly legitimate, provided that the return was commensurate with the contribution made and the risk carried by the developer. 
10. Aim for more aspiration and transformation: It was suggested that there was a need to create housing as more of a solution and factor in transformational change in communities. For example we should aim for something more transformational than the existing ‘Decent Standards’ in England and Quality Housing Standards in Scotland. It was argued that Local Authorities and RSLs should be enabled and required to play a more pro-active role than ‘just stock transfer’ and that new funding, project and ownerships models were needed to assist in this. 
For some participants there were reservations about what can be learned from the USA experience; but for others, the aspirational and transformational impacts of some of the programmes were admirable and important lessons. The strong consensus was that in learning from elsewhere, we seek to adapt rather than adopt.
11. Concerns and Issues about ‘Sifting’ or Social Engineering: A number of Forum participants were seriously concerned about any implications of ‘sifting’ or screening mechanisms intended to screen out new or returning residents that are perceived to be ‘undesirable’ or somehow unwanted. Participants were exercised about some outcomes of the HOPEV1 programme whereby only 56% of original residents returned to a redeveloped community with many of the intending returnees having ‘failed’ to qualify. Some participants spoke of worrying emerging evidence from England of RSLs adopting ‘sifting’ or ‘screening’ allocation policies
12. Should it be about mixed communities or community regeneration?: Some Forum participants saw community regeneration as distinct and different from development of mixed communities, and of a higher priority. These participants saw, for example, a uniformly high standard of local public services and amenities to be an essential requirement of all existing communities, and, in particular, poor ones. 
There were also concerns about the ‘big master-planning’ approach that displaces the smaller scale incremental approach to regeneration, but other participants questioned whether we know that the small scale approach works, given the lack of evidence. It was pointed out that all of the demonstration projects will be small scale and incremental.

13. Community engagement: There was a need to make more and better provision for the effective involvement of communities in the planning, development and management of sustainable mixed communities. It was the strong consensus of the Forum that sustainable communities can be brought about only if there is meaningful and effective engagement with those who live and work in those communities. 
This was an issue that was seen as applicable to many other fields, such as Planning and Community Planning; however, some participants worried that too much of the discussion up to now on mixed communities (including at this forum) was on the ‘bricks and mortar’ aspects. The PPF programme for schools in Glasgow was cited as an example where a failure to previously engage with affected communities led to unanticipated problems and issues – and participants worried that the lessons from this and elsewhere have still not been applied.
14. Equalities and Race: For some participants there is a particular challenge on ethnic communities to be addressed within the wider challenge of community engagement. It was argued that there needs to be more regard to this issue in the mixed communities approach, especially with regard to existing communities. 
It was pointed out that there is insufficient evidence and understanding of the dynamics and ethnicity and communities. For example, there is little understanding about the dynamics of the significant Chinese community in Dundee or even the large and diverse ethnic neighbourhood communities in Glasgow (where some seem to be de-segregating under local housing market pressures). 
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 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 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.
For any clarification or additional information contact:

Edward Harkins

Networking Initiatives
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