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The Community Development Alliance Scotland (CDAS) is the independent network of national organisations that have the promotion of community development as part of their goals. It has 59 Member and Observer organisations (see Appendix) drawn from a wide range of sectors, who have been consulted on this response. 
General

We welcome the opportunity to comment on the discussion paper, and in particular the renewed emphasis on ‘community-led regeneration’ that it contains – apparently a more far-reaching aim than previous visions of community involvement. At a time when resources are so constrained regeneration must focus not so much on the physical transformation of areas as on working with the people who live in them to improve their own well-being. A simple declaration in favour of ‘community-led’ regeneration will not lead to progress towards that goal. Capacity for it in communities and institutions must be built.

As you say in #19 “The need to engage communities has been a central tenet of regeneration policy for decades”. We would emphasise that such engagement should not initially or principally focus upon ensuring community representation on decision-making forums linked to regeneration initiatives, though that is one desirable output. We endorse the views of the  GoWell  researchers  that you quote, pointing to “the  need  for  community  networks  and  cohesion,  along  with real empowerment and involvement in decision‐making that affects local people”. 
Engagement must be based firstly on communities where basic processes of inclusion and solidarity are strengthened, and secondly on building an active and proactive role for them that makes them partners with something to bring to the table. This is in fact the process of community development. Their new role may very well include greater control of assets or developing social enterprise. But it may also include a variety of other approaches to co-production of outcomes and services. In particular it should include a recognition of the role of stronger communities in preventing the need for subsequent interventions and in increasing well-being. 
In most communities with regeneration needs, this is likely to involve active community capacity building support. This may also need to be linked to the provision of community-based opportunities for individuals to develop their skills and confidence. In particular young people should be seen as a potentially powerful source of improvement and a priority group for maintaining community cohesion during the period of an economic downturn. HMIE has recently reported on a significant expansion of youth volunteering activities which engage young people with their communities, whilst building in them the capacities required by Curriculum for Excellence. 
A further general point that we believe to be important is that responsibilities within government for policy and supporting practice that can contribute to community development are particularly widely spread. As well as Ministers and civil servants dealing directly with regeneration, at least those dealing with Education (lifelong learning and young people), the Third Sector, Health and Community Safety are involved. We hope that community-led regeneration will be seen as an objective that requires forums for co-ordination at the highest possible level, similar to the successful Ministerial Task Force approach to developing policy on health inequalities. 

Investing in the economic potential of our communities
Our comments will be mainly on the ‘community-led regeneration’ section of the Discussion Paper. However we would make the following comments on questions posed in this section:
Should regeneration activity remain something which takes place in marginal communities or should we widen our scope? What else should we consider? 
If community development is seen as a marginal, ‘experimental’ intervention undertaken only in the most difficult circumstances, then it is likely to disappoint in many cases. Though there are many communities in Scotland that perhaps do not require active capacity building support, there are also many where a relatively modest investment can help to prevent potential future difficulties.
How  can  we  encourage  RSLs  to  play  a  greater  role  in  local  regeneration  strategies? 
Some RSLs, particularly some community-based Housing Associations, are significant forces in supporting and developing local communities, often perhaps playing the ‘preventative’ role to which we have referred. We would therefore support the need for continuing ‘wider role’ activity and resources and urge caution about breaking such community links in pursuit of ‘efficiencies’ in development. 

In encouraging RSLs to take on this role, it will be important for the Government and its agencies to ensure that this activity is undertaken within the umbrella of (local) community planning.

Community-led regeneration
We welcome the recognition that community empowerment has multiple objectives: “better outcomes, reinvigorated local democracy and improved quality of life” (#94). 
In #96 you state that the “need  for  high quality  community  capacity  building  is  even  more  important  today”. Yet there is little or nothing elsewhere in the paper that explores the implications. There is an urgent need for greater attention to and dialogue about the policy and practice implications of how this may be delivered, looking at:

· Who is involved: a wide range of agencies, with potential for more, including specialist community capacity building workers and generic workers in Community Learning and Development services and organisations; RSLs, Development Trusts and other actual or potential ‘community anchor organisations’; health workers and projects. 

· How capacity building is delivered: how it is resourced, how the agencies work in partnership and how far it is focused upon areas of greatest need.

· What is delivered: we need to avoid a narrow focus on either supporting representative ‘engagement’ in forums, organisational and enterprise development or asset transfer, and link these to work that empowers communities to tackle issues that matter to them and work that builds individual skills and confidence. 

In #98 you refer to the Chief Medical Officer’s view that it is important to move to an “assets‐based model” for improving health. We particularly welcome the CMO's views and believe these are where emphasis should be placed. They draw on the internationally recognised ‘asset based community development’ approach which emphasises the need to build on existing skills and institutions in communities. There is a potential terminological confusion here with the emphasis elsewhere in policy on the significance of financial, property and similar ‘assets’ for community-led regeneration. The two approaches are not incompatible, but this reinforces the need for cross-sector dialogue. 

Attention should be given to a new publication produced by the International Association for Community Development, with support from Carnegie UK, "Appreciating Assets".  Many of the issues raised by this debate are explored in this publication.

Leadership 
What do you think might realistically and practically be done to promote and support  leadership  in  community‐led  regeneration  in  the  public  sector,  the  third sector and in communities themselves?
In #106 you report concerns “about  the  firmness,  clarity  and  visibility  of  leadership  for championing  community‐led  solutions  across  the  public  sector” but also that “many public sector  leaders are very personally and publically committed to the principles of community empowerment”. One important task therefore is to provide the maximum opportunity for those leaders to build their community of practice. The refocusing of the work of the former ‘Community Regeneration and Tackling Poverty Learning Network’ represents a potential loss of an existing opportunity, and we hope that the Scottish Government will work with SURF, CDAS and others to build opportunities in this area. 

What  do  you  think  the  key  issues  for  governance  in  relation  to  community  empowerment might be?
As you argue, changes in governance are also required. You suggest that “ensuring clear lines of accountability for outcomes” may be important (#110). There are dangers here. It is difficult if not impossible to establish such clear lines of accountability for outcomes achieved through community empowerment. Setting pre-determined outcomes and then seeking to empower communities to achieve them is putting the cart before the horse. On the other hand there may be a case for establishing community development and empowerment more clearly as stated outcomes, for example in Single Outcome Agreements, building upon National Outcome 11.

We would also reaffirm the need for joined up governance in this field to begin at the highest possible level in the Scottish Government. 

Culture Change

How  could  community‐led  solutions  best  be  incorporated  into  mainstream  services  and  the  community  planning  process  and  how  would  this  affect  organisational structures and delivery? 
Efforts must continue to ensure that the Community Planning process is outcome focused, not target driven. The process must allow for adaptability and responsiveness to the issues and solutions that emerge as a result of community empowerment and not be dogmatic about assigning responsibilities for outcomes to specific agencies. 

We strongly endorse the aspiration (#114) that “supporting community‐led solutions [should be] a part of mainstream business, rather than an occasional project, add‐on or experimental programme.” Even ‘regeneration’ as a whole has often fallen victim to the latter approach.  

There is a growing recognition that community capacity building has a significant contribution to make in the fields of health improvement, care, tackling climate change and others. The ‘mainstreaming’ of community-led regeneration will be greatly assisted if it is recognised that all of these capacity building tasks require common resources and skills and that partnerships are therefore needed to deliver them. Better community engagement should be achieved not by focusing attention on the quality of engagement with specific regeneration or Community Planning forums but by assisting communities to identify and act on issues, set regeneration outcomes and priorities, build organisations and strengthen links within and between their areas.

How  might  we  disseminate  learning  more  effectively  and  bring  together  practitioners  to  share  skills  and  discuss  approaches  including,  for  example,  peer support? 
We have already noted the need to rebuild appropriate learning networks. Staff in a wide range of professions should have opportunities to gain experience of community based practice and learn from it in a structured way. Appropriate elements of the skills, knowledge and values of community development and Community Learning and Development should be introduced into the training and CPD of other professions. Specialist community development workers can have a role in supporting and facilitating engagement work led by others.

In developing peer support, models developed for the Community Learning and Development field by HMIE, of supported self-evaluation, and the deployment of active professionals as Associate Assessors to visit other areas may be suitable for adaptation to wider contexts. 

Learning can also take place effectively across professions at local level by bringing workers together in learning and mutual support networks. 

What more could national and local government alongside the wider public and third sectors do to support community organisations? 

The National Standards for Community Engagement have had a considerable positive influence on practice, particularly in the field of consultation by public services. Perhaps the time has come to extend them by stating common principles that apply to work in developing co-production and in community capacity building.

A crucial element in the current context is to ensure that community organisations and the support given to them from public bodies do not suffer disproportionate expenditure reductions. Changes to governance as discussed should be linked to greater clarity about resource allocation.
What  more  could  national  and  local  government  do  to  support  and  build  capacity in community organisations?  
Practical learning by communities themselves is often most powerfully stimulated by exchanging experiences with and visiting other communities, and the relatively modest resourcing that this requires should continue to be a priority.
Resources

What  other  innovative  ideas  do  you  have  for  resourcing  support  for  community‐led regeneration?

We agree that “we need to improve the evidence base” on how community‐led activity can reduce demand on public services (#119). However decision makers should also be required to acknowledge the parallel lack of evidence on how existing ‘mainstream’ approaches contribute to reducing future demand. 

Whilst it is broadly true that “it is through locally‐based community‐controlled organisations … that empowerment happens” (#120), these are not synonymous with ‘community anchor organisations’ – many more specifically focussed organisations make effective contributions through being community controlled. Such “anchors” can be a powerful force in communities, but the essence of their role is that they build capacity and enable a wider range of activity. They may be, but are not necessarily “the organisations that deliver community-led regeneration” directly. In the absence of appropriate anchors, effective capacity building can also be supported by wider partnerships. 

In presenting policy on ‘community asset ownership’ (#122-123) it is important that policy and guidance emphasise that it is crucial that only potential ‘assets’ not ‘liabilities’ are transferred, and recognise the substantial needs for capacity building and transitional support that arise. 

There should also be scope to explore the potential for partnership models of working that combine the establishment of independent social enterprises with continuing partnerships with public sector service delivery agencies, and potentially incorporate elements of ‘community budgeting’ approaches. Such models may for example be appropriate for area service delivery ‘hubs’.  
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