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Outcomes Paper (Summary version) from:
Reflect and Regenerate – Lessons from the SURF Open Forum programme 
SURF Open Forum - Friday 2nd May 2008. The Engineers Institute, Glasgow
Plenary speakers:  Ian Clarke RPS, Technical Director, Planning & Development
                                Edward Harkins, Networking Initiatives Manager, SURF 
Workshop Leaders and Facilitators:

                                Alasdair Fleming, Partner, Brodies LLP

                                Cristina Gonzalez-Longo, Architecture and Design Scotland

                                Ian Reid, PhD Researcher, Centre for Creative Studies Glasgow Caledonian University

                                Angus Hardie, Director, Development Trusts Association Scotland

                                Pauline Smith, Manager, Wellhouse Community Trust.
                                Margaret Wright, Director, Resolution Consulting
Participants: Sixty participants from community and voluntary sector organisations and intermediaries, including Glasgow Council for Voluntary Services, the private sector, community development trusts, Local Authorities, Housing Associations, NHS Health Boards, education and learning institutions, Scottish Government and  other partnership bodies and funding agencies. 

Purpose: To give some constructive thought to enduring themes in regeneration policy and practice that have emerged during the recent SURF Open Forum programme. 
Some Key Issues arising: (should be read alongside the full Outcome Paper & supporting PowerPoint material available from SURF or on the SURF website) 
· Regeneration has moved towards the centre of policy-making and public service delivery through the ‘mainstreaming’ effects of Local Outcome Agreements (LOAs) then Regeneration Outcome Agreements (ROAs), and now Single Outcome Agreements (SOAs). Participants had concerns that Single Outcome Agreements are still too complex, wide and ambitious in scope and may be becoming ‘delivery plans’ that lack a strategic outcome focus. 

· Partnership working as the way forward in regeneration has generated a deep and broad consensus among the players in regeneration. However there is less, of a consensus, if there is a consensus at all, about how good we are at working together and operating in partnership. Related to this point, many representatives and activists from the community and voluntary sectors consistently and robustly voice frustration over perceived failures in community engagement by Community Planning partners.
· Regeneration remains an important and exciting field for the great majority of practitioners and activists alike. 

· Evaluation has moved on from being perceived by funding recipients as a burdensome and necessary evil, and onto being perceived as essential for measuring and verifying impact on social and economic needs. 

· Local Authorities in Scotland have been recently re-established in their leading partnership role in regeneration. 

· Best Value challenges are pressing in on local authorities. In turn, many participants identified pressures on local authorities to dispose of assets to community organisations. 

· Is there anything further to be learned from community engagement, or is the priority task to act on, and implement, what we already know needs to be done in regeneration? Beyond community engagement and onto community empowerment is where much of the discussion around regeneration has moved.
· Local economic impact is a critical success factor in community regeneration for the majority of practitioners and activists. However, participants also singled out cultural, social and community impacts as critical.
· The merits of flagship buildings and major events as drivers of regeneration were the cause of diverse opinion. Some participants argued that there needs to be more awareness of, and better accounting for, displacement effects on other funding programmes. 

· ‘Institutional Clutter’ (a wide range of institutions) remains an issue for many participants, despite recent and ongoing Scottish Government reforms. Participants recurrently instanced examples of confusion and complexity due to the number and range of players in and around the community regeneration field. 

· Community safety and quality design are the key significant factors for many participants in seeking a sustainable and socially productive urban environment. 

Purpose of this Paper: This paper is a brief summary of the fuller Outcomes Paper intended to encapsulate the general flow of this inter-active Open Forum that drew on the lessons from across the Open Forum programme. 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, repetitive in parts. A fuller version, with presentations, is available from the ‘Knowledge Centre’ on the SURF website.

Background to the Open Forum: SURF delivers a national programme of Open Forums with the aim of offering its networking service to all regeneration practitioners and interested parties across Scotland. This networking activity is funded by the Scottish Centre for Regeneration, Scottish Government. SURF acts as the independent facilitator for the network, bringing together key players, and producing constructive Outcome Papers to help inform policy decision-making and practice. For any clarification or additional information contact:
Edward Harkins Networking Initiatives Manager, SURF edward(at)scotregen.co.uk Tel: 0141-585 6850
