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The Committee will meet at 10.00 am in Committee Room 1.
 
1. Declaration of interests: Christian Allard will be invited to declare any relevant

interests.
 
2. Subordinate legislation: The  Committee  will  consider  the  following  negative

instruments—
 

Town and Country Planning (Control of Advertisements) (Scotland)
Amendment Regulations 2013 (SSI 2013/154);
Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure)
(Scotland) Regulations 2013 (SSI 2013/155);
Town and Country Planning (Appeals) (Scotland) Regulations 2013
(SSI 2013/156);
Town and Country Planning (Schemes of Delegation and Local Review
Procedure) (Scotland) Regulations 2013 (SSI 2013/157).
 

3. Delivery of Regeneration in Scotland: The Committee will take evidence from-
—

 
Von Jackson, Secretary, Coalfield Community Federation and Member of
New Cumnock Liaison Group;
 
Karen McGregor, Member, Kirkcaldy East Regeneration Forum;
 
Margaret Logan, Member, Gallatown East Tenants and Residents
Association;
 
Isabel Dunsmuir, Community Development Co-ordinator, DRC
Generations;
 
Bronagh Gallagher, Network Development Officer, West and Central
Scotland Voluntary Sector Network;
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George Roberts, Chair, Whitfield Development Group;
 
Janice Hendry, Development Director, Yipworld;
 
Brendan  Rooney,  Executive  Director,  Healthy  ‘n’  Happy  Community
Development Trust;
 
Robert Young, ICT Support Officer, Community Links South Lanarkshire;
 

and then from—
 

Jackie Brock, Chief Executive, Children in Scotland;
 
Judith Robertson, Head of Oxfam Scotland, Oxfam Scotland.
 

4. Delivery of Regeneration in Scotland (in private): The Committee will
consider the evidence received. 

 
5. Public services reform and local government: strand 3 - developing new

ways of delivering services (in private): The Committee will consider a draft
report.

 
 

David Cullum
Clerk to the Local Government and Regeneration Committee

Room T3.60
The Scottish Parliament

Edinburgh
Tel: 0131 348 5223

Email: david.cullum@scottish.parliament.uk
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Local Government and Regeneration Committee 
 

20th Meeting, 2013 (Session 4), Wednesday, 19 June 2013 
 

SSI Cover Note 
 
Introduction 
 
1. This paper seeks to inform members’ consideration of four SSIs— 

 the Town and Country Planning (Control of Advertisements) (Scotland) 
Amendment Regulations 2013 (SSI 2013/154); 

 the Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) 
(Scotland) Regulations 2013 (SSI 2013/155); 

 the Town and Country Planning (Appeals) (Scotland) Regulations 2013 (SSI 
2013/156); 

 the Town and Country Planning (Schemes of Delegation and Local Review 
Procedure) (Scotland) Regulations 2013 (SSI 2013/157). 

Town and Country Planning (Control of Advertisements) (Scotland) 
Amendment Regulations 2013 (SSI 2013/154) 

Background 

2. This instrument was laid on 23 May 2013, and the Local Government and 
Regeneration Committee was designated as lead committee. 

3. The Delegated Powers and Law Reform Committee considered the regulations at 
its meeting on 4 June 2013 and had no points to bring to the attention of the 
Committee. 
 

4. The Local Government and Regeneration Committee must report by 24 June 
2013. 
 

5. These Regulations amend the Town and Country Planning (Control of 
Advertisements) (Scotland) Regulations 1984. The changes relate to appeals 
relating to decisions, and failure to give decisions, regarding the consents to 
display advertisements and to appeal in relation to discontinuance notices and 
enforcement notices served in relation to the display of advertisements. The 
amendments apply, with modifications, the provisions of sections 47 to 48 of the 
Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 (“the Act”) to appeals relating to 
consents to display advertisements; sections 47 and 48 of the Act to appeals 
relating to discontinuance notices and sections 130 to 132 of the Act to appeals 
relating to enforcement notices. The procedure applicable to such appeals, 
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including time limits for making an appeal, is set out in the Town and Country 
Planning (Appeals) (Scotland) Regulations 2013. 

6. The regulations are subject to negative procedure. No motion to annul has been 
lodged. 

 
Policy objectives 

7. These regulations make consequential amendments as part of a wider package 
of changes included in the following (which are also before Parliament): 

 The Town and Country Planning (Appeals) (Scotland) Regulations 
2013 (SSI 2013/156); 

 The Town and Country Planning (Development Management 
Procedure) (Scotland) Regulations  2013 (SSI 2013/155); 

 The Town and Country Planning (Schemes of Delegation and Local 
Review Procedure) (Scotland) Regulations 2013 (SSI 2013/157). 
 

8. The package of legislative changes are to help streamline the overall planning 
process and so improve its role in supporting sustainable economic growth. 

Procedure in committee 
 
9. Under negative procedure, an instrument comes into force on the date specified 

on it (the "coming into force date") unless a motion to annul it is agreed to by the 
Parliament (within the 40-day period). Any MSP (whether a member of the lead 
committee or not) may lodge a motion recommending annulment of an SSI at any 
time during the 40-day period, including after the lead committee has considered 
the instrument. 

 
Action 
 
10. Unless a motion to annul the instrument is lodged, the Committee need only 

consider the instrument, and indicate whether it is content not to make any 
recommendations on it. 
 

11. Is the Committee content not to make any recommendations to the 
Parliament? 
 

Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (Scotland) 
Regulations 2013 (SSI 2013/155) 

Background 

12. This instrument was laid on 23 May 2013, and the Local Government and 
Regeneration Committee was designated as lead committee. 

13. The Delegated Powers and Law Reform Committee considered the regulations at 
its meeting on 4 June 2013 and had no points to bring to the attention of the 
Committee. 
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14. The Local Government and Regeneration Committee must report by 24 June 
2013. 
 

15. These Regulations make provision for the manner in which applications for 
planning permission, for approvals required by a condition imposed on a grant of 
planning permission in principle and for certificates of lawful use and 
development under the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 (“the 
Act”) are to be made. These Regulations apply to all applications made on or 
after 3rd August 2009. The also apply to the limited extent provided for in Part 10 
in respect of applications made before that date but not determined by that date. 
 

16. The regulations are subject to negative procedure. No motion to annul has been 
lodged. 
 

Policy objectives 
 

17. The Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure 
(Scotland) Regulations 2013 (“the 2013 Regulations”) deal with the detailed 
requirements around the processing of applications for planning permission and 
certificates of lawful use or development (CLUD).  The 2013 Regulations are 
mainly a consolidation of the Town and Country Planning (Development 
Management Procedure) (Scotland) Regulations 2008 (“the 2008 Regulations”) 
and the subsequent amendments to those regulations.  An outline of what the 
2013 Regulations cover is included at the end of this policy note. 

18. In addition, the 2013 Regulations make the following changes to the procedures 
for applications relating to planning permission and CLUD: 

 i) Changes to requirements to advertise planning applications in newspapers 
 where there are no premises on neighbouring land to which neighbour 
 notification can be sent; 

 ii) Add a requirement for consultation with Network Rail on development 
 proposals within 10  metres of a railway line; 

 iii) The introduction of provisions on information requirements regarding 
 Crown development and national security issues;  

 iv) Extend the list of regulations in the 2013 Regulations which apply to a 
 person appointed to determine an application for local development; and 

v) Several amendments upon consolidation :  

 using a single definition for references to “householder 
development” in the 2013 Regulations;  

  bringing the requirement to publish newspaper notices and 
consider representations before granting permission for 
development plan departures (previously specified in a 1996 
direction) within the 2013 Regulations; 
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 bringing the requirements to consult sportscotland on certain 
applications (currently specified in a 2007 direction) within the 
2013 Regulations; 

 reducing the discretion for statutory consultees to reduce 
consultation requirements in relation to developments involving  
or near major accident hazards; and 

 adding a requirement for decision notices to indicate where 
applicants can find more information on appeals and local 
reviews. 
 

19. The aim of the consolidation and changes is to ensure planning procedural 
requirements are transparent, efficient and proportionate. 
 

Procedure in committee 
 

20. Under negative procedure, an instrument comes into force on the date specified 
on it (the "coming into force date") unless a motion to annul it is agreed to by the 
Parliament (within the 40-day period). Any MSP (whether a member of the lead 
committee or not) may lodge a motion recommending annulment of an SSI at any 
time during the 40-day period, including after the lead committee has considered 
the instrument. 

 
Action 
 
21. Unless a motion to annul the instrument is lodged, the Committee need only 

consider the instrument, and indicate whether it is content not to make any 
recommendations on it. 
 

22. Is the Committee content not to make any recommendations to the 
Parliament? 
 

Town and Country Planning (Appeals) (Scotland) Regulations 2013 (SSI 
2013/156) 

23. This instrument was laid on 23 May 2013, and the Local Government and 
Regeneration Committee was designated as lead committee. 

24. The Delegated Powers and Law Reform Committee considered the regulations at 
its meeting on 11 June 2013 and had no points to bring to the attention of the 
Committee. 
 

25. The Local Government and Regeneration Committee must report by 24 June 
2013. 
 

26. These Regulations make provision in connection with appeals to the Scottish 
Ministers under sections 47, 75B, 75F, 130, 154, 169 and 180 of the Town and 
Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 (c.8) (“the Act”) and appeals under 
sections 18 and 35 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) 
(Scotland) Act 1997 (“the Listed Buildings Act”). They apply to appeals under 
sections 47 and 130 as those sections are applied in relation to the control of 
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advertisement by regulations under section 182 of the Act. These Regulations 
also apply in relation to the procedure for dealing with applications made under 
section 242A of the Act and applications called-in for determination by the 
Scottish Ministers by virtue of a direction under section 46 of the Act or section 11 
of the Listed Buildings Act. 
 

27. The regulations are subject to negative procedure. No motion to annul has been 
lodged. 
 

Policy objectives 
 

28. The Planning etc. (Scotland) Act 2006 removed the right to be heard for 
appellants and planning authorities in relation to applications called-in for 
determination by the Scottish Ministers and appeals to the Scottish Ministers in a 
number of areas of planning.  The intention is that the person, appointed by the 
Scottish Ministers, considering the case decides whether further processing is 
required (or whether there is sufficient information available to make a decision) 
and what the most effective form of processing would be in a particular case.  
This ensures the procedure is proportionate to the case, therefore improving 
efficiency while ensuring a fair and transparent process and a high quality of 
determination. 

29. The Town and Country Planning (Appeals) (Scotland) Regulations 2008 (“the 
2008 Regulations”), came into force on 3 August 2009 introducing procedures 
that apply to appeals in respect of decisions on planning applications, or the 
failure to take such decisions, enforcement notices, notices requiring replacement 
of trees, amenity notices and refusals of certificates of lawful use or development 
(CLUD).  

30. They make provision for the timescales for making an appeal, the notice to be 
given of an appeal and the submission of views by the applicant or appellant and 
the planning authority and, in most cases, “interested parties” (who vary 
depending on the nature of the case, but include, for example, those who made 
representations to the planning authority on a planning application which is now 
before Ministers).  The Reporter can then decide whether there is sufficient 
information to make a decision or whether further processing is required and, 
taking due account of the views of the applicant or appellant and the planning 
authority, what form it should take. 

31. Further processing can be by written submissions, a site inspection, hearing 
session or inquiry session or combination of these.  The 2008 Regulations set out 
the procedures for each of these processes. 

32. The Town and Country Planning (Appeals) (Scotland) Regulations 2013 (“the 
2013 Regulations”) update and consolidate the 2008 Regulations.  They include 
previous amendments to the 2008 Regulations to cover appeals and applications 
called in for determination by Scottish Ministers in relation to listed buildings and 
conservation areas consent cases, and applications to modify or discharge 
planning obligations or good neighbour agreements.  

33. In addition, these regulations include amendments in relation to:  
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i) the appeals procedure for control of advertisements cases; 

ii) provision for applications for urgent Crown development and cases 
where  information is national security sensitive and therefore cannot be 
subject to full disclosure; 

iii) iii) allowing reporter’s discretion to deal with minor pieces of additional 
 information  (e.g. plans of different scale or minor corrections to 
 submissions); and 

iv) providing an “opt-in” procedure, whereby the reporter can ask those 
who made representations in a case whether they wish to be a part of 
any further processing of the appeal. 

Procedure in committee 
 

34. Under negative procedure, an instrument comes into force on the date specified 
on it (the "coming into force date") unless a motion to annul it is agreed to by the 
Parliament (within the 40-day period). Any MSP (whether a member of the lead 
committee or not) may lodge a motion recommending annulment of an SSI at any 
time during the 40-day period, including after the lead committee has considered 
the instrument. 

 
Action 
 
35. Unless a motion to annul the instrument is lodged, the Committee need only 

consider the instrument, and indicate whether it is content not to make any 
recommendations on it. 
 

36. Is the Committee content not to make any recommendations to the 
Parliament? 
 

Town and Country Planning (Schemes of Delegation and Local Review 
Procedure) (Scotland) Regulations 2013 (SSI 2013/157) 

37. This instrument was laid on 23 May 2013, and the Local Government and 
Regeneration Committee was designated as lead committee. 

38. The Delegated Powers and Law Reform Committee considered the regulations at 
its meeting on 11 June 2013 and had no points to bring to the attention of the 
Committee. 
 

39. The Local Government and Regeneration Committee must report by 24 June 
2013. 
 

40. These Regulations make provision in connection with the preparation and content 
of schemes of delegation under section 43A(1) of the Town and Country Planning 
(Scotland) Act 1997 (c.8) (“the Act”) and the procedure for reviews held by virtue 
of section 43A(8) of the Act. They replace and revoke the Town and Country 
Planning (Schemes of Delegation and Local Review Procedure) (Scotland) 
Regulations 2008. 
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Policy objectives 
41. In August 2009 amendments to the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 

1997 and the Town and Country Planning (Schemes of Delegation and Local 
Review Procedure ) (Scotland) Regulations 2008 (“the 2008 Regulations”) came 
into force introducing local reviews.  They require planning authorities to produce 
a scheme of delegation for planning applications for local development to be 
determined by appointed persons (usually planning officers).  The applicants in 
such delegated cases would then have a right to seek a local review of that 
decision by a local review body made up of authority members, instead of a right 
of appeal to Scottish Ministers.  These changes were intended to improve 
efficiency in the decision making process whilst retaining high quality decision 
making.  

42. The Town and Country planning (Schemes of Delegation and Local Review 
Procedure) (Scotland) regulations 2013 (“the 2013 Regulations”) mainly 
consolidate subsequent amendments made to the 2008 Regulations.  In addition, 
two amendments are included regarding: i) delegation of planning authority 
interest cases and ii) automatic deemed refusal on certain local review cases.  A 
summary of these regulations as a whole is set out at the end of this paper. 

43. This consolidation is to make it more convenient to identify the requirements 
around schemes of delegation and local review procedures.  In addition, the 
proposed amendments are to help streamline the overall planning process and 
so improve its role in supporting sustainable economic growth. 

Procedure in committee 
 

44. Under negative procedure, an instrument comes into force on the date specified 
on it (the "coming into force date") unless a motion to annul it is agreed to by the 
Parliament (within the 40-day period). Any MSP (whether a member of the lead 
committee or not) may lodge a motion recommending annulment of an SSI at any 
time during the 40-day period, including after the lead committee has considered 
the instrument. 

 
Action 
 
45. Unless a motion to annul the instrument is lodged, the Committee need only 

consider the instrument, and indicate whether it is content not to make any 
recommendations on it. 
 

46. Is the Committee content not to make any recommendations to the 
Parliament? 
 
 
Fiona Sinclair 
Committee Assistant 
 
14 June 2013 
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Local Government and Regeneration Committee 
 

20th Meeting, 2013 (Session 4), Wednesday, 19 June 2013 
 

Delivery of Regeneration in Scotland Inquiry 
 

Submission from Children in Scotland 
 
Response to Request from the Local Government and Regeneration Committee 
for further information on The School as The Hub for Community Regeneration 
 
Children in Scotland is grateful for the opportunity to provide more detail of our proposal 
for working with school communities to provide a focus for regeneration. If regeneration 
is about local communities leading action to transform their vulnerable communities, 
then where better to locate action than around the community asset of the school 
community (its people) and its physical infrastructure, which serves a significant 
proportion of the local population. Furthermore, it is an asset, which is universal, non-
stigmatising and rich in resources.  
 
Background 
 
Our original evidence stated:  
 
It is vital that regeneration is viewed, not just in term of the physical improvement of an 
area but in terms of expanded opportunities and improved life quality and chances for 
those living there.  A good childhood for every child depends, first and foremost, on 
what happens in each child’s family and community. Properly supporting them is the 
way to help all children thrive.  
 
Our proposal is that expanded childcare and out of school play and learning and 
provision would provide a valuable and effective framework and focus for regeneration 
and community engagement, underpinned by the national strategies outlined above.  
Strong communities are built around “social hubs” bringing a range of people and 
support services together often around recreational as well more formal services. They 
play a crucial role in promoting social cohesion, breaking the cycle of deprivation and 
preventing poverty.  
 
There is still a legacy in some schools of the New Community Schools programme, 
which enabled integrated provision of school and education, family support, health 
services and promotion by using the existing school estate as wider community assets1.  
However, the approach largely disappeared once the funding ended. 
 
 
 
 
                                                            
1 http://www.infed.org/schooling/s-newcs.htm	
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Introduction 
It is our contention that the impact of a significant number of national and community 
planning partnership level strategies and policies, could benefit from, and be 
strengthened by, a school community perspective.   
If we consider just a selection of the Scottish Government’s aims for Scotland, we argue 
that they cannot be achieved without placing school communities and the role of 
learning within these communities, to the fore: 
 

• Making Scotland the best place in the world to grow up in. 
• Moving from a good to great education system. 
• A Scotland where our most disadvantaged communities are supported and 

where all places are sustainable and promote well-being. 
• Strengthening Scotland’s economy by developing a highly skilled workforce  - our 

young people but also the learning workforce. 
• Focussing government and public services on creating a more successful 

country, with opportunities for all of Scotland to flourish, through increasing 
sustainable economic growth. 

• Making Social Justice real through tackling poverty and deprivation. 
 
The Scottish Government’s vision for its regeneration strategy 
 
The vision requires  “a coordinated approach across the public, private and third 
sectors, alongside community led action. In particular, to achieve these outcomes in 
vulnerable and fragile communities, a concerted effort is needed across government 
and all mainstream services to deliver the required results. Successful and sustainable 
communities should therefore be at the heart of delivery of services at national and local 
level.” 
 
The strategy itself does not mention “schools” or “early years provision”. Education is 
mentioned seven times as an example of a public service. At one level, this omission is 
surprising. However, the strategy seeks to avoid pre-determined solutions and 
emphasises  flexibility and being led by community priorities. Our proposal will build on 
the untapped potential for schools and early years providers to provide a hub for “a co-
ordinated approach alongside community led action” and therefore fits well with the 
underlying principles of the strategy. 
 
The School as The Hub for Community Regeneration 
 
The illustration below shows our understanding of the strategic and policy landscape 
and the relevant and potential impact these have for a school community. For the 
avoidance of doubt, by school community, we mean the children, young people, 
parents, school staff and the local community served by the school. 
 
This diagram illustrates the school community and the connections at CPP and national 
levels: 
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Our proposal is that school communities know all too well the problems they face and 
they can identify the potential and sustainable solutions. There are fuding implications 
but we do not believe these are necessarily insurmountable if we ensure that funding is 
aligned at school, cpp and national levels, together with using other funders to lever in 
additional funding.  
 
Our work with schools serving our most deprived communities aims to get additional 
support from other partners, including local community groups, to provide the additional 
care and learning opportunities  which will enable the school community to improve 
outcomes.   
 
Such schools are serving populations where the causes of deprivation are complex and 
systemic.  Alone, with the right leadership, they can make a significant difference for many 
of their pupils but we believe they can make a sustained and transformational difference to 
their school communities as the hub for regeneration if their role and contribution in the 
wider community planning partnership landscape is recognized and developed. 
 
Our specific methodology would be: 

1. To identify the strengths within the school community which support it to tackle the impact of 
deprivation. This would include, leadership, culture, specific provision for children with 
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additional support needs; childcare, adult learning opportunities, the involvement of parents 
and wider community. 

2. To identify the potential for learning and development opportunities beyond the school 
timetable for pupils, parents and other local residents. 

3. To chart the resources available to support the school. This would include those parental, 
community and third sector resources which are either working in the school or might be 
available. Crucially, it would include resources all community planning partners. (Predicated 
on no additional resources being available but an emphasis on maximizing existing 
resources.) 

4. To work with the school community to enable it to identify what would make the most impact 
on, children’s learning and wider skill development; reducing the attainment gap, supporting 
childcare arrangements, learning and support opportunities, advice services, etc. for parents.  

5. To establish a small set of key priorities and a funding strategy for these, predicated on 
maximizing existing resources and identifying funding opportunities available for community-
led work where possible in conjunction with community education and other services. 

As mentioned above, community schools are not a new concept and many of our schools 
have dynamic and thriving community-based features. However, we believe that schools 
serving the most disadvantaged communities will not be able to address the challenges of 
narrowing the attainment gap between the most and least disadvantaged of our children 
without a renewed focus on the community strengths and how these can be used to support 
the school and its eforts and, in turn, we believe this process, will be a powerful focus for 
regeneration..  
 
Equally, as we have argued, the success of wider regeneration strategy and our wider social 
justice goals, can only be properly realised through full engagement of the asset which is the 
school and school community utlising its positon as a social hub.  
 
As we acknoweldged in our original submission, our proposal is not without financial 
implications, however these are ultimately issues of choices and priorities.   
Additionally, a large part of what is being proposed is greater and better alignment  of 
existing assets while the longer term return on any investment in both socially and 
financially would be much greater.  
As underlined by national and local governance and accountability arrangements,  
where financial restraints require that priorities are made, local communities should be 
involved in identifying what they are,, the potential funding streams and how the 
support can be sustained. We know  the community can support the school through its 
people resources but also its potential to apply and secure funds from a range of 
funding opportunities.  

 
“What would help me most is someone in the school for part of the day to support parents so 
I can concentrate on my children” 
Head teacher, Primary School where 53% of children are on free school meals 
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However, this cannot move beyond a handful of small-scale projects unless we have a 
clear line of sight from the school community-based priorities and subsequent action, 
through to alignment (including of funding) at CPP-level and at SG level.  
 
Conclusion 
 
We agree fully with the statement in the Scottish Government Regneration strategy that 
regeneration is about people and their communities. It is our contention that there are 
few community assets which do, or have the potential to, galvanise, motivate and 
inspire, a community in the way a school can and that therfore the development of 
schools as the hub for local regeneration should be a focus for all our communities but 
with particular priority on our most deprived communities, where they should be a focal 
point for the area’s social, economic as well as physical reinvigoration.    
 
 
 
Contact: 
Ross Gilligan, Policy Officer, Children in Scotland 
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Local Government and Regeneration Committee 
 

20th Meeting, 2013 (Session 4), Wednesday, 19 June 2013 
 

Delivery of Regeneration in Scotland Inquiry 
 

Submission from Oxfam Scotland 

Oxfam Response to the Local Government and Regeneration Committee 
Inquiry into the delivery of Regeneration in Scotland, 15 March 

Oxfam Scotland welcomes the opportunity to respond to this inquiry into the delivery 
of regeneration in Scotland. Oxfam works to overcome poverty all over the world, 
including in Scotland, and believes that in a rich country such as ours the existence 
of poverty is completely unacceptable. We believe that poverty, social exclusion and 
discrimination represent a denial of human rights, preventing people from exercising 
their full rights to, for example, housing, health care, education, and an adequate 
standard of living. Oxfam’s vision is that women and men who experience poverty in 
the UK are enabled to exercise their rights to a decent and secure standard of living.  

Our work in Scotland involves partnering a range of community groups to help them 
build their assets – whether that be their social relations, their health and skills, their 
physical environment or their financial assets. We also work with policy makers to 
tackle the root causes of poverty. Both parts work hand-in-hand: we learn from our 
partners about what is going wrong and we utilise this experience in our campaign 
for change.  

Much of our response to this Inquiry is informed by our partners’ experience. 

Strategy and Policy Issues 

1. How can the linkage between the various strategies and policies related to 
regeneration be improved?  

If we are serious about tackling poverty and regenerating our communities then there 
needs to be a clear link between strategies and policies relating to regeneration, the 
economy, poverty and community empowerment. Yet the economic and 
regeneration strategies pursued for the past 30 years have failed to tackle poverty or 
improve community participation. Very often they have had the opposite effect and 
undermined communities. 

Glasgow, where much of Oxfam’s work in Scotland is undertaken, demonstrates how 
the imposition of a narrow model of economic development (focussed on increasing 
GDP and not the distribution of that economic activity) negatively impacts upon 
communities and individuals. Up until 1981 the gradient of poor health in Glasgow 
mirrored that of similarly-sized UK and European regions. Since then, however, 
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health inequalities have deepened1 because of something beyond material 
deprivation. Glasgow’s level and variation of income deprivation is the same as in 
Liverpool and Manchester. Yet Glasgow’s poor health manifests in premature male 
mortality which is 30% higher than in these comparable cities; suicide is 70% 
higher;2 there are 32% more violent deaths and 225% more alcohol-related deaths.3 
These excesses emerged only in the last two or three decades – a time when the 
Scottish economy grew by almost 2% each year4 and when spending on social 
problems and social welfare doubled.5 This illustrates how pursuit of a very partial 
type of financial assets undermines social and human assets – our friends, our 
family relationships and our health. 

Rather than economic growth, regeneration economic development efforts should 
focus on reducing poverty and inequality. Both public sector and private sector 
activity needs to be directed to this end, giving socio-economic equality and 
sustainability precedence in decision-making, and ensuring a socially-just and 
sustainable Scotland is the goal of public and private sector action.  

Oxfam proposes the creation of a Poverty Commissioner and new socio-economic 
duties aimed at reducing poverty and inequality. A Poverty Commissioner, working 
across Government strategies, would ensure a relentless focus on reducing poverty. 
A socio-economic duty, replicating the Highlands and Island Enterprise brief to 
pursue social development, and applying to both the public and private sector6, 
would ensure all new development and policy was undertaken with long term 
thinking in mind – benefiting society as a whole and ensuring we do not undermine 
labour conditions, family relationships or community assets. 

2. Can physical, social and economic regeneration really be separate entities? 
The Committee would find it useful to hear about projects distinctly focussed 
on one or more aspects, and the direct and indirect outcomes of such activity. 

Yes. The Scottish Government’s regeneration strategy defines regeneration as “the 
holistic process of reversing the economic, physical and social decline of places 
where market forces alone won't suffice”. Using this definition Oxfam’s partner 
groups could all be said to ‘do regeneration’. Tea in the Pot running a women’s drop-
in centre in Govan; GalGael offering a sense of purpose and community to those 
experiencing worklessness, depression or addiction; or the Clydebank Independent 
                                                            
1 Walsh, D (2011) 'To What Extent Does Poverty Explain Scotland’s Poor Health Profile?' Whose Economy 
Seminar Paper. Oxford: Oxfam &University of the West of Scotland p.340 
2 In 2004, when comparable figures are available, both male and female suicide rates were 50% higher than 
England and Wales (although the number of male suicides in Scotland has fallen more recently); Scottish Public 
Health Observatory (2011) p.260 
3 Walsh, D (2010) Investigating a ‘Glasgow Effect’: Why Do Equally Deprived UK Cities Experience Different 
Health Outcomes? Glasgow Centre for Population Health, Briefing Paper 25, September 2010 
4 From 1977 to 2007 Scotland’s Gross Domestic Product increased by an average of 1.9% each year 
5 Barnardo’s Scotland quoted in Scottish Parliament Finance Committee’s Report on Preventative Spending 
(2011), online at http://archive.scottish.parliament.uk/s3/committees/finance/reports‐11/fir11‐01.htm 
6 Government support could be withheld if the private sector was deemed not to meet a duty 
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Resource Centre providing advice and support to help individuals take up their 
benefit entitlements and deal with unmanageable debt: none of these projects 
involve physical regeneration, yet the benefits in terms of social and economic 
regeneration are undeniable. Taking one example alone, the Clydebank Independent 
Resource Centre - run by a handful of mainly part-time staff and dedicated 
volunteers on a budget of less than £185,000 - brought in £1.85 million in welfare 
benefits to those who passed through its doors in the 9 months to December 2012.  

This type of community project is arguably far more effective than much of the 
regeneration formally undertaken by public bodies, regeneration agencies and the 
private sector.  

Rather than focussing on physical regeneration, we should build on what 
communities want and need, whether that be human assets (such as individual 
health or skills), social assets, financial assets, physical assets or natural assets.  

Such an approach does not require major commercial regeneration projects although 
it does require local environments conducive to people coming together. Without 
physical spaces to share, engage and deliberate, there will never be the ‘head 
space’ for doing things. Accordingly, community spaces – rather than those for 
shopping – need to be prioritised by planning and economic development. 

3. Are we achieving the best value from investment in this area? If not, how 
could funding achieve the maximum impact? Could the funding available be 
used in different ways to support regeneration? 

No. Over the years Oxfam’s partners have witnessed the announcement, 
implementation and demise of many initiatives that claim to deliver regeneration and 
community engagement. Often these are imposed and do not reflect the priorities of 
local communities.7 Despite decades of talk about community engagement and 
participation, the experience of our partners has been that it has been ‘far too difficult 
– and generally not possible – for communities to exercise meaningful power in 
deciding how initiatives have been framed and progressed’.  

Instead it seems to Oxfam’s partners that decisions are taken behind closed doors, 
between officials and economic actors (under the guise of ‘commercial, in 
confidence’). Despite a great deal of rhetoric and official policies heralding the 
importance of community engagement, it seems political and economic interests are 
put ahead of the interests of communities. The experience of our partners is that 
power is skewed towards money and wealth, rather than community need. 

For example, major developments are planned in communities such as Linwood and 
Govan without substantial, genuine community engagement taking place (rather than 
simply consultation on the margins of a decision). Agendas themselves are never up 
for debate with the community – they seem to be set by politicians, self-appointed 
                                                            
7 Collins, C. (2008) The Right To Exist – The Story Of Clydebank Independent Resource Centre, p.8 
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community representatives and economic interests, only to be announced to 
communities as a fait accompli with only the detail (such as design specifics) subject 
to consultation.  

The communities Oxfam works with told us that they feel that local authorities expect 
more of them than they do of business. They feel that they are not respected in the 
way that economic interests (particularly big supermarket developers) are. In Beith 
for example, processes, requirements and personnel at the local authority were 
repeatedly changed at the last minute. This contrasts to the support provided to 
business interests. One of our partners says that ‘while there is only a thin interface 
between communities and decision makers, there is a strong relationship between 
businesses and regeneration agencies’. The experience of Clydebank shows that 
the regeneration agenda of recent times has been less about ‘the welfare of 
Scotland’s poorest communities, and rather more on the ‘welfare’ of private 
companies’.8 

Even worse, in places such as South Uist and Clydebank our partners have seen 
that ‘activists and organisations who have challenged this have too often been put 
under very real pressure for trying to stand up for their communities’.9 Our partners’ 
experience has been that ‘community participation became a mechanism for 
managing and restructuring communities which tended to compound, rather than 
offset, their fragmentation and loss of cohesion’.10 

Yet our partners remain active in resisting these imposed agendas – in Linwood 
where the Linwood Community Development Trust has developed its own 
community plan and in Govan where local women have created their own space for 
supporting each other when they felt that no such space was being afforded to them 
by official mechanisms. The ‘inspiring stories’ that are developed in communities 
have occurred despite, not because of, official processes. Even when the 
communities do meet the (fluctuating) demands of councils, their ideas and 
suggestions are still dismissed. 

Whether it be different and more participative forms of funding (see answer to 
questions 4 and 7); changes to the way local authorities engage with communities 
(see answer to question 8); or changes to the way we evaluate regeneration (see 
answer to question 10) there needs to be substantial change in the way that we do 
regeneration. 

Partnership Working 

4. What delivery mechanisms, co-ordination of, and information on the funding 
that supports regeneration are required, to facilitate access by all sections of 
the community? 
                                                            
8 Collins, C. (2008), p.122  
9 Collins, C. (2008), p8 
10 Collins, C. (2008), p82 
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Funding, and related delivery mechanisms, should be ‘pro-poor’: concertedly 
directing support to those communities which need it most. Without this, funding and 
resources will perpetuate the inequalities in Scotland. This seems to be the case with 
various funding streams currently. 

Oxfam research has found that local residents are under-represented on bodies that 
make decisions about regeneration,11 and that local decision-making structures are 
insufficiently open to substantial community involvement and shared agenda-setting. 
More than half the people living in Scotland’s most deprived 20% of areas report 
difficulties in improving local circumstances, compared to less than one-third of 
people in the least deprived areas.12 

Women are often absent from economic decision-making at all levels.13 Oxfam has 
found that even when women attend regeneration meetings, the manner in which 
meetings are run can discourage them from participating.14 Exclusion has serious 
repercussions: disempowerment and lack of control contribute to ill-health and cause 
adverse health behaviours.15  

As well as addressing issues around decision making on regeneration funding, 
Oxfam urges the Scottish Government to ensure that adequate funding is made 
available to help communities build their capacity. Grants should be offered on a 
multi-year basis to prevent organisations worrying about their existence on a day-to-
day and year-to-year basis.  

The state should underwrite community solutions in deprived areas by providing 
financial support for local investment as well as technical assistance. Government 
should make it easier for deprived communities to own assets for local benefit, as 
proposed in the consultation to the Community Empowerment Bill. This requires 
funding, particularly at the start-up stage, technical assistance, increased transfer of 
publicly owned assets (not just liabilities) and ongoing support to increase 
community capacity to manage and sustain ownership. As part of a socio-economic 
duty, council staff should support deprived communities prepare for ownership, with 
upfront grants offered so communities can assess the merits of an opportunity.  

The Scottish Land Fund should give particular attention to deprived areas. 

                                                            
11 Escott, K (2007), ‘From getting by to getting on: womens employment and local regeneration programmes’, 
available online at http://policy‐practice.oxfam.org.uk/publications/from‐getting‐by‐to‐getting‐on‐womans‐
employment‐and‐local‐regeneration‐programm‐112403  
12 Reid and Curtice (2010) Scottish Social Attitudes Survey, ‘Attitudes to local service delivery and 
responsiveness’, online at http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2011/06/29152407/7  
13 Escott (2007) 
14 Escott, (2007)  
15 See the Marmot Review (2010), online at: http://www.instituteofhealthequity.org/projects/fair‐society‐
healthy‐lives‐the‐marmot‐review  
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Finally, more participative forms of funding, including participatory budgeting which 
has proved successful in providing pro-poor funding in Porto Alegre should also be 
explored (see question 7). 

5. Should funding be focussed on start up or running costs? What is the 
correct balance between revenue and capital funding? Please indicate reasons 
for your views  

Clearly this will vary from area to area. As SURF’s recent study shows, an area such 
as Govan - with a range of local physical assets – will face very different issues to an 
area such as Gallatown.16  

Rather than focus on the split between start-up and running costs and revenue and 
capital funding we should be asking – funding for whom? What is the correct balance 
between funding for the private sector and funding for community groups?  

6. How can it be ensured that regeneration projects are sustainable in the long 
term? 

We need to support local communities. They, in some form or another, will always be 
there. Individual businesses may not. Regeneration expenditure needs to be 
‘bended’ towards community groups. 

In this context we would also urge the Committee to scrutinise the word ‘partnership’ 
in its inquiry. Too often for our partners, ‘partnership’ means public and private 
sector, without community voices at the table. It can also be used to minimise conflict 
and prevent genuine community questioning of degenerative forces. This is not to 
say that partnership is not a good thing – of course, partnership can and does work. 
The story of the Clydebank Independent Resource Centre at various points in its 
history is a story of partnership between the voluntary sector, local councillors and 
officials, the Trade Union movement and local business. Yet this success was 
despite, or perhaps because of, central Government efforts being focussed 
elsewhere.17 The crucial point is that partnership only works when genuinely 
community-led. 

Communities that have historically been the focus of various regeneration projects 
have often been through significant industrial upheaval. This reliance on one form of 
employment places a community at the mercy of forces beyond their control. To 
replicate this model by simply replacing big industry with big retail seems to be 
unsustainable in the long term. It also brings a host of negative environmental and 
health impacts associated with materialism (as outlined in response to question 1). 

                                                            
16 Milne and Rankine (2013), Reality, Resources and Resilience, JRF programme paper undertaken by 
SURF, available online at: http://www.jrf.org.uk/sites/files/jrf/scotland‐regeneration‐communities‐
full.pdf  
17 Collins (2008) 
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To be truly sustainable, we need to seriously rethink our economic model. In the UK, 
businesses paying below the Living Wage cost society between £5.9 billion and £6.3 
billion a year in extra benefit payments and lost taxation.18 Poverty wages also fail to 
take account of a business’s ability to pay, or earnings at the top of the organisation. 
For example, while many supermarket employees receive tax credits, their bosses 
earn between £3.2 million (Justin King, Sainsbury’s) and £6.9 million (Philip Clark, 
TESCO) annually.19 

Rather than simply trying to entice these businesses into areas for regeneration we 
need to expand our horizons.  Scotland’s communities need to be assisted in 
generating the work they want, through the creation of employment in activities that 
address community needs. This means proactively creating those enterprises that 
increase the power of smaller producers or otherwise vulnerable individuals to enter 
the market – through collective mechanisms such as employee ownership, trade 
unions or producer cooperatives.20 With more power in the market, people can 
negotiate terms and obtain a greater share of reward. Rebalancing power 
relationships in the labour market will bring greater equality to employment, in turn 
increasing socio-economic equality.  

This is not to say that business does not have a role. Oxfam’s experience is that 
businesses can be part of poverty-reduction efforts through creating jobs that provide 
decent and fair working conditions, and enhancing skills of women and other 
marginalised groups. But that type of business activity seems to be far removed from 
much of the businesses that we see regeneration activity supporting today. 

Practical Issues 

7. What actions could the Scottish Governments forthcoming community 
capacity building programme include to best support communities to “do 
regeneration” themselves? 

We are not entirely clear what the Scottish Government’s forthcoming community 
capacity building programme is; although we look forward to seeing the detail. We 
presume there will be substantial crossover with the forthcoming Community 
Empowerment Bill. Below we set out some practical proposals based around three 

                                                            
18 Institute of Fiscal Studies 2010 cited in Poinasamy, (2011) When Work Won’t Pay: In work poverty in the UK, 
online at: http://policy‐practice.oxfam.org.uk/publications/when‐work‐wont‐pay‐in‐work‐poverty‐in‐the‐uk‐
197010  
19 See, for example, Williams, 2012: http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2012/jan/18/pays‐tesco‐ceo‐
wages‐we‐do  
20 This is different from the role of Benefit Corporations or social enterprises discussed elsewhere. Such 
organisations have a specific socio‐economic remit, whereas the (related) priority discussed here is greater 
market power for those currently unable to exert influence on the market. 
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themes of ‘our economy’, ‘ways of engaging’ and ‘change in communities, changing 
communities’:21 

Our economy 

1. Scotland needs a community-led economy underpinned by redistribution of 
power via substantial community participation in decision-making and agenda-
setting, with a state that underwrites community solutions.  

2. Actual, tangible responsiveness is crucial, demonstrably changing plans and 
ensuring that delivery accords with what communities want and need. 

3. We need a real shift in power to women and men experiencing poverty, so 
their solutions are pursued and underwritten by the state.  

4. Any audit of the effectiveness of Community Planning and delivery of ‘best 
value’ needs to assess the extent to which both have been delivered in a ‘pro-
poor’ manner. This necessitates recognition of the constant challenges that 
deprived communities face and the barriers to their participation in 
mainstream engagement processes. 

5. The public sector should underwrite community solutions by providing the 
premises, space and resources to develop community initiatives. It should 
provide finance for local investment as well as technical assistance and 
ongoing support. 

6. Local environments need to be conducive to people coming together: 
communities need to be together to do together. Community spaces need to 
be prioritised by planning and economic development. 

7. Local authorities need to recalibrate how they view local communities – as 
partners and their ultimate master, rather than nuisances who do not know 
what is best for them. 

Ways of engaging 

8. As with all channels of participation and engagement, socio-economic barriers 
to participation need to be recognised. The challenges of living in poverty, of 
struggling to make ends meet, providing for one’s family on a limited income, 
often working several jobs and having little time for oneself, means that, 
unless there are appropriate mechanisms to support people’s involvement, 
they will, understandably, feel that the process is not genuinely for them. 

9. To avoid perpetuating inequalities, supportive infrastructure needs to be put in 
place to enable deprived communities to participate on an equal footing, 
including, but not limited to, finance and technical support skewed towards 
deprived communities to enable them to participate in planning processes. 
Otherwise another two-tier system will develop and perpetuate the inequalities 
in Scotland.  

10. Accessible involvement requires a range of outreach processes to reach the 
poorest communities. They need to be delivered by practitioners sensitive to 
issues around culture and gender. 

                                                            
21 Our response to the consultation contains our views in more detail and is available at: 
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Resource/0041/00412024.pdf  
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11. Deprived communities require financial security, core funding, longer time 
frames to develop programmes and the scope to take part in local decision 
making processes.  

12. All community engagement plans need to demonstrate how socio-economic 
inequality will be factored into the process. 

13. Clear terminology, jargon-free and precise language is important in making 
engagement accessible. 

14. Any duty to engage in the upcoming Community Empowerment Bill should 
incorporate an arbitration mechanism open to communities who feel their 
views have been insufficiently taken account of. 

15. A named officer with considerable autonomy and knowledge of other 
agencies would help provide a productive conduit for the community to 
interact with local authorities. However, all officials, not simply the named 
officer, must see it as a core part of their remit to interact, engage and support 
the local community. Existence of a named accountable official must not 
become an excuse for other officials to shut out the local community. 

16. Local authorities should include in their publication of asset registers not just 
local authority owned assets, but also those of other public agencies (such as 
the health service and the forestry agency) and assets held by the private 
sector.  

17. We also suggest that documentation associated with publication of asset 
registers include clear and jargon-free descriptions of what demands local 
communities can make of bodies that own assets in their local area and what 
support is available to them in doing so. 

18. We urge the Scottish Government to listen to and act according to its own 
existing advice, including the report of the 2003 Community Planning Task 
Force. 

19. It is imperative to provide statistics disaggregated by gender so communities 
can see the differential impact on men and women of various government 
policies. 

Change in communities, changing communities 

20. We call for conceptualisation of ‘assets’ to move beyond a narrow focus on 
physical assets. The assets needed by communities to be prosperous and 
vibrant go beyond physical and even financial assets. They include human, 
social and environmental assets.  

21. Within the upcoming Community Empowerment Bill we recommend 
incorporating a right to buy private property at certain junctures and also the 
right to buy property from a wider range of public bodies. 

22. However, caution needs to be exercised that greater opportunities for non-
public ownership do not translate into a model of widespread privatisation. 

23. There should be a socio-economic test to ascertain whether transfer of assets 
will reduce inequality (scrutinised and enforced by a Poverty Commissioner).  

24. As part of a socio-economic duty, council staff should help deprived 
communities prepare for ownership, with upfront grants offered so 
communities can assess the merits of an opportunity.  

25. Oxfam calls for establishment of a Poverty Commissioner with the power to 
scrutinise the performance of officials, take feedback from communities and 
investigate complaints. In particular, a Poverty Commissioner needs to have 
the power to scrutinise the extent to which service providers deliver the duties 



Agenda item 2  LGR/S4/13/20/3 
19 June 2013 

10 
 

and standards discussed in this consultation, especially the extent to which 
services deliver greater socio-economic equality. The Poverty Commissioner 
should arbitrate to ensure a fair and just outcome, rather than let local 
authorities have the last say. National government (represented by a Poverty 
Commissioner) should be able to ‘call in’ the decisions of local authorities 
when they do not favour the community (the way they do in cases of 
economic interests). 

26. Cultural and attitudinal change is urgently required in the public sector. 
Training (and retraining) of public officials will need to accompany a socio-
economic duty (of which a duty to engage should be a subset) so that officials 
appreciate the extent of socio-economic inequality in Scotland and the 
barriers this creates for deprived communities. 

27. Decisions should not be delegated to officers: they should be taken by elected 
representatives to preserve accountability. 

28. Oxfam suggests that the Scottish Government consider a community discount 
scheme and that public authorities waive purchase costs altogether in 
instances where communities explicitly wish to own an asset. 

29. For community groups to access public service contracts on an equal footing 
there needs to be recognition of the capacity-deficit faced by deprived 
communities. They do not lack the ideas, initiative and energy, they do, 
however, sometimes lack the technical skills and resources to be able to enter 
the market for public service contacts on a competitive basis with less-
deprived communities. 

30. Community groups delivering public sector contracts must do so when they 
are best placed to deliver the best outcome for the service user. This will be 
because local community organisations know the problems, know the 
solutions and care deeply about local people, not just profits.  

31. Participatory Budgeting should be deployed more widely, following the 
principle of subsidiarity that locates decision-making as locally as possible. 
Participatory Budgeting, in which communities determine budget expenditure, 
is a proven mechanism that brings local communities closer to public budget 
decision-making processes. Budget decisions must be: open and accessible; 
representative; taken using mixed methods of consultation; gender sensitive; 
at all times seek to reduce socio-economic inequalities. 

8. What role should CPPs play in supporting the community in regenerating 
their communities? 

Community engagement needs to be pro-poor, concertedly directing support to 
those communities which need it most, otherwise another two-tier system will 
develop and perpetuate the stark inequalities in Scotland.22 As with all channels of 
participation and engagement, there needs to be recognition of the socio-economic 
barriers to participation. The challenges of living in poverty, of struggling to make 
ends meet, provide for one’s family on a limited income, often working several jobs 
and having little time for oneself means that unless there are mechanisms to support 
people’s involvement, they will, understandably, feel that the process is not 
genuinely for them. 
                                                            
22 Sayers, Malcolm and Follan, Eddie (2010) Vulnerable Communities and Community Ownership  
in Scotland: A Review of Literature, Policy and Practice, Cambium for Oxfam 
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Ensuring a gender balance in engagement requires recognising that women and 
men experience and respond to engagement mechanisms differently and that 
forums which are ostensibly open to all may actually represent rather intimidating 
spaces for women, especially women from some minority ethnic backgrounds. 
Therefore a range of outreach processes need to be constructed to reach the 
poorest communities. They also need to be delivered by culturally and gender 
sensitive practitioners. 

Real community engagement is also about accountable decision-making – this is 
only possible if information is provided in a manner that is usable. This means using 
clear terminology, jargon-free and precise language is important in making 
engagement accessible. It also requires provision of statistics disaggregated by 
gender so communities can see the differential impact on men and women.  

Yet, opportunities, no matter how ‘genuine’ to ‘consult, engage and involve 
communities’ are not enough. Actual, tangible responsiveness is important, 
demonstrably changing plans and ensuring that delivery accords with what 
communities want and need. Ultimately, ‘effective engagement’ will be evident via 
policies enacted that reflect and deliver community needs. Individuals and 
communities will feel in control, they will feel that have the ability to determine the 
result of decisions that impact them (which has a positive impact on health).23  

9. How can CPPs best empower local communities to deliver regeneration?  

Community Planning processes draw on institutional structures and representative 
democracy. Yet in Oxfam’s experience representative democracy is not working for 
Scotland’s most deprived communities – as evident in their ongoing plight. Supposed 
intermediary organisations and institutions that are at the forefront of official 
community planning processes are rather remote from communities and so do not 
adequately reflect the views and needs of communities.  

Real community engagement is about putting disadvantaged communities at the 
heart of policies and programmes. They need to set the agenda, rather than simply 
offer their input to the detail on the margins of an imposed agenda. State revenue 
and civil service targets should be directed to areas and projects that people 
themselves determine.24  

One way to do this could be to top-slice some of the funding CPPs and other public 
bodies are responsible for and re-direct this to community groups through 

                                                            
23 Marmot (2010) 
24 Public contracts are an obvious example of this distinction – compulsory community benefit clauses need to 
deliver real, tangible benefits for local communities from business activity that takes place on their terms (not 
simply token benefits at the margins to secure consent). Community participation in this sense thus goes 
beyond policies purporting to ‘empower communities’ or community benefit clauses in development contracts 
that, at their core, do not necessarily seek to deliver what communities actually want. Extracting community 
benefit from such developments otherwise unaligned to enhancing local assets is mere mitigation.  
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participatory budgeting. Thus far used only on a small scale25, Participatory 
Budgeting can help ensure that public expenditure serves community need and 
reflects community priorities. Evidence from a successful pilot in Govanhill in 
Glasgow suggests participatory budgeting has had very positive results (see box 
below).26 We believe participatory budgeting should be deployed more widely, 
following the principle of subsidiarity that locates decision-making as locally as 
possible.27 

Participatory budgeting in Govanhill 

In addition to facing a range of social, economic and health inequalities, Govanhill in 
Glasgow is a diverse neighbourhood where over 50 languages are spoken. In 2010 
the Govanhill Community Action group (GoCA) – comprising representatives from 
local community groups – was allocated £200,000 from the Scottish Government 
and tasked with deciding how it should be spent locally. Oxfam supported the group 
and facilitated the participatory budgeting process. GoCA embraced the 
responsibility – they discussed strategic priorities and then invited wider community 
groups to participate. Funded projects were innovative, diverse and ambitious, 
emphasising people, rather than place: the Govanhill Family Support Group; 
Govanhill Community Justice Partnership; and the Govanhill Baths Trust. This 
selection demonstrates a strong understanding of local issues. The process was a 
positive and beneficial experience for all concerned; it enabled structured and 
purposeful dialogue between community members as well as the public and third 
sectors. It also reflects a welcome cultural shift towards devolving decision making 
power to the Govanhill community and, as a result, trust and respect has increased. 
The community demonstrated strategic prioritisation of wider community interests – 
they knew the issues and directed money in the direction of practical, efficient and 
effective solutions.  

Please provide any examples of best practice or limitations experienced that 
you think the Committee would find useful in its scrutiny. 

Besides the example of participatory budgeting, our partner, the Linwood Community 
Development Trust, recently undertook what Oxfam considers ‘leading practice’ in 
engagement:  

 Every house in the area was leafleted 
 All organisations were spoken to (such as the pensioners’ association and 

local football teams) 

                                                            
25 In the UK PB project funds have ranged from approximately £500 to £2.5m. 
26 For a full evaluation report, Harkins and Egan, Glasgow Centre for Population Health (2012) The role of 
Participatory Budgeting in promoting localism and mobilising. But where next for participatory budgeting in 
Scotland? online at http://www.gcph.co.uk/publications/321  
27 European local government is much smaller, closer to the people: 2000– 12,000 people in each, compared 
to Scotland where each local authority has an average of 162,000 people (Riddoch, L and Bort, E (2012) Size 
Matters, Scottish Left Review, online at: http://www.scottishleftreview.org/article/size‐matters/  
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 Social media (such as a website and text messaging) were used 
 Young people were encouraged to discuss the issues 
 Wide thinking and generation of ideas was encouraged, rather than 

presentation with a limited number of scenarios 
 At a large public meeting people were welcome to respond via a range of 

mechanisms (emails, writing, verbally and so on) 
 The public meeting was participatory and hands on, relevant for all ages 
 Participants were presented with examples from action in other areas 
 The techniques used to record people’s priorities distilled them into categories 

that then fed into creation of the Linwood Community plan 
To a large extent the Scottish Government’s own guidance replicates this. In March 
2004 the Scottish Government published an advice note about ‘Effective Community 
Engagement’ following the Local Government in Scotland Act the previous year.28 
This note stipulates that the ‘main aim of community engagement should be to 
improve the planning and delivery of services by making them more responsive to 
the needs and aspirations of communities’. Oxfam agrees with the ‘key principles’ for 
effective community engagement that the Scottish Government set out in 2004, 
including:  

 Demonstrating genuine commitment to working with communities, using a 
range of methods and not just involving the ‘usual suspects’ 

 Engaging  with communities in ways that lead to meaningful and tangible 
outcomes (significant improvements in services and quality of life) 

 Not expecting communities to relate to official structures and processes but 
engaging communities at levels they best relate to 

 Acknowledging range and diversity of communities 
 Recognise that the most effective representation of community interest is via 

community bodies that are independent and accountable 
 Supporting community action focusing on real issues affecting people’s lives 
 Reach out to socially excluded groups 
 Recognise practical needs – the timing of meetings, childcare, public 

transport, interpretation etc 
 Use plain language and use Braille and other languages if needed 
 Carry out community needs assessments 

Our disappointment is that, despite such official guidance existing for some time, it is 
not translating to action at community level. It is not surprising that communities are 
experiencing consultation fatigue, and becoming tired and disenchanted with 
government. There is a gulf between rhetoric and reality and, when challenged, 
government is defensive. Our partners have told us that when they highlight and 
utilise existing official guidance, officials change the criteria and dismiss the 
community as against regeneration.  

                                                            
28 Scottish Government (2004) Community Planning Advice Note 5: Effective Community Engagement 
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10. How can the outcomes of regeneration truly be captured and measured? 
What are the barriers to capturing outcomes and how should the success of 
regeneration investment be determined? 

Oxfam’s Humankind Index for Scotland aims to find out what really matters to 
people, particularly the most disadvantaged. The Index is an attempt to move away 
from an economy and society based on inequalities of wealth and pursuit of relative 
status, and towards an economy and society which promotes health (mental and 
physical) and equality, and reduces poverty, inequalities and over-consumption. It is 
intended to help policy-makers and communities focus on what is required for a 
sustainable and socially-just Scotland – one in which resources are built together 
and their benefits better shared.29  

Developed through widespread public consultation, including focus groups, 
community workshops, street stalls and an online survey, the Oxfam Humankind 
Index enables Scotland to measure itself by those aspects of life that make a real 
difference to people, particularly the most disadvantaged. The factors or ‘sub-
domains’ that make up the index are detailed in the table below: 

                                                            
29 http://humankindindex.org/  
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These priorities are matched with Scotland wide data indicators (from a range of 
sources including the Scottish Household Survey and the Scottish Social Attitudes 
Survey) allowing progress to be measured.30 This shows that efforts to create 
                                                            
30 This process was undertaken by the Fraser of Allander Institute 
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nuanced performance frameworks –decided by what matters to individuals and 
communities is possible. 

More importantly however, it shows that communities and individuals can define 
what matters to them in a way which is often very different to the priorities of policy-
makers. Our concern with current efforts to measure the impact of regeneration and 
economic development (such as the Scottish Government’s National Performance 
Framework) is that there is an undue focus on specific financial outcomes, such as 
economic growth, which do not match the reality of what people view as important.  

Of course, what is important to people will differ from area to area, so it is crucial that 
outcomes are decided by the community for the community. We believe the 
Humankind Index could be replicated to plan and evaluate regeneration at a more 
localised level. 

 
For further information contact:  

Francis Stuart 
Research and Policy Adviser 
Oxfam Scotland 
fstuart@oxfam.org.uk 
0141 285 8859 


