Discussions on issues facing community development in Scotland
CDAS Members’ Meeting, 15/1/2009

This is a summary of some of the points raised at a meeting at which members were invited to raise their views on the issues and developments which are affecting the progress of community development work in Scotland, and on which CDAS should focus its attention. 

It was felt that, especially in local authorities, substantial differences were emerging across Scotland in the funding and status of community development work, and that no-one seemed to have a clear overview of what the position now is across the country as a result. The differences were the result of factors including:

· Removal of ring-fenced funding programmes, leaving community development to compete for resources with services with a more specific statutory basis, or higher media and political profiles

· Pressure on local authority and other budgets (specifically efforts to achieve a zero increase in Council Tax)
· The introduction of ‘single status’ payment structures, which had resulted in radically different pay levels in different areas.

· Location of community development in different services and other settings.

There was a danger that we would come out of the recession having lost a huge amount of capacity to deliver.
Some of these factors are also affecting support for community and voluntary organisations. It was suggested that there was some growth in alternative funding streams for these, and scope for more, through asset ownership and social enterprise, leading to greater independence of action. CDAS should actively engage with issues such as the developing ‘wider role’ of Housing Associations, the potential of Development Trusts, the difficulties of making progress on community ownership of urban land, and the potential for supporting independent community research following the demise of the SCARF fund. 
However there was debate about the significance of any trend to ‘independent’ resources and the extent to which the availability of such opportunities might still require the support of Community Planning partners. 
It was agreed that most Community Planning Partnerships had generally not succeeded in moving beyond, at the best, effective community engagement into an approach which saw communities as active partners in achieving outcomes. There was perhaps some disagreement about:

· whether this implied that community organisations would be better advised to devote their efforts to developing assets or income that might offer an alternative means of achieving results, and that community capacity building work should be refocused on this
· or whether it was still essential to try to use partnership structures to influence decisions.
It was agreed that effective community development could never be merely the servant of Community Planning, or employability, or any other such agenda. It was also agreed that devising better ways of representing public opinion was not the same as empowering people to take part in generating change, which always has the potential to create conflict. 
It was felt that people involved in community development were often not good at telling the story of what they do, or recognising the contribution that their work does in fact make to wider outcomes. Other people involved in decisions were therefore unlikely to see these connections. 
Some felt that community development needed to be recognised as part of an integrated approach to service delivery and achieving outcomes. It had a lot to contribute to achieving success for example with ‘Curriculum for Excellence’ or in work with parents and families. Others were more sceptical of portraying community development as an aspect of public sector service improvement. 

In theory at least, the outcome based approach should encourage people to look at less conventional approaches to achieving results. The group was unaware of research into the approaches being taken in relation to Single Outcome Agreements but aware of the need for it. Outcomes tend to get turned into targets. Contributions such as community development tend to be at best ‘beneath the waterline’ and rarely explicitly recognised.
It was also felt that there had been insufficient debate on the National Outcomes and a lack of explicit recognition of the contribution of communities and community development. It was suggested that it would be important to follow up the issues likely to be raised at the forthcoming conference on ‘Measuring What Matters’.  

Members present felt that CDAS should continue to look at some of the ‘wicked issues’ involved in the future of community development: recognising and promoting its contribution to achieving outcomes, but also to promoting independent community activity.
It was recognised that equality was a key principle of organised community development work, and that this should continue to be targeted on communities where ‘bridging social capital’ might be needed to help them to realise their other strengths. 
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