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1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

Introduction

We were appointed by Communities Scotland in April 2006 to
establish robust baseline information to ensure that Communities
Scotland has sufficient and credible evidence to demonstrate the
effective engagement of communities in regeneration and respond
to their targets for community engagement.

The objectives for this study were to:

° gather and analyse information on the National Standards
for Community Engagement and community engagement
activity in Regeneration Outcome Agreements (ROAS)

° identify practical examples of how community engagement
is being tackled in regeneration, including the role of
communities in influencing decisions

° make recommendations for the future measurement of
community engagement activity, to ensure that achievement
of Communities Scotland’s corporate targets can be
evidenced.

This has resulted in the production of two reports. This baseline
report sets out our findings on the current experience of
community engagement activity across Scotland. A separate
options report has been produced for Communities Scotland
which sets out options for measuring progress in community

engagement in regeneration.

Our methodology for this baseline report has involved:

° analysis of all 32 Regeneration Outcome Agreements —
paying particular attention to the section on community
engagement

° reviewing all the ROA annual reports from community
planning partnerships — again paying particular attention to
the section on community engagement

° identifying seven community planning areas (one in each

Communities Scotland area) for more detailed investigation
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1.5

° interviewing officers from a range of partners involved in
community planning in these seven areas

° holding a focus group of community activists in each of the
seven areas

° interviewing staff from organisations with a national
perspective on community engagement (like Communities
Scotland, Community Voices and the Scottish Council of
Voluntary Organisations)

° Facilitating a half day seminar attended by more than 30
people drawn from the community members and officers
who had been interviewed in the research; Communities
Scotland and the Community Voices Network. This focused
particularly on the measurement of effective community
engagement in regeneration.

This research has assessed the current position of community
engagement activity, and scoped some of the options for
measuring activity in the future. Communities Scotland will now
consider how these options could be developed into a final model
for measuring community engagement activity.
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2

Regeneration Outcome Agreements and
Annual Reports

Regeneration Outcome Agreements

2.1

2.2

2.3

24

2.5

There are 32 community planning partnerships in Scotland. All of
them produced a Regeneration Outcome Agreement (ROA),
following guidance prepared by Communities Scotland.
Regeneration Outcome Agreements were prepared in 2004/05
and approved by Scottish Executive Ministers in 2005. They cover
a three year period up to March 2008.

The ROA was designed to provide the strategic and operational
framework for community planning partnerships (CPPs) to deliver
the Scottish Executive objective of ‘regenerating the most
disadvantaged neighbourhoods, so that people living there can
take advantage of job opportunities and improve their quality of
life’. The ROA is particularly focused on the most deprived 15 per
cent of areas identified by the Scottish Index of Multiple
Deprivation 2004.

The Community Regeneration Fund (CRF) was established in
2005 to help bring improvements to Scotland’s most deprived
areas and help individuals and families escape poverty. The CRF
replaced the existing Social Inclusion Partnership (SIP) and Better
Neighbourhood Services Fund (BNSF) programmes and builds on
the lessons and good practice from these programmes.

The ROA is to provide ‘clear, measurable and time-bound
outcomes to be achieved through the CRF, mainstream and other
expenditure’. The focus on outcomes developed the approach
used in the Better Neighbourhood Services Programme.

The whole ROA can be a substantial document — often over a
hundred pages long. The sections dedicated to community
engagement are short — usually a handful of pages.
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2.6 The guidance from Communities Scotland is specific about the

2.7

2.8

essential role that community engagement plays in community
planning:

‘Effective and genuine community engagement is at the
heart of community planning and there must be evidence of
this in the ROA. We are looking for CPPs to excel at
engaging effectively with the disadvantaged communities
they serve. It will be particularly important for CPPs to
actively engage communities...throughout the process of
developing the ROA, and in its delivery, monitoring and
evaluation’. (Communities Scotland: Community
Regeneration Fund: Guidance on Regeneration Outcome
Agreements, August 2004)

This guidance also states that the ROA needs to provide detailed

evidence of:

° genuine community engagement, particularly at targeted
neighbourhood levels, in prioritising outcomes and outputs
and in ongoing monitoring;

° how existing community engagement structures are built into
the ROA development process;

° how the CPP is engaging with a broad range of
representative structures within communities;

° how the CPP is using a range of approaches to engage
communities, in particular highlighting innovative ways of
engaging with the most excluded communities, who are
often described as ‘hard to reach’;

° the mechanisms that CPPs will use to monitor and review
community engagement practice to ensure that it effectively
improves the planning and delivery of services to meet the
needs and aspirations of communities; and

° the resources that are being directed towards supporting
community engagement, including those which help to build
the capacity of communities to engage.

We have looked at all the Regeneration Outcome Agreements
and will describe their approach to community engagement in
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2.9

2.10

detail in the rest of this section. In summary, the majority of the
ROAs failed to provide all the evidence requested by
Communities Scotland in its Guidance. In particular, few ROAs
described the ways that CPPs would monitor and review
community engagement practice to ensure that it improved the
planning and delivery of services to meet the needs and
aspirations of communities.

Communities Scotland has supported the development of National
Standards for Community Engagement. In August 2004, when the
ROA guidance was published, these were in draft form and were
being piloted. The ROA guidance ’‘expected’ community planning
partnerships to use the standards as a framework to engage
communities. The majority of the ROAs do refer to the National
Standards and the way that they will be used in their area.

The remainder of this section reports on the review that we have
undertaken of all the ROAs. Although these were all produced to
standard guidance, the approach taken varies greatly from area to
area. In some cases this is because of the particular local
situation — for example whether there were Social Inclusion
Partnerships operating in the CPP area. This has made
quantitative analysis difficult. We have used sub-headings to try to
provide a picture of the very varied information contained in the
ROAs.

Community involvement in the development of the ROA

2.1

2.12

The guidance from Communities Scotland stressed the
importance of CPPs actively engaging communities throughout
the process of developing the ROA. Twelve of the ROAs (38%)
included no evidence of communities having been engaged in the
development of the ROA (although this does not necessarily mean
that no engagement took place).

Of those that provided evidence, a wide range of methods were

used, including:

° building on the existing community engagement structures —
mainly involving SIPs and occasionally the Better
Neighbourhood Services Fund
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2.13

° public meetings, conferences, open days and community
workshops

° questionnaires

° focus groups

° consultancy support to active community participants.

In four cases evidence is given that there was consultation with
equalities groups as part of the development of the ROA. In two
cases, equality theme groups were directly involved. Another two
ROAs described the use of focus groups or specific work with
young people.

Structures for community planning and community engagement

2.14

2.15

We thought that it would be useful to compare the structures for
community planning and community engagement that have been
put in place in each ROA. There is no consistent approach taken
within the ROAs to the description of the structures and
relationships. However, there are a few good examples of clear
descriptions of the structure (in five cases accompanied by a
useful diagram). In six cases, there is no description of community
engagement structures. We acknowledge that the ROAs were
written at a time of significant change in each area. But our
overwhelming reaction, having read all the ROAs, is one of
confusion:

° there is a bewildering range of terms used to describe the
relationship between the community planning partnerships
and their sub-groups (which are sometimes geographic,
sometimes thematic and sometimes both)

° the structures for community planning are complex

° the structures for engaging the community in the different
levels of community planning are generally not clear —
phrases like ‘organic framework’ are not helpful

° there is a confusion between structures for community
engagement and methods of community engagement.

In relation to community planning structures, 11 ROAs describe
arrangements for local community planning partnerships; three
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describe a combination of local community planning partnerships
and communities of interest; and four describe less formal area
structures.

Methods of community engagement

2.16

217

2.18

2.19

The guidance from Communities Scotland asks CPPs to provide
evidence of how the CPP is using a range of approaches to
engage communities. All but two of the ROAs mention methods of
community engagement — and many include a range of
approaches.

Because of the different styles and local terminology used in the
ROAs, it is difficult to quantify the range of methods proposed for
community engagement. We have tried to identify some of the
most common methods of community engagement and some of
the more innovative approaches that were planned.

Community capacity building was a common feature of ROAs.
The resources from the Community Voices programme (and, on
occasion, additional resources from the CRF) were often
dedicated to developing strong local support structures for
community activity.

Among the most common methods which were mentioned for

engaging communities were:

° residents’ panels made up of a representative cross section
of the community who were asked for views on service
provision and other issues (most commonly called peoples’
or citizens’ panels). These were usually standing panels,
with views being asked once or twice a year. But in some
areas they had been arranged on a one-off basis;

° ‘Planning for Real’ — an opportunity for residents to design
improvements in their community. This is usually supported
by external consultants;

° civic forums and assemblies — either made up of community
representatives or regular events that are open to the public.
They provide an opportunity for the community to discuss
service delivery issues with the service providers;



Evaluation of the effective engagement of communities in regeneration — Final baseline report

2.20

° community involvement in (or leadership of) the
development of local community plans;

° residents’ juries made up of about 15 local people who
consider a single issue in considerable depth;

° surveys and questionnaires; and

° approaches based on information technology — touch
screens in public areas and ‘online polling’ using the
internet.

Some of these approaches were innovative. In addition, ROAs

mentioned:

° the planned establishment of a community radio station;

° an audit of all community engagement structures;

° the use of arts to engage the community (drama; music;
writing and visual arts); and

° community led research on community priorities (often
funded by SCARF — the Scottish Community Action
Research Fund).

Engaging young people

2.21

2.22

The guidance from Communities Scotland required evidence to be
provided on ways that the most excluded communities can be
engaged. We looked for evidence relating to young people and
also to wider equalities groups. 23 of the ROAs made specific
reference to engagement with young people — 9 did not. Of those
that provided evidence, the majority included multiple initiatives or
methods for engaging with young people.

The level of engagement of young people varies from area to

area. Most of the ROAs that evidence youth engagement include

youth forums, youth groups or committees. Some refer to youth

conferences and several mention Dialogue Youth initiatives as the

main method of engaging young people. Other approaches which

were mentioned were:

° a Young People’s Manifesto being developed as a result of a
youth conference

° young people directly involved in decision-making on how
the Community Regeneration Funds are spent
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2.23

° young people having ‘direct representation’ on community
planning, as the Youth Congress sat within the community
planning structure.

More innovative ways of engaging with the young communities
were also found:

° use of video, DVD and the internet to engage young people
° the use of drama

° a youth festival

participation in debates in the council chambers

° links to the Scottish Youth Parliament

° the training and support of young people to conduct a
survey on young people.

Engaging other equalities groups

2.24

2.25

2.26

The ROAs were slightly less likely to mention equalities groups
other than young people — and the evidence provided for other
groups was less substantial than for young people. Just over half
of the ROAs included additional information on engagement with
other equalities groups.

Of the 17 ROAs which mentioned engaging other equalities
group, ten incorporated engagement with the older community, 11
included people with disabilities equalities group and nine
mentioned minority ethnic communities. In only two cases was the
LGBT community mentioned.

Most of the references to engaging equalities groups were not
specific. However, in three areas there were formal arrangements
for the engagement of a range of equalities groups as sub groups
of the community planning partnership. In one area key
information about regeneration was translated into six languages.

The National (and local) Standards for Community Engagement

2.27

26 of the ROAs referred directly to the National Standards for
Community Engagement - 6 did not. Of the 26 ROAs which did
refer to the National Standards, 3 have gone on to develop local
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2.28

2.29

versions of the National Standards for Community Engagement. In
addition, one of the ROAs which did not mention the National
Standards referred to local standards being developed.

The ROAs have used a variety of phrases to describe their use of

I3

the standards, including “fully aware of”, “will take account of”,

“has adopted”, “committed to” and “at the heart of.”

In one case, the ROA states that the Standards will be used to
monitor and evaluate the effectiveness of community
engagement.

Measuring performance

2.30

2.31

The guidance from Communities Scotland required that the ROAs
should provide evidence on the mechanisms that CPPs will use to
monitor and review community engagement practice to ensure
that it effectively improves the planning and delivery of services to
meet the needs and aspirations of communities.

Only six ROAs include any reference to the mechanisms to be

used to monitor and review community engagement practice —

and these were not explicitly linked to service delivery. The

mechanisms that were identified in the six ROAs were:

° an annual community representatives study of the
effectiveness of community engagement

° commissioning consultants to undertake an audit of the
techniques used for measuring the effectiveness of
engagement

° performance to be measured in two ways — firstly an
increase in the community’s perceptions of their effective
engagement in community planning and secondly an
increase of one full percentage point in agencies’ evidenced
assessment of their achievement of the National Standards
for Community Engagement

° the National Standards to be used as the basis of
monitoring and evaluation

° self assessment by the community of the success of
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2.32

2.33

engagement; communities to help brief consultants for an
evaluation of community capacity building; and community
to be involved in selecting community capacity monitoring
indicators

° the planned development of a scorecard, leading to
developmental indicators, to allow progress to be made.

An additional six ROAs contain specific outcomes relating to
increasing community engagement. The maijority refer to
increased participation by residents in community and voluntary
activity. Only one sets targets for improvement. One ROA includes
as an indicator ‘Increase the number of organisations operating to
the National Standards for Community Engagement’. Another
seeks to increase the involvement of ‘hard to reach’ groups.

In addition, twelve ROAs contain outcomes and indicators relating
to increased engagement of young people.

Links to strategies

2.34

2.35

17 of the ROAs make explicit links in their community
engagement section to other strategies. The most common link
was to the Community Learning and Development Strategy, which
was mentioned in the community engagement section in 15 of the
ROAs.

In addition, there were mentions of:

° the Community Regeneration Strategy
° the Youth Strategy

° the Active Citizenship Strategy

° the Public Involvement Strategy

° the Equalities Strategy.

Training and support

2.36

More than half of the ROAs (18 in total) indicate a commitment
towards training and support for community participants.
Sometimes this is part of training for all partners, and sometimes it
is directed exclusively at active community participants.

11
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2.37

2.38

In relation to community engagement, nine ROAs describe
training aimed at community participants; two refer to training in
community engagement for partner agency or partnership staff
and five refer to training for both community participants and staff.
In some cases, the ROA has built on previous practice in the SIP.
In one case the ROA describes a commitment to the delivery of
training for community participants — but notes that ‘no community
representatives have taken advantage of this’. Another says that a
training needs assessment will be undertaken.

The approaches to training set out in ROAs include:

° training on creative ways of involving people (2 day course
tailored for staff or community participants); training on using
technology to engage people; promoting the SVQ Certificate
in Public Involvement; and ‘participatory appraisal’

° an aspirational learning programme run by the Pacific
Institute for community participants

° training for community participants — two full day sessions
and five evenings; training on community learning and
development techniques; and an HNC in Working for
Communities

° training in survey methods for young people — to allow them
to undertake a survey of young people

° capacity-building training for community participants which
has included public speaking, time management; financial
monitoring and reporting; effective marketing and strategic
planning

° the planned development of a skills toolkit to support the
growth and development of community organisations;
development of the community’s skills in community
planning and community governance; helping community
organisations to work with service providers and influence
local service delivery

° Induction training and Individual Learning Plans for all
partnership members.
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The annual reports

2.39

2.40

2.41

2.42

2.43

All Community Planning Partnerships are required by
Communities Scotland to submit an annual report (following the
detailed guidance set out in the National Performance
Management Framework'). The first Annual Reports (for 2005/06)
were to be submitted to Communities Scotland by the end of June
2006.

In relation to community engagement, the reports include two
templates which are to be completed. The first gives the
Community Planning Partnership the opportunity to assess its
performance in relation to the National Standards for Community
Engagement using a list of eight areas identified by Communities
Scotland. The second is an Action Plan — identifying key barriers,
and the steps that the partnership will take to overcome the
barriers that it has identified. These templates are attached at
Annex 1 and 2.

Partnerships are asked to provide a 1-2 page overview of the
templates — ‘offering examples or case studies which demonstrate
improvements in practice, processes or structures and importantly
look to evidence the impact which improved community
engagement is having on the delivery of better public services.’

At the time of completing this report, 31 of the 32 CPPs had
submitted their Annual Report to Communities Scotland. Of the 31
CPPs that had submitted their Annual Report, four did not submit
one or both of the community engagement templates, meaning
that full information was available for 27 CPPs.

We have looked at all the Annual Reports which were received by
Communities Scotland and highlight some of the most significant
issues that were raised in the reports about community
engagement in the rest of this section. In general, we found that
the language used in the Annual Reports in relation to community
engagement was often more positive and confident than we had
found in the ROAs.

1 Community Regeneration Fund and Community Voices Programme Regeneration Outcome
Agreements: National Performance Management Framework: Detailed Guidance, Communities
Scotland, September 2005

13
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The National Standards for Community Engagement

2.44

2.45

2.46

2.47

27 of the 32 CPPs confirm that they have endorsed, or will
endorse, the National Standards for their use. In some cases local
standards have been developed, building on the National
Standards. In one case there is specific mention that the
Standards are challenging and that the CPP will focus on three of
the Standards initially. In two cases, meeting the Standards is a
requirement for projects hoping to receive resources from the
Community Regeneration Fund.

The five CPPs that do not mention the Standards at all are areas
with small CRF funds, with no prior significant involvement in the
SIP or BNSF programmes.

The training which has been made available to CPPs (supported
by Communities Scotland and provided by the Scottish
Community Development Centre) has been reported by a majority
of CPPs — with 19 CPPs stating that they had been involved in
this training on the Standards.

The Annual Reports describe the methods used to achieve
community engagement. There is a very wide range of activities —
as had been suggested by the ROAs. But, in general, the
activities as reported in the Annual Reports seem more vibrant
than in the ROAs. Some of the activities relate to structures (often
the establishment of more local structures to engage
communities); some to seeking views (a wide range of peoples’
panels and opportunities to give views to service providers) and
others to establishing community priorities (including participatory
appraisal; ‘Planning for Real’ and art based approaches to
establishing priorities).

Monitoring and evaluation

2.48

A substantial majority of the CPPs say nothing in the Annual
Report about monitoring and evaluation of community
engagement. In total, 11 of the 32 CPPs describe their approach
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to monitoring and evaluation of their performance in community
engagement. The main methods described are:

° surveys and community workshops

° scorecards and key performance indicators

° evaluation of CRF projects

° using the National Standards

° appointing monitoring staff.

Equalities

2.49

2.50

2.51

The Communities Scotland guidance on the contents of the
Annual Reports includes a section on progress on equalities. The
majority of references to equalities issues were to be found under
section 6 of the Annual Reports — Progress on aspects of the
ROA highlighted for improvement. In total, 29 of the Annual
Reports provide some detail in relation to equalities issues
(though not necessarily in relation to community engagement).
Two Annual Reports make no mention of equalities.

A significant number of the Annual Reports acknowledge that the
ROAs should have said more about equalities — and commit to
take action. The Annual Reports contain more information about
the engagement of young people than about other equalities
groups. But the Annual Reports do capture more issues about
other equalities groups than was the case in the ROAs. In
particular, there are commitments to equality and diversity training
for those involved in community planning; improved data
gathering; the undertaking of equality impact assessments; and
increasing accessibility. There is a sense that these early steps
may lead to more specific outcomes in terms of service planning
and delivery in the future. However, it should be noted that seven
of the Annual Reports say nothing about engaging equalities
groups (other than young people).

The main barriers to progress on equalities issues in community

engagement were identified as:

° a lack of understanding of equalities issues

° a difficulty in the collection and ethical use of equalities
statistics - leading to a difficulty in producing a baseline
against which to measure progress.

15
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Assessing community engagement

2.52

2.53

2.54

2.55

In addition to an overview of community engagement, CPPs
were required to submit two templates directly related to
community engagement in their Annual Report — template
2.1 Community Engagement Assessment and template 2.2
Community Engagement Action Plan. In total, 28 CPPs
submitted the self-assessment template — one of them did
not complete statement eight. 29 CPPs submitted the Action
Plan template.

In 24 cases, the method for assessing the CPPs performance

(and completing the relevant template) is not described. It appears

likely that in a number of these cases, the assessment has been

completed by one officer (or a small number of officers). Of the

eight CPPs which described their method:

° 3 had gathered the views of the members of the CPP or a
sub-group

° 2 had gathered the views of the local community planning
partnerships operating in their area

° 1 had gathered the views of a number of local authority
offices

° 1 had gathered the view of relevant staff in the partners and
from focus groups facilitated by an independent person

° 1 had asked all those involved in community planning to
assess the performance on community engagement.

The assessment sheet consists of eight statements. Seven of
these are based on the National Standards for Community
Engagement and one relates to Community Learning and
Development and Tenant Participation. While Communities
Scotland did not expect that the partnerships would have met all
the National Standards for Community Engagement, it was
expected that the assessment sheet will show ‘evidence’ that
partnerships are actively promoting and using them.

In the assessment:
° a score of 1 indicates that the CPP has little or no evidence
to support the statement
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a score of 3 indicates that the CPP has some evidence to
support the statement
a score of 5 indicates that the CPP has strong evidence to
support the statement.

2.56 We have recorded the scores assessed by each CPP for each of

the statements. We have also calculated the average score for

each CPP area — and the average and median for each

statement. This is contained at Annex 3.

2.57 By comparing and analysing each CPP individual self-assessment

score we found that:

the average individual scores range from the lowest
individual CPP assessment of 1.3 to the highest assessment
of 4.8

19 (68 per cent) CPPs scored at least an average of 3 or
above — 9 therefore scored below an average of 3

16 CPPs scored some evidence below 3. Of these, nine
only scored 1 statement below 3; seven scored at least 2
statements below 3 and one of these scored seven
statements below a score of 2

the total average score for all CPPs was 3.2

the score of 3 was used nearly 38 per cent of all scores
given.

2.58 We also looked at the scoring for each of the eight statements,

which revealed that:

the statement receiving the highest average score was
“CPP identifies resources for community engagement and
continuous improvement” — with an average score of 3.5
the lowest average score (2.9) was for “CPP refers to CLD
and Tenant Participation strategies to show how it
understands these can support engagement” — nine CPPs
scored their evidence below 3

the median score for all eight statements was 3.

2.59 In addition to the scoring, the CPP is required to outline a

17
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justification and include evidence to support the score that it has

given itself. We have reviewed all the questions and found that:

in relation to the guidance offered by Communities Scotland
to ‘evidence the impact which improved community
engagement is having on the delivery of better public
services’ most justifications only outline actions planned
and methods used - rather than provide evidence of
outcomes

there is no consistency in the scoring in relation to the
evidence offered between CPPs

there is little consistency in the scoring in relation to the
evidence offered for the eight statements within each CPP’s

assessment.

Barriers to effective community engagement

2.60 The partnerships were also required to submit a Community

Engagement Action Plan which set out the barriers to effective

community engagement and their planned actions to deal with

these barriers.

2.61 Most of the CPPs reported around three barriers — perhaps

because there were three rows on the template which was

provided to them. We have grouped together the barriers that

were identified under six sub-headings. These cover the majority

of the barriers that were identified by CPPs.

Involvement

2.62 A majority of the CPPs listed ‘involvement’ barriers to effective

community engagement. The barriers included:

engaging with young people and ‘hard to reach’ groups
low level of awareness from the community

lack of understanding of community planning in the
community

apathy within communities

financial support and childcare.
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Capacity building

2.63 Related to involvement, a number of issues about community

capacity building were raised:

lack of opportunity for individuals and groups to be engaged
at all levels of the process

difficulty in developing community confidence

too little community influence in service development and

delivery.

Structures and processes

2.64 Under this group, the barriers included:

lack of understanding of CPP structures

the transition from SIP to CPP has generated confusion
around responsibilities and how the partnership is structured
community engagement networks are less developed in new
regeneration areas than in more established target
communities

wide range of different policies connected to the ROA
priorities

insufficient community involvement - community
representation on CPP structures does not necessarily lead
to the engagement of the wider community but can create a
form of dependency which then defines community
engagement as representation

‘red tape’ constraints.

Time management

2.65 Time management was a recurring theme. Some of the barriers

raised were:

lack of co-ordination and time-management in partnership
working

completing Annual Report as well as other local plans

too many demands on time of community representatives
little investment in time in building partnership relationships

increasingly tight timescales for implementation of projects.

19



Evaluation of the effective engagement of communities in regeneration — Final baseline report

Information
2.66 Information was identified as a barrier — with the following issues

raised:

information overload

lack of information which is easy to understand and not in
jargon

limited feedback on community involvement from projects
feedback does not demonstrate changes or impacts

little feedback from the wider community.

Other resource constraints
2.67 Finally, a number of barriers relating to resources were raised:

lack of time and resources given to staff due to agencies not
understanding the benefits of community engagement

lack of training in the Standards for community engagement
resource shift to statutory priorities

difficulties in recruiting and retaining quality staff.

Key actions to make community engagement more effective

2.68 Having identified the barriers to effective community engagement,

the partnerships set out planned actions to overcome the barriers.

We have grouped the actions (broadly) related to the main

barriers which were identified.

Involvement and capacity building

2.69 Low levels of community involvement and awareness were often

identified as barriers. To deal with these, several CPPs included

actions to raise the level of community engagement. The actions

included:

increasing the number of community representatives
awareness raising seminars

development classes to raise self-esteem

increased support and training for community
representatives.

Information
2.70 A commonly identified barrier was the lack of appropriate or
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adequate information amongst the partnership and for the

community. The actions identified in response to this barrier

included:

° introduction of feedback mechanism and sessions

° upgrade of IT and internet access for community members

° development of an information, advice and neighbourhood
resource base; web based archive and notice board; e-
resources; and ‘e-engagement’ techniques

° introduction of communications plans, including a
‘Consultation and Engagement Toolkit’ and consultation

exercises.

Resource constraint and time management

2.71 In order to deal with the resource and time-management
constraints, a number of actions plans are proposed. These
include:
° re-prioritising
° appointment of more community representatives
° appointment of more local staff
° extending timescales.

Structures and processes

2.72 Few actions were included to deal with the barriers previously
identified as structural and process-related. Interestingly, however,
around a quarter of all CPPs advised that they would improve on
partnership working in relation to effective community
engagement. This also included suggestions to link community
planning programmes to other already planned programmes and
an emphasis on holding partnerships responsible for the
effectiveness of community engagement.

Monitoring
2.73 In addition, there are several actions relating to monitoring. These
include:
° development of reporting mechanism
° development of assessment instruments
° development of residents survey
° periodic reviews — usually six monthly.
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Judging success of improved community engagement

2.74 The partnerships were also asked to set out how they would
measure the success of their action plans. There is limited
evidence of an outcome based approach to this and most
measurements of success are based on the completion of a ‘task’.
For example, if the setting up of a database has been outlined as
an action, then the measure of success has been set at the time
of the completion of the database. There is no reference to the
added value of that particular task, and more importantly, the
successes of the actions are not related to the improvement of
public services.
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3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

Approaches to community engagement:
an analysis of seven CPPs

The ROAs describe in general terms the approach to community
engagement to be adopted by each community planning
partnership. We were interested in understanding more about the
approach:

° in more detail;

° from different perspectives; and

° to understand what had actually been done since 2004.

We therefore worked with Communities Scotland to identify a

number of community planning partnerships which would be

examined in more depth. In the end, seven CPPs were identified

with different characteristics:

° one from each of Communities Scotland’s areas

° three cities; two urban areas containing rural areas; one
predominantly rural mainland area and one predominantly
rural island area

° a range of sizes of population

° three with previous experience of both the Social Inclusion
Partnership programme and the Better Neighbourhood
Services Fund; three with experience of the SIP programme
only and one with experience of neither

° a range of different approaches and histories of community
engagement.

In each area, we conducted interviews with about six officers from

organisations linked to community planning, for example:

° community planning managers

° the council; NHS; police; Job Centre Plus and Communities
Scotland

° voluntary sector organisations

° community learning and development partnerships.

And in each area we ran a focus group of members of the
community who were actively involved in community engagement.
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3.5

We aimed to achieve six to ten participants in each area. In fact,
the numbers ranged from three to 22. In some cases we followed
the focus groups up with further one to one interviews with
community activists.

Each of the areas that we looked at in detail is described, using a

broadly similar structure, in the following seven sections.
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4

Aberdeen

Introduction

4.1

4.2

The Aberdeen City Alliance (TACA) was launched in June 2002. It
is the forum which provides strategic leadership for the community
planning process.

Community engagement has been developed at a number of
different levels. TACA has established structures based on
neighbourhood participation, communities of interest, thematic
forums and city wide participation. In general, community
engagement structures have developed with no significant
changes from the proposals contained in the Regeneration
Outcome Agreement (ROA).

Community engagement structures — The ROA

4.3

4.4

The ROA states that TACA has “made a specific commitment to
community engagement in Community Planning.” The Community
Engagement section of the ROA very clearly sets out the range of
ways in which communities will be involved in community planning
in Aberdeen:

° at a neighbourhood level

° for specific communities of interest

° at a city wide level.

The structure has been established with the intention that
engagement at a neighbourhood and communities of interest level
feeds into city wide engagement. In addition, city wide
engagement also seeks to involve a wider range of people who
are not involved in other parts of community planning.

Community engagement structures — neighbourhood level

4.5

Community engagement in community planning at a

neighbourhood level has been sought through two different

processes:

° Neighbourhood Community Action Plans — which enable
local communities to prioritise key issues and feed these
into the community planning process
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° Community Councils — which allow neighbourhood based
representation onto city wide community planning structures.

Neighbourhood community action plans

4.6

4.7

4.8

For the purposes of community planning, Aberdeen City has been

divided into 37 neighbourhoods. In the ROA, the Aberdeen City

Alliance committed to developing a ‘Neighbourhood Community

Action Plan’ for each of these 37 areas. TACA produced

guidelines on the preparation of these plans, which aimed to

integrate regeneration and community learning activity at a local

level. This guidance stated that the Action Plans should include:

° a map of the neighbourhood concerned

° a neighbourhood profile — population and area
characteristics

° audit of existing resources in the community

° identification of neighbourhood priorities

° production of an Action Plan

° feeding Action Plan into wider community planning
structures

° monitoring of activities.

Neighbourhood Community Action Plans were developed with a

focus on community engagement. As each neighbourhood across

the city had its own identity and community planning history, the

approach to community engagement varied between areas.

However, in many areas community engagement was ensured

through activities such as:

° ‘Planning for Real’ events — enabling communities to see
models of the area and discuss priorities in a visual way

° open day events and postal surveys

° discussions with local community groups.

Work on development of these ‘Neighbourhood Community Action
Plans’ has been a long term process. Different neighbourhoods
have progressed at varying speeds. But ongoing work since 2003
has meant that by 2006 each of the 37 areas now has a finalised
Plan in place.
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4.9

As at 2006, the 37 neighbourhoods are supported by Aberdeen
City Council officers. There are four Neighbourhood Community
Planning Officers and three Tenant Participation Officers.
Discussion with community planning partners identified that the
relationship with Community Learning and Development staff on
the ground is not clearly defined. There was recognition that their
role in the context of community engagement within the
community planning process was underdeveloped.

Community councils

4.10 The process of developing Neighbourhood Community Action

4.1

Plans has allowed local communities to have an influence over
the issues considered by community planning in Aberdeen. But it
does not provide a framework for community representatives to
become involved in wider community planning structures.
Neighbourhood involvement in city wide community planning
structures in Aberdeen has been organised through Community
Councils.

There are 31 Community Councils in Aberdeen. Each Community
Council is able to elect three or four representatives on the
‘Community Forum’. This is the main city wide forum for
community engagement. The number of representatives each
Community Council has depends on the size of the area it covers.
More detail is provided below.

Community engagement structures — communities of interest

4 .12 TACA also wishes to ensure that communities of interest are able

to become effectively involved in community planning. Eight

‘communities of interest’ forums have been established. These

are:

° Community Partners — communities in priority regeneration
areas

° Disability Advisory Group

° Women'’s Alliance

° Ethnic Minority Forum

° Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual and Transgender Forum

° Youth Action Committee

° Senior Citizens Forum

° Gypsy/Travellers Group.
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4.13 At the time of writing the ROA (in 2004) the majority of these
groups were established. Some of the groups had been running
for some time and were independent, sustainable groups. Others
had just had their first meeting, or required some effort to
reinvigorate the group. The Gypsy/Traveller group involved a
small number of community representatives supported by the
Aberdeen Travellers Education and Information Project.

4.14 Although some groups received support in becoming established,
by 2006 the Forums are now relatively autonomous. Each Forum
is expected to develop their own plans to extend community
engagement. Nine Aberdeen City Council staff can provide
support to the Forums, although they are not solely dedicated to
this work.

4.15 The level of activity in each of these forums has varied over time.
The frequency of meetings is also variable. For example the
LGBT Forum initially had a relatively narrow focus - on the co-
ordination of the Aberdeen Pride. Now the Forum is in the process
of applying for charitable status.

4.16 Each of the Community of Interest Forums has representation on
city wide community engagement structures. Dependent on the
size of the Forum, each group has between two and four
representative spaces on the Aberdeen Civic Forum. These
structures are explained in more detail below.

Community engagement structures — city-wide
4.17 At a city-wide level, the ROA sets out three main structures for
involving communities:
° The Civic Forum
° Aberdeen’s Voice
° The City Assembly.

4.18 In addition, since the ROA was written the Aberdeen City Alliance
has been establishing a further city wide structure for engagement
— a series of themed ‘Challenge Forums’.
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The Civic Forum

4.19

4.20

4.21

4.22

The Civic Forum was launched in 2002. It is a city wide
representative forum, and provides an opportunity for communities
across Aberdeen to meet and influence decisions. The Forum is a
membership organisation, with representation from geographic
areas and communities of interest. Representatives are formally
elected onto the Civic Forum and serve for three years.

There are 126 spaces for community representation on this Forum:

° 24 Community Councils elect three representatives

° seven largest Community Councils elect four
representatives

° eight Community of Interest Forums elect between two and
four representatives.

The Forum meets three or four times a year. The aim of the
Forum is to provide a structured way in which the views of the
community can be taken into the community planning process.
Although there are over 100 spaces for community involvement,
TACA has a target of involving 80 representatives at each Forum
meeting.

The Civic Forum has a small lead group which functions as an
executive and it has four places on the Aberdeen City Alliance
(TACA). In addition, the Forum sends representatives to the
Challenge Forums and other ad hoc community planning working
groups. The Civic Forum is supported by a part time officer.
Training is provided to community representatives to assist them
in attending the Challenge Forums and the Aberdeen City
Alliance.

Aberdeen’s Voice

4.23

Community engagement at a city wide level is also encouraged
through Aberdeen’s Voice. This is a citizen’s panel involving
approximately 1,400 individuals. The panel was established in
January 2003 and comprises of a cross section of Aberdeen’s
population. Members of the panel were drawn proportionately
from different age groups, neighbourhoods, housing tenures and
communities of interest.
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4.24

Panel members are sent four questionnaires each year, asking
questions about public service delivery in a range of areas. This
includes health provision, social work services, housing, crime and
democracy. These questionnaires are also made available online.

Civic Assembly

4.25

An annual Civic Assembly meeting is held. This meeting is open
to the public and its agenda is made up from items proposed by
community groups and members of the public. In 2005 the topics
ranged from sustainability and the local economy to teaching civic
responsibility in schools. The Civic Forum takes account of the
views expressed at the Assembly when it represents the
community in its meetings.

Challenge forums

4.26

4.27

In development of the Aberdeen Community Plan, TACA identified
14 key areas for development. To support this work, challenge
forums were established for each activity. These were:

° Clean city

° Transport and connections

° Prosperity and jobs

° Aberdeen’s image

. Learning

° Arts, heritage and sport

° Leading the city

° Being informed

° Getting involved

° Neighbourhood action and locality planning

° Health and social care

° Homes

° Safety

° Land use and environment

It was later identified that the remits of the ‘Being Informed’ and

‘Getting Involved’ forums were over-lapping. As a result these

have now been merged.
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4.28 All Challenge Forums involve community planning partners and

community representatives. Community representatives are
elected through the Community Forum. Each of the Challenge
Forums has a chair and a facilitator. The Forums are all expected
to undertake community engagement as part of their remit.

Community engagement structures — perceptions

4.29

4.30

4.31

Community planning partners, including community activists were
consulted on their views towards community engagement activity
in Aberdeen. Community activists were very positive about
progress at a geographical level through the development of
Neighbourhood Community Action Plans. It was felt that the
process of developing the plans had been very positive, with “real
engagement” of local communities. People were also very pleased
with the actions agreed as a result of the plans. It was felt that
plans would provide an effective focus for future action.

However, the process of developing neighbourhood plans also
had some negative aspects. Community activists stressed that
neighbourhood level participation raised interesting issues about
how competing priorities are identified and resourced. They
suggested that in the future there could be competition in
accessing resources, resulting in a risk that community planning
partners could fail to meet expectations.

In terms of engagement of partners, community activists
suggested that there were varying levels of responsiveness to
community views. Grampian Police were identified as a valued
partner which had made a serious commitment to engaging within
community planning structures. Discussions with the Police
identified that the organisation had been entirely restructured to
ensure that operational activities fit with the 37 community
planning neighbourhoods. The organisation was also strongly
committed to community engagement, and actively attending
community planning groups at a local, thematic, community of
interest and city wide level. Other partners, such as those involved
in the transport sector, were seen as much less responsive.
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4.32 Although community activists were positive, it was felt that the
community planning structures within Aberdeen City were complex.
The community and other partners mentioned that communications
within TACA and between partners were not always effective. In
some cases, there was a feeling that a lot of time could be
dedicated to attending meetings, with little to show as a result.
Community activists emphasised the importance of ‘doggedness’,
‘belief’ and ‘determination’ in continuing to be involved in
community planning. It was felt that community members make a
significant time commitment in becoming involved in community
planning.

4.33 However, community activists did stress that it was important to
give the new community planning processes time to settle in. It was
felt that the transition to community planning over the last three to
four years had mainly involved getting the structures in place. This
had involved intensive work with the Civic Forum and TACA,
ensuring management frameworks were effective. It was felt that,
now that these structures were in place, this marked a significant
shift towards setting a new agenda and listening to community
priorities.

4.34 All community activists were very clear that they needed support to
allow them to be effective. They pointed to the value of the support
given to the Civic Forum by a part time worker and the need for this
to continue in the future.

National Standards for Community Engagement
4.35 Aberdeen City’'s ROA clearly states that “the Aberdeen City
Alliance has adopted the recently published National Standards
for Community Engagement.” It used the standards to develop
two clear outcomes for community engagement activity in
Aberdeen:
° communities, through a range of community groups, inform
and strengthen the decisions made by The Aberdeen City
Alliance (TACA)
° communities take more responsibility for identifying their
priorities and encouraging community involvement.
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4.36

4.37

4.38

4.39

4.40

The ROA also stated that more specific outcomes for community
engagement would be developed in the future, based on the
National Standards.

Discussion with community planning partners identified that all
were aware of the National Standards for Community
Engagement. All consultees considered them to be an excellent
source of good practice. The most useful element of the standards
was that they were seen as providing a ‘checklist’ of good
practice. However, some stated that they were perceived as
minimum or baseline standards, and that often community
engagement in the Aberdeen area has exceeded the level of the
standards.

The Standards had been used by TACA to develop a ‘Community
Engagement Protocol’. This was developed to support staff in their
community engagement activity. The aim was to adapt good
practice in community engagement to the Aberdeen context. For
example, one suggestion within the Protocol is that all services
should inform the community planning website of any proposed
consultation. The National Standards were described as very
helpful in the development of the Protocol. The Protocol was
issued in July 2005 and amended in November 2005.

Although there is commitment within the ROA to adopt the
National Standards for Community Engagement, this did not occur
immediately for all partner organisations. Aberdeen City Council
has been going through a restructuring process, and indicated
that as a result the plan to integrate the community engagement
standards into the Council was delayed.

However, in spring 2006 Aberdeen City Council took up the offer
of training on the National Standards from Communities Scotland
and external consultants. This means that all senior managers
within the Council have now been trained on use of the
Standards. Council consultees indicated that, at the time of
interview, the Council and its community planning partners were
now ready to develop the use of the Standards.
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4.41

4.42

4.43

4.44

4.45

Other community planning partners were also working towards
use of the National Standards. Although representatives from
Grampian Police and NHS Grampian were very familiar with the
National Standards both indicated that they are not yet fully using
the standards in all community engagement activity.

Grampian Police had been involved in awareness raising activity
by the Association of Chief Police Officers in Scotland. This
Association discussed the Standards in 2005 following their
launch. The importance of the Standards in assisting effective
engagement with the public was emphasised. At a local level,
Grampian Police were developing training material on community
engagement, which includes the National Standards. Overall, the
Standards were seen as a useful target to aspire to.

NHS Grampian indicated that officers who participated in
community planning structures were very aware of the National
Standards. However, although the Standards were seen as
valuable, NHS Grampian is not yet using the standards fully. As a
result, NHS Grampian is in the process of employing a full time
officer to be responsible for developing and integrating the National
Standards within the NHS. This will be developed in conjunction
with other guidance to which the NHS is working, such as guidance
produced by NHS Quality Improvement Scotland, the NHS Primary
Care Directorate and guidance on Community Health Partnerships.

Two community activists interviewed as part of this study were very
familiar with the National Standards, having been involved in the
consultation undertaken when developing the Standards. This
consultation had occurred through the Civic Forum. The standards
were seen as very valuable. However, it was recognised that TACA
was in the early stages of implementing the Standards as an
everyday part of their community engagement activity.

Another activist, who was involved in two Community of Interest
Forums, was unaware of the National Standards. But she did feel
that anything which improved awareness about good practice was
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4.46

valuable. In addition, one development worker who attended one of
the Communities of Interest Forums was unaware of the National
Standards.

Feedback from the local Communities Scotland office supports the
findings that community planning partners are fully aware of the
National Standards and have referenced them within their planning
documents. However, it was felt that, as with many areas across
Scotland, the Aberdeen City Alliance was relatively weak on setting
performance targets, indicators and outcomes for community
engagement. This emphasises the importance of developing a
more structured approach to measuring community engagement
activity, through this piece of research.

Engaging with equality groups

4.47

4.48

4.49

In Aberdeen City, community engagement with equality groups is
undertaken through eight ‘Community of Interest’ Forums. These
involve people from equality groups, including minority ethnic
communities, people with disabilities, older people and so on. More
detail is provided earlier in this case study.

Discussions with community planning partners, including
community members, identified that the Forums were seen as
valuable in allowing each equality group to develop their own
agenda. One consultee felt that these Forums were particularly
important due to the profile of the communities involved in
geographical groups — “the white middle class interests largely form
the bulk of the geographical representation.”

However, it was felt that often the neighbourhoods could dominate
community planning discussions. The Neighbourhood Community
Action Plans were seen as a strong process, which gives weight to
the demands of people at a geographical level. The plans
developed by the Equality Forums were not always seen as having
the same stature within the community planning framework. It was
felt that it could prove difficult for equality groups to have their
agendas and priorities accepted, with so many other priorities at a
neighbourhood level.
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4.50

4.51

4.52

4.53

In addition, some consultees felt that there could be potential areas
of duplication between city wide Civic Forum, and the Community
of Interest Forums. The reason for this was that consideration was
being given to forming sub groups of the Civic Forum which would
undertake a form of scrutiny role in relation to the delivery of TACA
objectives. This could possibly create a conflict with one of the roles
of the Community of Interest Forums. Further consideration is being
given to how community participation in the monitoring of delivery
would be developed.

Discussion with community activists involved in Communities of
Interest Forums identified that these Forums did experience some
difficulties in engaging with wider community planning processes
through TACA. There were time pressures on community activists,
who had to attend both Community of Interest Forums and the Civic
Forum in order to become personally involved in TACA. Others
were frustrated due to the length of time that it can take for
community planning to reach a decision and take action.

Some minority ethnic communities attending the Ethnic Minority
Forum were also experiencing language barriers which prevented
them from fully participating in discussions. In many cases,
community activists were unwilling or unable to dedicate time to
attend these meetings. This had meant that in some cases,
Community of Interest Forums were in danger of losing their
representation on the Civic Forum. This would mean that the link
with wider community planning structures was effectively lost.

The importance of creating linkages between Community of Interest
Forums and wider community planning structures was emphasised
by a number of people in relation to young people. Community
activists commented that young people (from the Youth Action
Committee — a Community of Interest Forum) did attend the Civic
Forum. However, young people did not attend on a regular basis.
This made a number of people concerned about future community
engagement activity. Many stressed the need to ensure that young
people are kept interested, and encouraged to continue their
involvement into adulthood.
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4.54

Some Forums also suggested that TACA partners were not always
a