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Outcomes Paper:
Reflect and Regenerate – Lessons from the SURF Open Forum programme

Outcomes Paper 
Friday 2nd May 2008. The Engineers Institute, Glasgow
Plenary speakers: 

                                 Ian Clarke 

Edward Harkins, Networking Initiatives Manager, SURF

Workshop Leaders and Facilitators:

Chair:                      Edward Harkins, SURF Networking Initiatives Manager
Participants: 60 participants from community and voluntary sector organisations and intermediaries, the private sector, Local Authorities, Housing Associations, NHS, Higher and Further Education Institutions and other partnership bodies and funding agencies, such as Scottish Government and Highlands & Islands Enterprise.

Some Key Issues arising:
Regeneration Outcome Agreements (ROAs), and now Single Outcome Agreements (SOAs) have been used to ‘mainstream’ regeneration towards the centre of policy-making and service delivery. Alongside this trend, big partners in regeneration now offer and support more strategic and long-term commitments as part of the Community Planning Partnerships (CPPs) framework. There are continuing core challenges, in building linkages between working across social, economic and social outcomes. Evaluations demonstrated that Social Inclusion Partnerships (SIPs) and earlier Regeneration Outcome Agreements did not succeed in these challenges.
There is a deeply embedded and broad consensus among the players in regeneration that partnership working is the way forward. However there is less, or none, of a consensus about how good we are at working together and operating in partnership. We all need to keep driving the partnership message. The regeneration approach was argued as essential to securing long-term and sustainable value for public investment. Many participants argued for a much enhanced level of linking procurement, training and employment opportunities. The newe Fairer Scotland Fund and the continued emergence of Urban Regeneration Companies were cited by participants, as examples of the difficulties in trying to engage in cross-cutting working.
Evaluation has moved on from being perceived by funding recipients as a burdensome and necessary evil, and onto being essential for measuring and verifying impact on social and economic needs. It is also increasingly viewed as an opportunity for self-learning by funding recipients. However, there is a wish to see, in return, more evidence of whether and how policy-makers are making use of evaluation outcomes to inform policy.
There is evidence that learning around evaluation of projects and programmes has gradually influenced policy and practice; particularly in the implementation of the SOAs framework. However, it remains difficult to ascertain how much of the lessons learned have been applied.

Regeneration, for practitioners and activists, remained and important and exciting field. An array of tried and tested delivery vehicles exist and experimenting and piloting with new possibilities continue. A successful exercise in innovation was cited as the Oatlands Project in Glasgow. Community engagement and empowerment remains a key challenge. The Community Development Association Scotland (CDAS) is now established and running and longitudal strategy, legal structures and governance for regeneration vehicles are at the heart of current policy-making and practice. Meantime, considerable resources are being invested in cross-cutting developments for regeneration, for example, work championed by NHS Health Scotland.
Local authorities in Scotland have been re-established in their leading partnership role in regeneration. This is the result of Community Planning, the transfer of regeneration responsibilities from Scottish Enterprise, the creation of the Fairer Scotland fund, the end of ‘ring fencing’ of Scottish Government to local authorities, and other policy developments. This raises issues for many participants about the level of resources available for local authorities in carrying out this role.   

Related to the above point, many representatives and activists from the community and voluntary sectors consistently and robustly voice frustration over perceived failures in community engagement by CPP partners. For many participants there is a pressing need for an open and honest discussion on the understanding of community engagement and its place in regeneration. There were assertions that if genuine and effective engagement cannot be accommodated at particular times or circumstances, then the rhetoric of engagement should not be employed.
Is anyway anything further to be learned from community engagement, or is the priority task to act on and implement what we already well know needs to be done in regeneration? This was an issue raised by many participants. Meanwhile, a common assertion is that communities are suffering from ‘consultation fatigue’. The suggestion of mandatory community engagement produces a sharp divide. One argument against was that it would result in a ‘tick box compliance’ mode by agencies and project managers, without any real change.
Much of the discussion around regeneration policy and practice has moved beyond community engagement and onto community empowerment. In some case of community regeneration the ambition is for more than consultation or engagement – it is for transfer of assets and/or powers. However, not all communities are either interested in or have the capacity for full community empowerment. The need is for local authorities and other public agencies to recognise, support and partner community empowerment where that is the community’s ambition. The critical factor is the recognition that each community is different with different needs.
Local economic impact is seen as a critical success factor in community regeneration by the majority of practitioners and activists. However, there are important caveats on this view. Participants saw cultural, social and community impacts as also critical for regeneration. Such impacts add to the capacity of communities a and the households and individuals within them to have the capacity and resilience to sustain themselves through difficult economic times – and to better take advantage of economic opportunities. This was all seen as tying in with the particular challenge in seeking changes in lifestyle and attitude is that often the change promoters are perceived as against local sectional interest or local ‘received wisdom’. Incidental, but recurrent support was given to the initiatives shown by the Scottish Government on bringing matters of positive mental health and  general wellbeing to bear on policy making and funding programmes around community regeneration.
There is much diversity on the merits of flagship buildings and major events as drivers of regeneration. The need to be more aware of, and to better account for, displacement effects on other funding programmes was the cause of this diversity. Some participants pressed the iconic and, even, emotional importance of flagship buildings to the host community. The example of the Pierce Institute in Govan, Glasgow, was given as an example. On flagship events, such as the 2014 Commonwealth Games, many participants argued that the need was to be clear that these are primarily about city or region wide benefits – rather than more immediate local impact. Indeed, successful master-planning for winning and organising such events is largely predicated on maximum benefit to the widest possible community. Many participants felt there was a need for regeneration policy and strategy managers to be more explicit and coherent on this.
Best value challenges pressing in on local authorities that in turn generate pressures to dispose of assets to community organisations were pointed up by many participants. Participants argued that asset transfer is laudable in theory, but it’s counter-productive if assets, such as community buildings, are handed over without any resources or means to finance the subsequent maintenance and running of the asset and service. It is important that there is a recognition that a transfer of assets does not mean that the original demand or need for a service has ‘gone away’.  Local authorities remain a central driver in regeneration and are the one player with the local infrastructure in place to deliver on regeneration – but the resources need to be put in place by central as well as local government.

‘Institutional Clutter’ remains an issue for many participants despite recent and current Scottish Government reforms. Participants recurrently instance examples of confusion and complexity arising from the number and range of players around the community regeneration field. This was argued as have arisen more recently for some from a lack of understanding around the ownership, role or impact of URCs, and the growth of non-housing activities by Registered Local Landlords (RSLs), together with the wake of the Scottish Government’s reforms and policy initiatives (that are generally welcomed). There remained a ready audience for continued activities such as the SURF Open Forum programme to facilitate the necessary cross-sector awareness-raising and learning opportunities to make sense of this cluttered landscape. 
Community safety and quality design are the two significant factors for many participants in seeking to achieve a high quality and socially productive urban environment. Good design was agreed to be a highly effective way of addressing crime concerns in a place, especially if this is done with good and effective local consultation. However, it was also agreed that good design is much easier to achieve in new build or major development works, and far more difficult in the existing built environment. In addition to design being more challenging in existing built environment it was argued by some participants that design/building was the ‘easy part, but changing peoples’ lifestyles and attitudes was the really hard part’. 
Workshop 3: Catalysts and drivers in local regeneration. 

The workshop discussion was discursive and interactive. In the interests of clarity and brevity this summary is an edited composite.

Workshop participants were asked to consider a range of questions:

1. How viable would the introduction of mandatory local community engagement be? The clear majority opinion of participants was not in favour of mandatory engagement. One argument against was that it would result in a ‘tick box compliance’ mode by agencies and project managers, without any real change. Another argument against was to ask ‘what is the point of yet more engagement to relearn what we already know’ – the priority is to get on with getting implemented what we know needs to be done. A counter-argument was the Health & Safety field as an example of where regulation and mandatory compliance had brought about significant change.
It was also pointed out that elements of mandatory consultation are already in place in recently revised Planning and Social Housing regulatory frameworks in Scotland and in the original legislation bringing in a duty on Scottish local authorities to consult communities for Community Planning purposes.

Some participants argued that sometimes it was just not feasible to ‘do engagement properly’ because the required time was not available because of funding timescales. The pragmatic agreement arrived at among participants was that if effective community engagement was not going to be meaningfully committed to, then policy makers and finding and programme managers should

at the very least end the use of the rhetoric around community engagement. Such use of rhetoric is merely engendering unfulfilled expectations across the community and voluntary sector.

2. How important is a local economic boost as an outcome? In general it was agreed that positive economic impacts were important, but views were mixed on this issue. A strongly supported view is that the health, wellbeing and resilience of communities was at least as important – especially as this might enable individuals within those communities to survive economic downturns and take advantage of upturns and opportunities (in line with the sentiment in People & Place’ that it is important to link local regeneration with wider economic opportunities). When the point was pressed that it was local economic activity that determined health and other outcomes, this was not a view supported by the majority of participants. There were also concerns expressed that ‘non economic’ assets like the local built heritage might lose out in an approach predicted on purely economic impact.
3. How important are flagship buildings as part of development and profile raising?... and… Q5. How effective are major events, e.g. The Olympics, as platforms for Regeneration?
A critical need in regeneration at almost any level (neighbourhood, city etc.) is to recognise the iconic and emotional importance of many buildings to the host community. The example, if the near loss and then near-miraculous saving of the Pierce Institute building in Glasgow was cited as an example. A definite advantage of flagship buildings and events for participants was that they provide highly visible and tangible demonstrations of change and commitment ‘on the ground’. It was agreed that flagship buildings do deliver large scale that is often essential to turning around a locality. 
It was also noted that at one of the Open Forums it was pointed out that an Olympic swimming pool in Melbourne or Barcelona or Greece is much the same thing; the difference is the cultural and economic package around the swimming pool – in this respect Barcelona was a clear exemplar. 

On flagship events, one participant cited discussions with organisers of the London 2012 Olympics, who stated that such an event was the one ‘greatest immovable deadlines’! Participants felt that with other flagship events (such as the Glasgow 2014 Commonwealth Games) there was a need to be clear that they are about city or region wide benefits – not directly about local neighbourhood level benefits. This is not a negative aspect, but it does need to be part of the master-planning for winning and then organising events to the maximum benefit of the widest possible community..

Some participants drew comparisons between what benefits from the Games would accrue to the nearby Glasgow East End community as compared with the further afield Govan, whilst others felt that it was a whole city context that such benefits need to be assessed in. There was general agreement on the need to be aware of, and account for, the knock-on or displacement costs of flagship buildings or events on other existing or potential projects. The London Olympics and earlier Millennium Dome were examples of where significant such costs arose, and in the former case the costs are still arising as evidenced through the impact on Lottery Funds in Scotland.
Meantime, another participant argued that the rural domain in Scotland does not benefit either directly or indirectly from big flagship buildings or events.

4. How achievable is a high quality and socially productive urban environment? Community Safety and quality design were the two significant factors for participants. On quality, a contributing concern is if percentage grant funding for housing associations (HAG) is reduced there may be pressures on quality standards. Good design was agreed to be a highly effective way of addressing crime concerns in a place, especially if this is done with good and effective local consultation. However, it was also agreed that good design is much easier to achieve in new build or major development works, and far more difficult in the existing built environment. In addition to design being more challenging in existing built environment it was argued by some participants that design/building was the ‘easy part, but changing peoples’ lifestyles and attitudes was the really hard part’. This linked back to the earlier point on the health, wellbeing and resilience of communities at question 1. A particular challenge in seeking changes in lifestyle and attitude is that often the change promoters are perceived as against local sectional interest or local ‘received wisdom’.
Other cross-cutting considerations:
5. Linking procurement, training and employment opportunities. From one participant’s housing association perspective there were considerable barriers around how to ‘link into all of this’, for example around the Fairer Scotland Fund and the emergence of the local Urban Regeneration Company? The participant described difficulties in trying to link construction training and apprenticeships into the real job opportunities being created by funding programmes and activities. Another participant made a related point about there being tensions between what more local players, such as the local authority, might want to do and EU public procurement regulations. For other participants, there is an ongoing challenge to ensure that recent changes in the infrastructure on training and employability are used to tackle the recurrent mismatch between national level programmes and more local needs.
6. Best value challenges pressing in on local authorities that in turn generate pressures to dispose of assets to community organisations were pointed up by other participants. This is laudable in theory, but it’s counter-productive if assets, such as community buildings, are handed over without any resources or means to finance the subsequent maintenance and running of the asset and service. It is important that there is a recognition that a transfer of assets does not mean that the original demand or need for a service has ‘gone away’.  Local authorities remain a central driver in regeneration and are the one player with the local infrastructure in place to deliver on regeneration. – but the resources need to be put in place by central as well as local government. 
