
LGR/S4/13/14/A

 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND REGENERATION COMMITTEE

 
AGENDA

 
14th Meeting, 2013 (Session 4)

 
Wednesday 8 May 2013

 
The Committee will meet at 10.00 am in Committee Room 2.
 
1. Delivery of Regeneration in Scotland (in private): The Committee will receive

a briefing from—
 

Ian Wall, Committee Adviser, Scottish Parliament.
 

2. Delivery of Regeneration in Scotland (in private): The Committee will
consider its approach to oral evidence taking for the inquiry. 

 
3. Draft Budget Scrutiny 2014-15 (in private): The Committee will consider its

approach to the scrutiny of the Scottish Government's Draft Budget 2014-15.
 
4. Business planning day (in private): The Committee will consider its approach

to its forthcoming business planning day.
 
 

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



LGR/S4/13/14/A

The papers for this meeting are as follows—
 
Agenda item 1  

Committee briefing LGR/S4/13/14/1

Regeneration budget information LGR/S4/13/14/2

Extract from the Committee report on Scrutiny of the Draft
Budget 2013/14

LGR/S4/13/14/3

Written submissions on Delivery of Regeneration in Scotland
inquiry

 

Agenda item 2  

PRIVATE PAPER LGR/S4/13/14/4 (P)

Agenda item 3  

PRIVATE PAPER LGR/S4/13/14/5 (P)

Agenda item 4  

PRIVATE PAPER LGR/S4/13/14/6 (P)

 

http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/62290.aspx
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/62290.aspx


Agenda item 1  LGR/S4/13/14/1 
8 May 2012 

1 

  

 

Local Government and Regeneration Committee 

“Delivery of Regeneration in Scotland” 

Summary of written submissions 
 
This paper contains a summary of written submissions received by the 
Committee in response to its call for evidence on the Regeneration inquiry, 
which closed in March 2013.    
 
As agreed at the Committee’s meeting on 24 April, a number of pieces of new 
and supplementary evidence are being sought from various organisations.  
These will be received in due course and so are not included in this summary. 
 
This paper, like previous summaries, is structured according to the questions 
asked in the committee’s call for evidence. However, some respondents 
chose not to respond to the questions posed by the Committee directly.  
Those comments have been added to the most appropriate set of responses.   
 
In addition, some submissions only included documentation related to specific 
case studies – these are all included in the pack of submissions but not 
referred to in detail in this summary, which is intended to draw out the main 
themes from the evidence. 
 

Allan Campbell 

SPICe Research 

03 May 2013 

 

Note: Committee briefing papers are provided by SPICe for the use of Scottish 
Parliament committees and clerking staff.  They provide focused information or 
respond to specific questions or areas of interest to committees and are not 
intended to offer comprehensive coverage of a subject area. 
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STRATEGY AND POLICY ISSUES 

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

There was a general consensus in response to this question that the wide 
range of policy documents and strategies that are linked to regeneration could 
be joined-up more effectively.   
 
COSLA suggested that: “Adopting a holistic approach to regeneration 
provides the best opportunity to link regeneration to other strategies and 
policies and the holistic nature of regeneration is also emphasised within the 
Regeneration Strategy itself. There are a variety of other strategies and 
policies which have linkages to regeneration. For instance the Agenda for 
Cities, NPF3, Infrastructure Investment Plan, Enterprise Areas, Community 
Planning, and the Community Empowerment and Renewal Bill among others 
have links to regeneration.” 
 
Angus Council proposed aligning “regeneration activities strategically with 
partnership efforts at the local level through the development and delivery of 
the Community Plan and Single Outcome Agreement.”  They went on to 
comment that “the approach to mainstreaming regeneration activities with the 
demise of a dedicated resource, latterly Fairer Scotland funding, has worked 
in some areas but not in others.  Additionally, we know that a number of 
strategies and policies contribute towards regeneration activities, but this is 
not necessarily attributable to a focus only on regeneration eg the 
development of affordable housing or through the provision of new schools.” 
 
Inverclyde Council focused on outcomes, stating that: “A key element of any 
proposal in developing a strategic Framework is the intention to strengthen 
the commitment to an outcomes-focused approach to the operational activity. 
The focus of this approach will be on improving the quality, quantity and 
sustainability of outcomes achieved by placing results ahead of process; 
drawing on a sound empirical base; responding to the evidenced priority 
needs of the community; and improving the co-ordination and integration of 
public services in order to achieve shared outcomes.” 
 
The Carnegie UK Trust highlighted the Government’s outcomes-based 
approach and warned of the danger of focusing on regeneration in isolation: 
“We would suggest that regeneration strategies are more explicitly linked to 
improving the wellbeing of citizens in Scotland, and are clearly linked to the 
National Performance Framework. … We see this as part of a wider 
movement towards understanding, measuring and improving the wellbeing of 
individuals and communities. Taking a system-wide approach to the overall 
impact of government activity can encourage joined up working and help 
services consider their unintended impacts, as well as those that they 
proactively seek, including regeneration.  ”     
 
Development Trusts Association Scotland (DTAS) also commented on past 
regeneration activity: “there was much wrong with previous regeneration 
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programmes. … As an approach it was pre-disposed to destruction, with a 
focus on ‘clearing the decks’, both physically and socially. It was 
characterised by silos – divisions of theme, ownership and tenure, and by the 
chasm between physical and social professionals. Regeneration programmes 
systematically failed to understand or value ‘the genius of place’ or the holistic 
nature of people’s real lives. Instead people were caricatured as blocks of 
statistical need, requiring dilution or displacement. The human timeframes of 
right now and generational lifespans were ignored, in favour of electoral and 
profit-making timescales which mitigated against longevity and sustainability.” 
 
Community Land Scotland highlighted the role of both the public and private 
sectors in regeneration, although acknowledged that “regeneration strategy 
has its most important place where the private markets have or are failing to 
deliver.”  In terms of links between the strategies, they stated that: It would 
seem clear that, looking forward, all will continue to have important parts to 
play, but the underpinning strategies and policy context requires to be joined 
up. This points to the continuing need for the Scottish Government to draw 
together the key interest in a strategic forum to seek to align policy 
approaches and the identification of areas where policy needs to develop. At 
the more local level Community Planning, with all its imperfections, none-the-
less must be central to more localised and joined-up delivery into the future.”  
 
Finally, Oxfam Scotland suggested “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 sector , 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.”  
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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. 
 
Linked to one of the main themes to come out of responses to question 1, 
organisations again stressed the “holistic” nature of regeneration in response 
to this question. 
 
DTAS stated that: “this holistic approach should be applied equally to 
government, local authorities and other public sector agencies, many of whom 
continue to work in silos. It is essential that shifting the focus to community-led 
regeneration should not be seen as an opportunity to absolve any of these 
agencies from their responsibility to address problems of a structural nature 
and invest in, and generally contribute to, community-led regeneration efforts.” 
 
Similarly, Oxfam’s answer was: “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 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.” 
 
SURF though noted that: “It is conceivable that, in relatively rare instances, a 
community will only require one particular dimension of regenerative support. 
In the great majority of disadvantaged communities in Scotland – normally 
those in the 15% most deprived Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation 
datazones – physical, social and economic problems are usually evident. In 
many cases all three broad sets of issues stem from the same underlying 
structural cause, such as the decline of a seminal local industry, or physical 
dislocation as a result of other developments. The consequential impacts tend 
to overlap and inter-link so closely that it is inefficient and ineffective to 
attempt to tackle one in isolation from the others.” 
 
Carnegie highlighted that: “the Trust has found that previous reviews of 
Scotland’s towns and cities and their policy recommendations have often 
been dislocated from the wishes of young consumers and their appetite for 
experimenting with enterprise in their local area. We believe that regeneration 
relies on engaging with local problem solving, and that local opportunities for 
experimentation with entrepreneurship should be incorporated into enterprise 
education in Scotland. … However, where citizens are supported and 
empowered to address these local environmental problems then this can also 
bring about improvements in community cohesion and focus – with citizens 
inspired to undertake further action to help achieve a range of other 
economic, social and environmental improvements.” 
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Community Land Scotland stressed the impact of “community owners”: “While 
it would no doubt be possible to pursue physical, social and economic 
regeneration as separate entities, this would be to deny the very close, 
indeed, the intertwining, nature of these matters. Where community owners 
excel is by linking all three and using activity in one dimension to support and 
deliver outcomes in another. These strands of regeneration ought to be seen 
as indivisible. “ 
 
Highland Council stated that: “For regeneration to be complete and 
successful, action is needed and outcomes achieved across the range of 
physical, social and economic dimensions of a community. Whether it is 
necessary or possible to achieve all in a co-ordinated or integrated manner is 
more difficult to determine, and often particular action can be initiated by 
events, needs or opportunities arising.” 
 
The Unicorn Property Group made the point that: “Regeneration is not by any 
means solely the physical improvement and upgrading of a neglected urban 
realm. Placemaking through coherent civic planning and co-ordinated civil 
society, hand in hand with an informed and resourced community utilising 
their own natural assets to create healthier, safer and happier communities is 
what regeneration is. Wealth creation, new employment, stake building are all 
keys to regenerating communities and localities that are low in self confidence 
and low in attainment. But, the task of actually renovating the wider physical 
environment is often broadly the role of the private investor, seeking to create 
value from a low base.  The role of government, local and national, is to 
create in turn a positive atmosphere from the perspectives of physical 
infrastructure, investment and fiscal policy so that private enterprise can 
flourish in our local communities.” 
 
Creative Scotland raised an issue not covered by any other submission, 
focussing on the potential impact of culture on regeneration, and vice versa: 
“Although many projects will have a primary aim which is physical, economic 
or social successful regeneration is framed with reference to all of these 
impacts. The three aims are inextricably interlinked – a landmark building 
which does not engage successfully with its local community has not met its 
full potential; projects which aim to tackle the social issues such as confidence 
and skills building would expect to have an impact on access to labour 
markets.” … 
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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?  
 
Many responses found this question difficult to answer, as the scale of 
investment across Scotland is not clear.  For instance, Angus Council stated 
that: “This is a particularly interesting question and is particularly difficult to 
answer because we actually don’t really know what investment we are making 
currently on regeneration in the round in order to the see the bigger picture 
and make shifts towards more preventative activities.” 
 
In a similar vein, COSLA’s indicated that work was ongoing to try and map 
available funding: “Another important dimension is understanding the 
resources available for regeneration activities. COSLA is currently in on-going 
dialogue with Scottish Government in relation to various streams of funding 
referred to in the Scottish Government’s Regeneration Strategy, in order that 
regeneration funding has the biggest impact possible on local areas and local 
communities. COSLA have also previously requested that Scottish 
Government undertake a mapping exercise of regeneration funding streams 
in order that all those involved are clear on the funds available, who can 
access them, and the opportunities for match funding. Such an exercise 
would highlight possible alternative means of funding if an initial bid is 
unsuccessful. COSLA would reiterate the need for a mapping of the entire 
regeneration funding landscape to be undertaken at this time, not just solely in 
terms of funding for the community sector.” 
 
Children in Scotland suggested a new idea of using schools as community 
hubs: “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.  
 
Community schools which allow for integrated provision of school and 
education, family support, health services and promotion by using the existing 
school estate as wider community assets are an excellent way of putting this 
principle into practice and have received historic support from Scottish 
Ministers.1 Even where this level of integration does not (yet) exist, out of 
school hour extra-curricular provision such as breakfast, after-school and 
holiday clubs can greatly improve employability of parents who otherwise find 
the cost of childcare prohibitive as well as being of considerable merit in terms 
of children’s attainment and development in themselves.” 
 
Others commented on the current system for allocating and managing funds.  
Oxfam stated that: “Over the years Oxfam’s partners have witnessed the 
                                                 
1 http://www.infed.org/schooling/s-newcs.htm 
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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.  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.” 
 
James Henderson made similar points: “There are likely no ‘magic bullets’ 
and no ‘quick fixes’ through regeneration to tackling such socio-economic 
disadvantage, and the role of community anchors will therefore be over the 
longer-term to support a developing ‘community-control’ (community-led) 
through work within a community on practical projects – whether physical, 
social or economic – whilst also continuing to recognise the scale of the 
problems faced and the investment needed to make change, and to continue 
to make this ‘visible’ and ‘heard’.” 
 
Finally SCVO focussed on the People and Communities Fund, which it stated: 
“should provide the funds for community organisations to take forward 
community-led regeneration. However, the view of many in the third sector is 
that the fund is not providing the flexibility required for community-led 
regeneration. 
As can be seen by the first round of approved funding2, the majority of awards 
have been made to housing associations doing employability work. This is 
valuable and important work but not the breadth of activity required for diverse 
communities.  
 
In having only two priorities (employability and preventative action) it is 
missing the fundamental principle of community-led regeneration which allows 
communities to set their priorities and outcomes. To be effective the fund 
should have an entirely open remit which allows communities to dictate what 
the priorities are in their area and what methods they employ to meet those 
priorities.”  

                                                 
2 http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/Built-Environment/regeneration/community/pcf/awards 
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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?  
 
DTAS responded to this question in detail, raising a number of points: “A 
policy shift towards community-led regeneration requires a corresponding shift 
in thinking around partnerships. Communities need to be supported to 
develop and strengthen community anchor organisations, who by running 
services and owning assets are much more likely to be ‘players’ within 
regeneration processes, and, therefore, much more likely to be able to 
engage on more equal terms with other agencies. While partnerships will 
clearly remain crucial to successful regeneration efforts, we need to rethink 
what we mean by partnership working within a community-led regeneraton 
context and shift the emphasis to  partnerships which are initiated by the 
community, with specific partners (public, private and third sector), and for 
specific purposes.  
 
The cumulative total of the available range of funding streams, resources and 
programmes for community and charitable activity, enterprise, and 
regeneration is fairly extensive. It is however provided by a wide range of 
Scottish Government departments, public agencies, consortia and 
independent funders, making it difficult and time consuming to access for 
community organsiations. This is challenging enough when a community 
organisation delivers a single service but when one takes into account that 
community anchors are multi activity organizations, often involved in 
delivering a number of services, it can place a major strain on organisations 
and become a major barrier to development. 
 
This situation could be addressed in a number of practical ways. Firstly, all 
current streams of Scottish Government (and other public sector) grant 
funding should be ‘regeneration proofed’ – with the objectives and criteria 
reviewed within the context of community-led regeneration.  Secondly, 
information on all funding with the potential to support community-led 
regeneration needs to be pulled together in a single information bank with one 
point of enquiry for community organisations. The Scottish Government 
currently invests millions of pounds in third sector infrastructure and it should 
be relatively easy to re-prioritise a small proportion of that spend to deliver this 
resource.” 
 
SURF made some similar points: “In recent years, many SURF members 
have indicated a desire for more accessible information on the funding 
available to support regeneration activities. A large number of public agencies 
and third sector bodies are engaged in the funding of regeneration initiatives, 
some with frequently changing aims and criteria. Given this and the frequent 
emergence of new community based groups, it is not surprising that some 
lack awareness of what is potentially available to them. The availability of time 
and bureaucratic capacity to complete what are often complex application 
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processes is a common problem. They are often just too busy trying to cope 
with sharply increasing local needs.” 
 
In terms of local authority submissions, West Lothian Council stated that: 
“Current arrangements are, or appear to be, complex and many voluntary and 
community based organisations find information and funding difficult to obtain.  
Recent regeneration funding streams such as the People and Communities 
Fund appeared to favour larger organisations with significant staffing and 
financial resources rather than community based organisations working at 
grass roots level, and greater resources to “pump prime” and subsequently 
develop local organisations such as community development trusts would be 
welcomed. 
 
The funding landscape could be clarified by greater co-operation and links 
between funders, for example a standard basic application form could be 
developed for submission to a central point where it could be forwarded to 
funds and funders likely to be interested in the project.  Given that larger 
projects often require a combination of funding from a range of funders, the 
central funding information service could support small, medium and large 
organisations.” 
 
Highland Council made the point that: “A challenge often presented is that 
community led regeneration naturally becomes focused on or is driven by a 
particular need/opportunity. Other equally important needs may not be 
recognised by the community. Typically the solution proposed is a community 
wide survey and needs analysis followed by a local development plan. This 
can usefully widen thinking and approach but at the same time, can adversely 
dilute the original purpose and desire locally for involvement. As is further 
developed in response to Question 8 below, this calls for a partnership 
between the public sector and the community and a recognition and 
acknowledgement that each has a particular role to play and any local 
community development plans prepared, or approach adopted, is one that is 
shared between the community and the public sector.” 
 
Inverclyde Council highlighted the role of CPPs: “The CPPs are an effective 
delivery mechanism for co-ordinating the funding that supports regeneration 
and they support a multi-disciplinary approach. We are well placed to 
coordinate economic development and regeneration activity. We are also the 
lead statutory partners in community planning, the key process through which 
positive local outcomes for communities are planned and delivered through 
the Single Outcome Agreement.” 
 
Oxfam highlighted its own research, which “has found that local residents are 
under-represented on bodies that make decisions about regeneration,  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.  
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Women are often absent from economic decision-making at all levels.  Oxfam 
has found that even when women attend regeneration meetings, the manner 
in which meetings are run can discourage them from participating.  Exclusion 
has serious repercussions: disempowerment and lack of control contribute to 
ill-health and cause adverse health behaviours.”  
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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  
 
This question received few substantive responses.  However, Dundee City 
Council stated that: “There needs to be greater flexibility between capital and 
revenue funding streams.  Many projects will involve capital spend on 
buildings or equipment with appropriate revenue spend for staffing and 
running costs.  Each project should have a business plan properly assessed, 
against which the progress can be monitored.  Clearly the capital costs will 
generally be incurred first.  Revenue support should ideally reduce as the 
project gathers momentum and achieves sustainability in accordance with the 
business plan.” 
 
North Lanarkshire Council also commented that: “What is important is that 
there is robust monitoring and evaluation (including pre-programme appraisal 
based on evidence) processes in place to ensure that revenue projects will 
achieve outcomes and that capital projects are both viable and sustainable.  
 
The correct balance between capital and revenue has to be project specific. 
Revenue should be related to the essential running costs with a clear 
business plan of how projects will generate future funding and income 
generation as appropriate. Otherwise, there will always remain a grant 
dependency. There will be cases that will not be able to generate income and 
there needs to be a strong justification for ongoing public/grant support where 
this is the case with regular sustainability reviews built in to justify ongoing 
support requirements.” 
 
DTAS also responded, highlighting that: “, it needs to be stressed that the 
single most important element, and the major funding absence currently, is 
the provision of core funding which enables developing community anchor 
organisations to build on the voluntary effort invested, and do the detailed 
work which will implement community plans and deliver new services and 
regeneration activity. The success of the community-led housing association 
movement was founded in no small measure on the availability of a staffing 
resource in the early stages of individual housing association development.  
 
The availability of core funding for community anchor organisations, and the 
ability to employ a staffing resource, is the single most important requirement 
and is particularly important for the more disadvantaged, low capacity 
communities which need to benefit most from community-led regeneration.” 
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6. How can it be ensured that regeneration projects are sustainable in 
the long term?  
 
This question also received a low level of response.  Scottish Enterprise 
highlighted the importance of both public and private sector investment: 
“Across different components of regeneration, the public sector is only ever in 
a position to pump-prime change. It requires engagement with the private 
sector, to stimulate market demand, for this change to be sustained. Provision 
of business infrastructure is only sustainable if businesses are willing to 
occupy it, town centre enhancement will only bring regeneration if businesses 
locate there, and increasing the capacity of individuals will only improve their 
prosperity if they can secure a job as a result. 
 
In short, regeneration will only have a long-term sustained impact where it 
succeeds in adjusting the market. Insufficient attention has, at times, been 
given to this requirement when prioritising resources and designing 
approaches to regeneration. In determining strategic priorities, we need to 
develop understanding of where there is a realistic prospect of changing the 
investment patterns of the private sector. This is not to say we “write-off” 
places, but that we need to better understand the lessons from successful 
regeneration, the triggers that have been most important in securing turn-
around.” 
 
Dundee City Council noted the issue of market failure: “It must be accepted 
that certain projects may never achieve sustainability.  Many of the issues 
regeneration must address arise as the result of market failure or long-term 
underfunding of infrastructure.  Funding support is, on occasion, required to fill 
that gap, therefore sustainability will be more difficult to achieve.  
Sustainability is more likely to be achieved through rigid scrutiny of projects 
based on sound business plans set against the agreed regeneration 
strategies.  Those submitting projects are more likely to submit sound 
schemes if they have had either training or appropriate professional support.  
It must also be understood that successful regeneration cannot be achieved 
overnight, nor in the one or two year programmes often favoured by 
government.  Success may take five or more years and governments at both 
local and national level must accept that many of these cures may need 
longer than the life of a government to succeed.” 
 
Carnegie again made the point that regeneration must be “part of a process, 
rather than a one off top-down intervention,” and that “One way in which this 
can be achieved is through community management and ownership of assets. 
Over the past 100 years the Carnegie UK Trust has been actively involved in 
community assets, originally through grants for public libraries, playing fields 
and village halls, and more recently through support to the community land 
trust movement in Scotland and across the UK as a whole.” 
 
Finally, Transition University of St Andrews made the point that: We believe 
that all community initiatives should begin with a long-term sustainability 
vision; one that sees the concept of ‘sustainability’ as a goal comprising 
environmental integrity interconnected with social justice, rather than a term 
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misemployed in meaning ‘long term financial feasibility’. Economic enterprise 
will of course be one route to achieve this but should not be the end goal. A 
shift in Government rhetoric and action away from community regeneration to 
thinking about community resilience would recognise that empowered 
communities can continue to adapt to change over time. 
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PRACTICAL ISSUES 
 
7. What actions could the Scottish Governments forthcoming 
community capacity building programme include to best support 
communities to “do regeneration” themselves? 
 
Carnegie has done a lot of work in this area, and in its submission set out 
some of the key lessons from its research: 
 

 “Change is difficult to initiate, a ‘spark’ or tipping point is therefore 
required. This can come from within the community – or it can be 
stimulated from the outside by a public agency or the voluntary sector. 
Examples of how this might be done include: asking the community 
what action they would like to be taken; or organising a competition to 
give local people the opportunity to come up with ideas about how the 
area could be improved. 

 
 Successful community-led initiatives tend to have a broad spectrum of 

support from across the local community – this can lead to greater 
impact and make the achievements of the project more sustainable in 
the longer-term. Public bodies have an important partnership role to 
play in helping to stimulate interest and engagement from a large 
number of community members, for example by securing publicity for 
activities via websites, newsletters and the local media. 

 
 Inspirational community leaders play a critical role in the success of 

regeneration-focused projects which are delivered by or in partnership 
with the local community. Policymakers must ensure that these leaders 
are given the encouragement and support that they need to be able to 
carry out this role. 

 
 Projects should not be pushed to achieve too much too soon, but 

should be encouraged to be flexible, creative and aware of 
opportunities that emerge. Small, one-off projects can lead to wider 
benefits than the limited activities that they carry out – for example by 
developing new connections in a community which may lead to more 
significant activities being undertaken in the future. 

 
 Developing a community project to support regeneration often requires 

a wide range of different skills – including; financial skills; project 
planning; leadership; and community engagement. In some cases local 
community members will already possess many of these skills – but in 
others, public agencies have a significant partnership role to play in 
building capacity amongst local groups.” 

 
DTAS commented that: “Consistent with the philosophy of previous 
regeneration initiatives, community capacity building has, by and large been 
done to communities, by local authorities and other external agencies. It is 
therefore unsurprising that a change in direction of regeneration strategy 
requires a corresponding change of direction in how capacity is built within 
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communities. DTAS believes that any available funding should be invested 
directly within relevant community organisations, enabling them to employ 
staff, who immediately expand organisational capacity. In turn this enables 
them to benefit from the programmes and other external support which can 
then be accessed. If there is one point which the development trust movement 
would want the Local Government and Regeneration Committee to take on 
board, then this is it.” 
 
The Heritage Lottery Fund stated that from their perspective: “In the last year 
we have introduced a range of new measures to help the heritage sector in 
these challenging times. Start-up grants will be available to support changes 
in stewardship of heritage - helping communities take on the management of 
heritage assets and undertake initial options appraisals. Transition funding will 
help those previously supported by HLF to develop their business plans. A 
Catalyst capacity building grants programme will help organisations acquire 
the skills they need to fund raise and attract private investment and donations. 
A further round of HLF’s Skills for the Future programme will build on the 
success of our first scheme, offering work-based training opportunities across 
the sector.” 
 
Oxfam commented directly on the Government’s programme, in that: “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.” 
 
SURF were clear that the Government needed to do more in this area: “A 
substantial section of the SURF membership frequently comment on the all 
too obvious mismatch between the Scottish Government’s rhetoric on this 
aspiration, and the level of investment that it is presently committing to 
community empowerment enhancing processes.  We hope that the eventual 
enactment of the proposed Community Empowerment and Renewal Bill will 
begin to address this reality gap. As we noted in our response to the Bill’s 
consultation paper in September 2012: 
 

“In order to achieve equality of impact and participation, the 
[Community Empowerment & Renewal] Bill must address directly the 
importance of building the capacity of community organisations where 
required, and developing the capacity of communities to become 
organised… we have found wide agreement that community capacity 
building will be integral to the effective delivery of the Bill’s key 
components.”” 
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8. What role should CPPs play in supporting the community in 
regenerating their communities? 
 
A wide range of submissions commented in detail on the role of CPPs.   
 
COSLA stated that: “It is important that CPPs are empowered to focus on 
these activities, including a statutory requirement being placed across all 
relevant agencies, and not simply local government. CPPs also need to be 
able to rely on effective relationships and participation across a range of local 
partners. Although there is some excellent work going on, this is not always 
clearly linked to overall community planning priorities, and there is a need to 
ensure that all partners understand their role and remits in relation to 
regeneration. 
 
The CPP approach seeks to empower community planning partnerships to 
focus on the issues that matter most to communities.  However, transfer of 
power should not necessarily stop with the organisations that make up those 
partnerships. It is widely accepted in local government that ‘doing’ services ‘to’ 
people is ineffective, costly, and jeopardises the trust of communities. That is 
why community engagement and empowerment is at the heart of the 
community planning process, including a major role for communities in setting 
and developing the priorities in SOAs.  Over time that also means a dialogue 
about responsibilities and building capacity within communities to take 
ownership of outcomes.  Councils and their partners are constantly exploring 
how to evolve that process, including creating community capacity and 
encouraging communities to take responsibility and control of assets.” 
 
Individual councils also commented.  Highland Council were clear that the 
community should not only be a stakeholder in regeneration but that it “has 
the potential to be part of or indeed at times, lead the solution. This should be 
embedded in thinking and reflected in the approach adopted across 
regeneration activity.”  Angus Council explained that the definition of 
“community” can be important: “There is a need to understand the makeup of 
community planning partnerships and the role they play in tackling economic, 
social and physical regeneration already, alongside the need to harness a 
cohesive approach to working with communities.  When we talk about 
communities it is essential that they focus not only on geographic 
communities, but also the business community and the communities of 
interest which focus on individuals.”   
 
North Lanarkshire Council made the point that: “One of the main barriers to 
community involvement in regeneration is a lack of knowledge of how to get 
involved.  It is therefore important that community groups have effective 
contact with public sector partners, which can broaden their knowledge of 
regeneration priorities and issues.  Providing community groups with 
examples of best practice in community-led regeneration, showing how other 
groups have been able to take forward local based regeneration projects by 
themselves is an important way of improving knowledge and skills.”     
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DTAS questioned the terminology around community planning: “The purpose 
of Community Planning needs to be clarified and the loose thinking around 
Community Plasnning addressed - particularly in light of the Christie 
Commission. A good starting point would be removing the word “community” 
from the title of the activity. While there is clearly a need for local authorities 
and other public sector agencies to continue to meet together to strategically 
plan future public service delivery, it is questionable whether Community 
Planning Partnerships, as currently constructed, will generate the kind of  
imaginative and creative thinking required to deliver Christie, never mind have 
the ability to genuinely empower communities.  To deliver community-led 
regeneration and to explore and organise the re-provisioning of future public 
service delivery we need to create a new kind of interface which is fit for the 
undoubted challenges ahead.” 
 
And, Oxfam stated that community engagement needs to be “pro-poor”, ad 
that: “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. 
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.” 
 
St Andrews Transition University, as a community group, stated that it did “not 
perceive any influence of the CPP or have any engagement with it. White has 
been involved in the development of the local CPP, which has community 
resilience as a named goal, but has not fully identified strategies to achieve 
this. A greater cultural change is required in the nature of Local Authorities as 
enablers of community resilience, as noted above.”  
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9. How can CPPs best empower local communities to deliver 
regeneration? Please provide any examples of best practice or 
limitations experienced that you think the Committee would find useful 
in its scrutiny.  
 
Conrad Aldridge stated that: “I don’t think that CPP’s or Local Councils want 
to empower local communities. They see the community’s empowerment as a 
threat to their own power base. Ref P17 para 80 of the Audit Scotland review 
of CPP’s.  But Localism will only ever have real value when the local 
community is given the resources (the direct project funding from Central 
Government and knowledge from experts maybe from the CPP’s and certainly 
from the Private Sector) to implement its own ideas.  The revenue generated 
by the asset protected community owned schemes can then be directed over 
many years towards local needs. The funds or net cash flow from the 
community’s own development projects can easily be directed to addressing 
the local needs by having a proper monitoring process overseen by qualified 
and accountable people – possibly aided by the CPP or a Charity, expert at 
making sure that earmarked money is spent properly.”    
 
I terms of local authority responses, West Lothian Council were clear that: 
“Improving links between community planning and local teams who deliver 
services by working with communities is key to enabling successful 
regeneration.  Community Planning must impact at a local level as well as 
strategic level, and it is this which gives local communities the capacity and 
opportunities to be involved in decision and the development of services. 
Community Planning Partnerships must support local structures, and ensure 
that local regeneration work is valued and encouraged.  A commitment to 
community engagement at a strategic level is also important.” 
 
North Lanarkshire Council highlighted participatory budgeting, “which is very 
effective as an engagement tool and directly involves local people in making 
decisions on the spending and priorities for a defined public budget in their 
area. This also promotes wellbeing, empowerment and a sense of 
ownership.” 
 
Oxfam made a series of detailed points, in line with their comments 
highlighted elsewhere: “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.   
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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 participatory budgeting. Thus far used only on a small scale , 
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).  We believe participatory budgeting 
should be deployed more widely, following the principle of subsidiarity that 
locates decision-making as locally as possible…. 
 
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.” 
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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? 
 
SURF responded in detail to this question, stating that it: identifies the 
improved wellbeing of local residents as the most important outcome of 
community regeneration processes. We feel that this central element often 
lacks prominence, or is overlooked altogether, in the monitoring and 
evaluation of regeneration projects large and small. One effective tool for 
tracking changes in a local population’s health and wellbeing prior to and 
following a regeneration process is the Warwick-Edinburgh Mental Wellbeing 
Scale (WEMWBS). This internationally respected tool is based on a simple 
14-question survey that asks interviewees to agree or disagree on a sliding 
scale with statements about their wellbeing in the last two weeks. A typical 
statement is, “I’ve been feeling optimistic about the future.”  
 
WEMWBS is used by the GoWell project, an ambitious research initiative that 
tracks the longterm health and wellbeing impacts of regeneration investments 
in Glasgow. Interim GoWell findings indicate that improvements in such areas 
as social housing, the provision of green spaces and the quality of the public 
realm lead to significant advances in the health and wellbeing of residents of 
the city’s disadvantaged communities.” 
 
Boots provided some specific examples of how outcomes could be measured: 
“With regard to the specific outcomes we would refer the committee to the 
work done by the Welsh Government in developing its ‘Vibrant and Viable 
Places’ regeneration strategy.  It  concludes that following indicators should 
be used to determine  how  healthy and prosperous local communities are: 
 

 % of workless households (gap between deprived areas and other 
areas) 

  Employment rate (gap between deprived areas and other areas) 
  % of people who think their neighbourhood has improved in last 3 

years 
  % adults reporting fair or poor health  (gap between deprived and 

other areas) 
  % obtaining the key stage indicators at age 16 (gap between deprived 

and other areas) 
  % of people with post school qualifications (gap between deprived and 

other areas).” 
 
Oxfam provided information on its humankind index: “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.   
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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.” 
 
West Lothian Council highlighted that: “There are clear challenges around 
measuring outcomes and the impact of investing in enhancing community 
capacity and social capital.  However, there have been significant inroads into 
demonstrating the value of regeneration activity through logic modelling, the 
increasing understanding of the longer term benefits of preventive action and 
earlier interventions and improved focus at national level on the value of 
partnership working and co-production to deliver positive change. 
 
By developing a flexible and agile regeneration strategy, we are able to 
respond to the changing environment, economy and our own diverse 
communities and needs.  The measure of success must be about the 
improvement in the lives of individuals, families and communities in the 
regeneration area rather than any physical changes.  The measures have to 
be around quality of life and community resilience, and these are both longer 
term and harder to reach.  For this reason the development of social capital 
should be a key outcome for the regeneration process, as this is key to the 
longer-term success of any regeneration initiative.” 
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Local Government and Regeneration Committee 
 

14th Meeting, 2013 (Session 4), Wednesday 8 May 2013 
 

Delivery of Regeneration in Scotland 
 
REGENERATION FUNDING STREAMS 
 
The Fairer Scotland Fund (FSF) was announced by Scottish Government in January 
2008 and was worth £145 million per annum over 2008-11. 
 
It merged the following seven previous funding streams:  
 

 Community Regeneration Fund  
 Working for Families  
 Changing Children’s Services Fund (“social inclusion” element) 
 Community Voices Fund 
 Financial Inclusion Fund 
 Workforce Plus (including the New Futures Fund)  
 More Choices, More Chances 

 
The purpose of the fund was to enable local authorities and Community Planning 
Partnerships (CPPs) to tackle area based disadvantage; individual poverty; and help more 
people to access and sustain employment opportunities. 
 
The key principles of the fund were: 

 Tackling the root causes of concentrated and persistent poverty  
 Making early interventions for and with vulnerable individuals, families and 

disadvantaged communities 
 Promoting and improving joint working between local partners 
 Focusing action on improving employability 
 Empowering communities and individuals to influence and inform decisions made 

by partners in CPPs 
 
The creation of this single deprivation fund was to encourage an outcome-based 
approach. 
 
A new relationship between Local Government and Scottish Government was set out in 
the Concordat and underpinned the funding that was provided to local government over 
the period 2008/09 to 2010/11.  Key components of the concordat include Single Outcome 
Agreements (SOAs) between the Scottish Government and Local Government; simpler 
reporting procedures and a reduction in separate funding streams and ring-fenced funding. 
 
Within this context, the FSF replaced the above seven individual funding streams, and the 
associated administration and monitoring procedures, as of 1 April 2008.   
The FSF was ring fenced for the first two years to allow all CP partners to play a part in 
driving strategic investment of this resource.  In 2010/11 the ring fencing was removed and 
resources awarded to local authorities as part of their block allocations.   
 
Coalfields Regeneration Trust  
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The Coalfields Regeneration Trust (CRT) is an independent regeneration organisation that 
was established in 1999 to improve the quality of life in Britain’s coalfield communities. 
They are a registered charity and a company limited by guarantee, governed by a board of 
voluntary trustees.  The CRT in Scotland target wards containing data zones that have 
been categorised as being within the 20% most deprived within the Scottish Coalfields in 
the SIMD.  
 

YEAR ALLOCATION (£) 
2003-04 47,559 
2004-05 1,662,505 
2005-06 1,056, 257 
2006-07 1,871,071 
2007-08 1,575,000 
2008-09 1,575,000 
2009-10 1,575,000 
2010-11 1,576,000 
2011-12 1,576,000 
2012-13 525,070 

Total 13,039,462 
 
Urban Regeneration Companies 
 
Urban Regeneration Companies(URCs) are special purpose vehicles set up to deliver 
complex regeneration projects – attracting and co-ordinating public and private sector 
investment around a shared plan with the aim of achieving the sustainable transformation 
of their areas.  There are six URCs in Scotland. 
 
Clydebank Re-built   
Clydebank Re-built is a pathfinder Urban Regeneration Company, established in 2002, 
with the expectation that the regeneration would take up to 20 years. The current business 
plan extends to 2016.  Completed projects include, Change House, Aurora House, Clyde 
Gate Business Park and various work-shops offering light to medium industrial use. 
 
PARC Craigmillar URC 
The URC was established in January 2004 and its initial business plan spanned 15 years 
to 2019.  Following a review of Edinburgh Council’s arm’s length development companies, 
the plan is being reviewed. 
 
The main focus of the URC is to deliver housing and associated infrastructure within 
Craigmillar.  In addition, the URC has a comprehensive masterplan for the redesign and 
development of the town centre, in order to make it a ‘destination’ point.  This includes the 
location of key sites, including a Council office, library, supermarket, and secondary school 
(site now identified and zoned).  The URC has also already delivered an award-winning 
joint campus primary school.   
 
Raploch URC 
The URC was awarded pathfinder status in 2004 with their original business plan covering 
the period 2004 to 2012.  The plan was originally founded on delivering new housing 
infrastructure within Raploch as well as delivering new community resources.    Stirling 
Council provided significant land as equity to the URC as part of the anticipated 
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development.  The change in economic circumstances has meant there have been 
significant delays and difficulties in terms of the delivery of the original masterplan. 
 
The Council are currently carrying out a review of their regeneration strategy and an 
evaluation of the URC is currently on-going to consider options on its future delivery. 
 
 
 
Riverside Inverclyde 
Established in June 2006; current business plan spans 10 years to 2016. Riverside 
Inverclyde is an urban regeneration company advancing a series of regeneration projects, 
predominantly on a 4.5 mile stretch of waterfront at Greenock and Port Glasgow – towns 
synonymous with a strong shipbuilding, engineering, manufacturing and IT reputation. 
Riverside Inverclyde’s area of operation includes Gourock, Inverkip, and Wemyss Bay.  To 
date complete projects include, Ladyburn Business Centre, Victoria House, Drumfrochar 
Industrial Estate, various works at James Watt Dock Marina, town centre connectivity 
works and public realm works in Port Glasgow, Greenock and Gourock. 
 
Irvine Bay  
The URC was established in October 2006, current business plan spans 10 years.  The 
principle role of the URC is the physical transformation of the area. Through this, and by 
creating the conditions for sustainable private sector investment, it will facilitate the 
process of economic recovery leading to increased employment prospects for residents 
and a turnaround in the fortunes of the area.  Completed projects are based around the 
five towns in which the URC operates and include, Stevenson Business Centre, Saltcoats 
Station Building, various refurbishment’s on Princess Street, Ardrossan, Ardrossan 
Harbour Inn, Irvine NACCO site, the former Pump House, Ardrossan, Ardrossan Lyric 
Theatre, Kilwinning Main Street redevelopments and Saltcoats shop-front enhancements. 
 
Clyde Gateway 
The URC was established in December 2007, current business plan spans 20 years to 
2028.  Clyde Gateway covers an area that includes a large part of the east end of 
Glasgow, including Bridgeton and Dalmarnock and Rutherglen and Shawfield in South 
Lanarkshire.  Completed project include, Bridgeton Cross Public Realm, The Olympia, 
Eastgate Office Development, up-grading works at Rutherglen Main Street & Station, Red 
Tree Rutherglen, Red Tree Bridgeton and Clyde Gateway Trade Park.  
 
Clyde Gateway and the Commonwealth Games 
The work of the URC is crucial as part of the preparations for the 2014 games. Substantial 
resources have been directed towards infrastructure developments as part of the 
regeneration of the East End of Glasgow and its contribution to the legacy which the 
games will bring. It is likely that increased attention will come on current progress and also 
the future commitments to the area post 2014. 
 
Funding for URCs – excludes shovel ready project monies 
 
Clydebank Re-built 
 04/05 05/06 06/07 07/08 08/09 09/1

0 
10/11 11/1

2 
12/13 13/14 total 

SG   17.58  0.35 0.547  18.477 
SE   13.40     13.4 
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Total   30.98  0.35 0.547  31.877 
 
PARC Craigmillar 
 04/05 05/06 06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11 11/12 12/13 13/14 total 
SG  21.2        21.2 
SE            
            
Total  21.2        21.2 
 
 
Raploch 
 04/05 05/06 06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11 11/12 12/13 13/14 total 
SG 15.300       15.300
SE            
            
Total  15.300        15.300
 
 
Irvine Bay 
 04/05 05/06 06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11 11/12 12/13 13/14 total 
SG   1.150 1.600 2.600 2.25 1.3 2.3 1.500 1.500 15.20 
SE    0.630 0.920 4.48 1.93 1.7     9.66 
            
Total   1.150 2.230 3.520 6.73 3.23 4.0 1.5 1.5 23.86 
 
 
Riverside Inverclyde 
 04/05 05/06 06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11 11/12 12/13 13/14 total 
SG   0.3 3.0 7.0 5.0 7.0 2.3 1.5 1.5 29.6 
SE    1.64 6.04 2.15 2.5 1.7   17.03 
            
Total   0.3 4.64 13.04 7.15 9.5 4.0 1.5 1.5 41.63 
 
 
Clyde Gateway 
 04/0

5 
05/0
6 

06/0
7 

07/0
8 

08/0
9 

09/1
0 

10/1
1 

11/12 12/13 13/14 total 

SG    5.0 47.0 12.3 19.25 20.0 103.55 
SE     15.0   6.0     21.00 
          
Total    5.0 62.0 18.3 19.25 20.0 124.55 
 
 
Vacant and Derelict Land Fund (VDLF) 
 
The VDLF was established in 2004 with the aim of tackling long-term vacant and derelict 
land in Scotland.  The fund is one of the few remaining ring-fenced funds in the local 
government settlement.  The criteria of the fund is to tackle long term vacant/derelict land; 
stimulate economic growth/job creation; and promote environmental justice and improved 
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quality of life – with a focus on projects which promote innovation in temporary and longer 
term greening techniques for vacant and derelict land sites. 
 
The following Local Authorities receive funding, reflecting the extent of vacant and derelict 
land in these areas and levels of deprivation. 
 

Local 
Authority 

2004-
05 
£m 

2005-
06 
£m 

2006-
07 
£m 

2007-
08 
£m 

2008-
11 
£m 

2011-
12 
£m 

2012-
13 
£m 

2013-
14 
£m 

Dundee 2 2 2 2 5.25 1.4 1.1 1.1 
Glasgow 4 6 5.8 4.2 13.5 3.7 3 2.8 
Highland - - - - 4.5 1.2 1 0.9 
North 
Lanarkshire 

2 4 2.8 3.2 7.65 2.1 1.7 1.6 

South 
Lanarkshire 

- - 1.5 2.8 5.7 1.6 1.3 1.1 

Total 8 12 12.1 12.2 36.6 10 8.1 7.5 
 
 
Town Centre Regeneration Fund (TCRF) 
 
The Town Centre Regeneration Fund (TCRF) illustrated our commitment to the 
improvement of Scotland's town centres and local high streets. It supported community 
and business leaders to regenerate and grow our town centres, and helped our town 
centres adapt to modern markets, and supply the access, mix of facilities and services, 
and environment to meet the needs of local communities and businesses. 
 
Town Centre Regeneration 

Fund (2009-10) 
Number of Projects 
benefitting from fun

Number of Towns 
receiving a share 

£60m 66 89 
 
(see Annex A for full breakdown) 
 
People and Communities Fund (PCF) 
 
Building on the success of the Wider Role Fund for Registered Social Landlords 
(RSLs),and recognising the important role that RSLs and other community groups such as 
Community Development Trusts play in delivering change at a local level, the People and 
Communities Fund was launched earlier this year.   
 
The Scottish Government will provide the undernoted support for PCF, specifically to 
promote and support community-led regeneration, with the priorities being employability 
and preventative action.  The fund forms part of the overarching Regeneration Investment 
Fund. 
 
Annual Budget: 
 

2012/2013 2013/2014 2014/2015 Total: 2012-2015 
£7.9m £7.9m £7.9m £23.7m 
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           Annex A 
 
Town Centre Regeneration Fund (TCRF) 
 

Local Authority Area Project Title Award 
£ 

Aberdeen City Council  Safer Places Improved Spaces 
 Retail Rocks!

 686,031 
 572,500

Aberdeenshire  Stonehaven Town Hall & Environs 
 Eyesores Remedy Project, Fraserburgh 
 Highlander Bunkhouse, Huntly 
 Laurencekirk Railway Station Environs 

Development 
 OldmeldrumTown Centre Improvement 
 Macduff Property Improvement Zone 

 181,500 
 255,000 
 200,000 
 467,126 

 
 140,000 
 250,000

Angus Council  BrechinTown Centre Regeneration  1,800,000
Argyll and Bute  TarbertTown Centre Regeneration 

 BowmoreTown Centre Streetscape 
 DunoonTown Centre Streetscape 

Improvements

 984,500 
 300,000 
 300,000 

Clackmannanshire  Imagine Alloa  2,000,000
ComhairleNan Eilean Siar  StornowayTown Centre Regeneration 

Project
 1,500,000 

Dumfries and Galloway  Dumfries: A Capital Project 
 Upper Nithsdale:  All the Airts 
 Castle Square: Stranraer

 1,965,000 
 341,032 
 790,000

DundeeCity  The Lochee Project  2,000,000
East Ayrshire  Galston: Achieving Sustainable Regen 

 Cumnock: Creating Civic Space 
 Kilmarnock: Connecting Places

 250,000 
 749,000 
 1,156,551

East Dunbartonshire  KirkintillochTown Centre Regeneration  361,000
East Lothian  DunbarTown Centre Improvement 

 Prestonpans and TranentTown Centres 
Support Project

 416,850 
 300,000 

East Renfrewshire  Better Barrhead  906,000
EdinburghCity  Building Stronger Town Centres 

 Creating a new heart for Craigmillar
 582,014.50 
 2,000,000

Falkirk  FalkirkTown Centre Regeneration  2,000,000
Fife  Kirkcaldy -Bringing New Life 

 Lochgelly Business Centre
 2,000,000 
 1,750,000

GlasgowCity  Govan Cross Improvement Works 
 Maryhill Burgh Halls 
 Former Olympia Theatre

 1,300,000 
 1,800,000 
 1,950,000

Highland Council  Accessible and Attractive Dingwall 
 Routes West 
 Nairn High Street Streetscape Project

 462,920 
 317,471 
 800,000

Inverclyde  PortGlasgowTown Centre 
 GourockTown Centre Regeneration 
 GreenockTown Centre

 600,000 
 300,000 
 1,320,000
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Midlothian Council  Midlothian Community Planning 
Partnership: Dalkeith

 800,000 

Moray Council  Moray Towns Together  670,438
North Ayrshire  West Kilbride Commercial and Cultural 

Expansion 
 MillportTown Centre Regeneration 
 Ardrossan Key Buildings Regen 

Scheme 
 Saltcoats Key Buildings Regen Scheme

 431,729 
 

 397, 678.20 
 800,000 
 650,000 

North Lanarkshire  Revitalising North Ayrshire’s Town 
Centres

 2,745,000 

Orkney Islands Council  The StromnessTown Centre Linkages 
Project

 381,322 

Perth and Kinross  Regeneration of Coupar Angus Town 
Centre 

 Ericht Project 
 The Birks Cinema 
 Regeneration of PerthTown Centre 

 200,000 
 1,500,000 
 320,075 

 
 750,000

Renfrewshire  Renfrewshire’s Town Centres 
 New Life for PaisleyTown Centre

 775,000 
 1,830,000

Scottish Borders  Hawick Town Centre Environmental 
Improvements 

 Jedburgh Town Centre Regeneration 
Project

 353,000 
 

 606,745 

Shetland  Lerwick Old Town Centre Regeneration  308,000
South Ayrshire  Ayr Renaissance – North Hub 

Redevelopment
 2,258,000 

South Lanarkshire  East Kilbride Shop Mobility: Soft Play & 
sustainability 

 Biggar Corn Exchange Development 
 The Bubbles Factory Limited 

 100,000 
 

 197,354 
 550,370

Stirling   Dunblane High Street Gap Site 
 Raploch Non Food Retail Park

 1,200,000 
 1,000,000

West Dunbartonshire  Clydebank 
 Dumbarton

 1,825,493 
 450,000

West Lothian Council  West Lothian Towns Regeneration 
 Bathgate Business Improvement District

 1,745,300 
 600,000
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14th Meeting, 2013 (Session 4), Wednesday 8 May 2013 
 

Delivery of Regeneration in Scotland 

Extract from the Local Government and Regeneration Committee’s Report on 
the Scottish Government’s Draft 2013/14 Budget 

“Strategic/Policy Issues 

15. This section considers the Scottish Government’s regeneration strategy, how it is 
realised, communicated and linked with other Scottish Government strategies. 

16. The term regeneration is commonly used but appears to mean different things to 
different people. The Committee explored whether these different understandings 
had an impact on what is being delivered and whether this was an obstacle to 
regeneration. 

17. The 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. This holistic theme runs throughout 
this Strategy and forms the basis for the propositions and conclusions.”3 

18. The vast majority of written submissions agreed the Scottish Government’s 
definition was useful and broadly correct. Equally, in oral evidence, a number of 
witnesses expressed different understandings of regeneration without contradicting 
the Scottish Government’s definition. 

19. John Hutchison, Chairman of Isle of Eigg Heritable Trust, held that regeneration 
is all about giving communities confidence— 

“It is all about establishing a creative atmosphere that encourages people and gives 
them the confidence to come up with ideas and take them forward.” 4 

20. Jimmy McLellan, of the Bridgeton Steering Group, outlined the positive effects of 
regeneration in Bridgeton and Dalmarnock and surmised that regeneration is about 
“making people happy”.5 

21. Carolyn Sawers of the Big Lottery Fund— 

“… regeneration means improving people’s quality of life and life chances and 
making their communities vibrant, prosperous, resilient and sustainable. That is a 
positive way of looking at the proposition.”6 

22. Most witnesses focussed on regeneration of deprived areas whereas Pauline 
Gallacher of Neilston Development Trust contended that regeneration should not be 
limited to areas of deprivation, arguing for a preventative approach— 
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“I suppose that if I had anything to say about the conversation it would be that 
regeneration used to refer to places with self-evident problems, but—I was glad to 
see this in the regeneration strategy document—the definition now is perhaps more 
about sustaining, celebrating and supporting the assets of places so that they do not 
slip into a deficit mode whereby we have to have regeneration.”7 

23. The Committee recognises there are various interpretations of regeneration. The 
Committee believes the definition within the regeneration strategy is helpful and that 
the variants expressed to the Committee, while different, are generally compatible or 
complement the strategy’s definition. The Committee believes these variants are not 
an obstacle to effective regeneration.  

24. The Committee specifically notes the comments of Pauline Gallacher and 
recognises that regeneration should not necessarily be confined to areas of 
deprivation and that there is an opportunity to take a preventative approach to 
regeneration. 

Strategy 

25. The Scottish Government’s regeneration strategy was published in November 
2011 following publication of the Regeneration Discussion Paper, Building a 
Sustainable Future, in February 2011 and the updated Government Economic 
Strategy in September 2011. The strategy sought to respond to the key themes from 
the responses to the Discussion Paper. The strategy places regeneration within the 
context of other policies, provides the Scottish Government’s vision for regeneration 
and seeks to set out how this vision will be delivered. 

26. The Committee’s consideration of regeneration has been in the context of budget 
scrutiny, and so its focus on the strategy has primarily related to funding as explored 
in the next section of the report. The Committee touched on two other distinct issues 
about the strategy.  

27. First, the Committee explored the extent to which the strategy is joined up with 
other Scottish Government policies and strategies. 

28. The regeneration strategy sets out that Government Economic Strategy, the 
Scottish Government’s Infrastructure Investment Plan and the National Planning 
Framework all support the strategy and in turn regeneration outcomes. 

29. The Committee explored the extent to which the regeneration strategy has been 
successfully integrated and related to these other strategies with Scottish 
Government officials. David Cowan, Head of the Scottish Government Regeneration 
Unit told the Committee— 

“We have had mixed success; I should note, however, that the strategy is only a year 
old. As I said at the beginning of the session, the Government is focused on the 16 
national outcomes and, as a Government official who has to engage with other parts 
of the Government and influence where their policies go, I think that that is a very 
valuable place to be.  
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As for how successful we have been thus far, the justice, health, community 
planning, local government and economic development elements are all quite joined 
up with us in our strategy. There are no doubt areas where we could do better—and 
we will do better. As I have pointed out, the document itself was launched alongside 
the infrastructure investment plan and the cities strategy and we see all three as 
being connected and see the regeneration strategy as contributing to the 
Government’s overarching economic strategy. We are reasonably well connected 
and hope to do more in that regard.”8 

30. The second issue, unrelated to the budget, concerns the extent to which the 
strategy has been successfully communicated downwards.  

31. From oral evidence the Committee perceived a disconnect between the vision 
and delivery of regeneration as expressed in the strategy and how it is being realised 
by both local community groups and bodies such as urban regeneration companies 
(“URCs”). 

32. URCs were first established in 2006 as formal partnerships of key 
representatives from public and private sectors, which operate at arms' length from 
partner organisations to deliver physical, economic and social regeneration in a 
specific area. 

33. URCs take a strategic overview of their area, and develop a shared set of 
objectives and outcomes in partnership with public and private partners and, most 
importantly, the communities themselves. URCs have been established in six parts 
of Scotland to deliver focused, integrated regeneration strategies 

34. In particular, the evidence from Glasgow Regeneration Agency, Riverside 
Inverclyde and Irvine Bay Regeneration Company appeared to suggest an 
uncertainty about their purpose, vision and relationship with the strategy. 

35. Ian Cooke, Director of the Development Trusts Association articulated concerns 
about the communication and clarity of the strategy— 

“We were quite excited when the strategy came out. We loved the discussion around 
community-led regeneration, but it seems to me that regeneration takes place at 
different levels. We must acknowledge that communities cannot do everything, but 
the strategy is not clear about which issues are better dealt with by local authorities 
or by Government and which issues communities can make the biggest impact on.”9 

36. As the Committee has focussed on funding in support of the strategy in its 
scrutiny of the budget, it has not been able to explore thoroughly concerns 
expressed about the linkages of different strategies, nor concerns expressed about 
the communication of the Scottish Government strategy. The Committee recognises 
these are issues worth exploring further and intends to do so in its forthcoming 
regeneration inquiry. 

Funding in support of the strategy 
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37. The Scottish Government’s regeneration strategy sets out various funding 
streams to support its delivery. Amongst these are the Regeneration Investment 
Fund; the Capital Investment Fund, (which comprises funding from the Regeneration 
Capital Grant Fund, SPRUCE (JESSICA) funding, and the Vacant and Derelict Land 
Fund); and the People and Communities Fund.  

38. The Committee invited the Scottish Government to provide an overall figure for 
the amount of funding made available in support of regeneration in 2013/14. Prior to 
hearing from the Minister for Housing and Welfare, the Committee was provided the 
following information— 

 Regeneration Capital Fund - In 2013/14 £23m will fund URCs and leaving a 
sum of £2m still to be allocated by Ministers.  

 Vacant and Derelict Land Fund - £7.482m (a reduction of £650k)  
 Jessica Spruce - In terms of the SPRUCE (JESSICA) funding, the overall 

value of the Fund is £50m. Scottish Government contributed £24m with the 
remainder from European Structural Funds. However the nature of the 
funding means it would not be possible to be specific on exactly how much 
would be committed in 2013/14 or the percentage that related to SG money.  

 People and Communities Fund - £7.9m with £1.2 of that already allocated. 
The following figures outline the position on the People and Communities 
Fund for 2013/14: Total Available: £7.9m 
 
This is split into: 
 
Support for Community Anchor Organisations: At least £6m (of which £1.46m 
has already been committed) 
Support for Community Ownership Support Service: £300k 
Support for the Coalfields Regeneration Trust: £423k 
Support for Community Capacity Development Programme: To Be Confirmed 

 The sole aspect available for organisations to apply for is the support for 
Community Anchor Organisations (e.g. Registered Social Landlords, 
Community Development Trusts).10  

39. In oral evidence the Committee was advised that £175million was to be made 
available to support regeneration. Given the disparity between this figure and the 
information supplied before the evidence session, the Committee sought clarification 
from the Scottish Government. The Committee was advised that the £175m covers 
the 3 year spending period comprising, capital investment fund, the People and 
Communities Fund, plus £45m worth of SPRUCE. This totals £175,319,000. 

40. Renfrewshire Council in its written submission questioned the impact of the 
funding—  

“…it is debatable if the scale and extent of the funding is adequate to meet the 
challenge set out in the strategy”.11 
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41. A number of bodies and individuals stressed to the Committee that regeneration 
is more about outcomes than inputs, questioning whether the funding figure in 
isolation is of value. 

42. In the short time available, it has been difficult for the Committee to assess 
whether this overall figure is sufficient to support regeneration in Scotland, or 
whether this is the most relevant question. The concern of Renfrewshire Council is 
the only evidence the Committee received on this point and the Committee intends 
to return to it in its wider inquiry into regeneration. 

43. Although the Committee could not reach a conclusion on the overall funding, the 
evidence raised questions about the multiplicity of funding streams, access to them, 
and security of funding as explored in the next section. 

Partnership Working Issues 

Access to funding Streams 

44. Three distinct issues arose on access to and targeting of funding. First, some 
questioned whether there was too much emphasis on physical regeneration in 
targeting funds to the detriment of social and economic regeneration. Second, some 
queried the breadth of the geographic availability of regeneration funding. Third, and 
perhaps most significantly, where the focus is on community-led regeneration, many 
identified challenges for local community groups in accessing funds.12 

45. The Scottish Council for Voluntary Organisations (“SCVO”) captured these 
concerns in its written evidence— 

“The focus of much regeneration work to date has been on physical regeneration 
with the hope that social and economic regeneration will follow. It is our view that this 
approach has been largely unsuccessful. A greater emphasis on social regeneration 
is required with communities at the centre of the process.”13 

46. The Minister contended that equal prevalence should be given to physical, social 
and economic regeneration— 

“We need to focus on all three elements. Of course, in some areas, only the physical 
environment might need to be dealt with. The fact is that we have to look at what is 
required in each area, which is why local input is important and why we need to hear 
from local people about what they require. In other areas, all three aspects will need 
to be tackled. The physical environment might have been run down for many years, 
and social benefits might emerge from improving that environment and tackling 
existing deprivation. In some areas, only one aspect will need to tackled, while in 
others, all three will have to be looked at. The strategy makes it very clear that we 
need to look at all three things.”14 

47. David Cowan, Head of the Scottish Government Regeneration Unit, recognised 
that to date there has been a greater emphasis on physical regeneration with an 
unproven assumption that social regeneration will occur as a result of the physical.15 
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48. Callum Graham, Chief Executive of Glasgow Regeneration Agency, related his 
experience in Glasgow where physical regeneration had not delivered the expected 
social and economic regeneration. This supported a view that physical regeneration 
does not automatically precipitate social and economic regeneration. 

49. The Committee believes that for regeneration to be effective, it is critical 
that local circumstances are taken into account, engaging with and listening to 
local communities, and making a judgement on that basis as to the most 
appropriate form of regeneration. There should be a balance between physical 
and social and economic regeneration based on the requirements of the 
particular area. The Committee welcomes the Minister’s commitment to this 
approach. At the same time, the Committee recognises that to date, there has 
been a greater emphasis on physical regeneration as opposed to social and 
economic regeneration. The Committee will investigate this issue further as 
part of its wider inquiry. 

50. Evidence, especially from remoter areas, contended that the availability of 
regeneration is not equitable across Scotland. Argyll and Bute argued that funding is 
directed too much toward urban and lowland areas— 

“The vast majority of the funding streams referred to above are primarily accessible 
to those urban and lowland local authorities. Consequently, this gap needs to be 
filled as soon as possible to allow longer term and sustainable regeneration to take 
place in rural and island areas such as Argyll and Bute.”16  

51. Renfrewshire Council also related concerns about the extent to which funding is 
available across Scotland— 

“The Regeneration Capital grant fund is worth £25 million per annum but it is only 
available to areas which have Urban Regeneration Companies. The Vacant and 
Derelict land fund is worth approximately £27 million between 2012/13 and 2014/15, 
although again it is only available to five local authorities.17  

52. Fife Council, North Ayrshire Council, East Ayrshire Council and Orkney Islands 
Council all expressed similar concerns about their ability to access regeneration 
funds. 

53. The Committee also notes the evidence from local authorities such as Dundee 
City Council and South Lanarkshire Council and their positive experience of 
accessing funding. Dundee City Council has since 2004 made use of the Vacant and 
Derelict Land Fund— 

“…over this period some £16 million has been invested to bring back into use vacant 
and derelict land in the city. This has had a major impact in the successful 
regeneration of Stobswell, and the on-going projects in Lochee and the Hilltown. It 
has led to the creation of Riverside Nature Park and the wider connectivity to the 
Dundee Central Waterfront project as well as contributing to improved access to 
Dundee Port.”18  
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54. SCVO identified the particular challenges of accessing funding for local 
community groups— 

“With the exclusion of the People and Communities Fund the funding streams 
outlined above are mainly targeted at large capital investment programmes for 
physical regeneration which are not usually accessible to community groups. This 
leaves very little funding accessible for community-led regeneration which was the 
main focus of the regeneration strategy.”19  

55. Ann Nelson, Deputy Director of the Housing Services and Regeneration Division 
in the Scottish Government, explained the focus of the People and Communities 
Fund as a an agent to support community-led regeneration— 

“The relatively recent launch this year of the people and communities fund heralded 
a bit of a change of emphasis, in that similar funds previously focused on the social 
landlords sector—the housing associations sector—whereas the new fund focuses 
on community anchor organisations. That takes us into a bigger area, which includes 
development trusts and other types of organisations that are embedded in 
communities. The first awards from the fund are coming through. The focus is very 
much on the community-led side of things.” 20 

56. SCVO questioned the effectiveness of the people and communities fund as a 
means to support local community groups, when its two priorities are employability 
and preventative and not community-led regeneration. This view was echoed by the 
Scottish Communities Alliance. The issue of community-led regeneration is 
considered more generally from paragraph 85.  

57. Some evidence also suggested that the variety of funding streams in themselves 
prevented communities and groups from being able to access funding.  

58. Patrick Wiggins, Chief Executive of Irvine Bay Regeneration Company, explained 
how it was seeking to fund an initiative in Ardrossan— 

“To make that £3 million project happen, we will have to provide directly for it, 
because of the weakness in the economy and the scale of market failure. We are 
looking at all the funding streams that we can piece together. We have a bit of our 
core money and we are looking at nuclear decommissioning money, European 
regional development fund money, Scottish partnership for regeneration in urban 
centres—SPRUCE—or joint European support for sustainable investment in city 
areas—JESSICA—money and money from the Government’s hub initiative.”21 

59. Addressing concerns raised by local authorities, COSLA explained it has— 

“…requested that Scottish Government undertake a mapping exercise of 
regeneration funding streams in order that all those involved are clear on the funds 
available, who can access them, and the opportunities for match funding. Such an 
exercise would present a clear picture to those who would like to access funding, 
and would highlight possible alternative means of funding if an initial bid is 
unsuccessful.”  
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60. The Minister recognised that the multiplicity of funding streams could impact on 
the ability of groups to access funding and assured the Committee that the Scottish 
Government was engaging with this issue— 

“We have tried to simplify the regeneration budget by having two streams: the capital 
regeneration fund, and the people and communities fund. However, the issue that 
you raise arises not only in regeneration. It is recognised that there is some 
confusion for people about a lot of the Scottish Government’s funding streams 
around what funding is available and what it is available for. Officials are looking at 
the situation and mapping it to make it easier for people or groups to see what 
funding is available, what they can get it for and what the criteria are. The problem 
has been recognised and we are looking at it.”22 

61. The Committee agrees there are issues around access to funding. The 
Committee believes that better outcomes are realised when regeneration is 
community-led. It is critical therefore that community organisations are able to 
access funding and the Committee is concerned if the priorities for the people 
and communities fund hinder that access. The Committee also believes that 
access to funding should not be overly concentrated in particular geographic 
areas to the detriment of other areas.  

62. The Committee welcomes the Minister’s commitment to simplify the 
funding streams and improve access to funding and urges this to be 
completed quickly. The Committee expects to be kept informed of the Scottish 
Government’s progress in relation to this and will return to this issue as part 
of its wider inquiry. 

Security of funding 

63. Carolyn Sawers, Head of Policy and Learning for the Big Lottery Fund in 
Scotland, explained to the Committee the emphasis it places on revenue support 
funding— 

“…in our experience of community ownership of assets over a number of years, the 
money to acquire or develop an asset is the first part of the story, but by no means 
the end. If you look back at how the Big Lottery Fund has worked in community 
ownership over the past 10 years, you will see that it has placed far more emphasis 
on, and made far more financial investment in, the revenue support to projects to 
follow on from a capital development. We rarely fund or support a community only 
with capital costs to acquire or develop a property. We always expect the community 
to put into the funding bid some revenue costs, whether that is for a key post to 
continue the project’s work in future or services that will be embedded into the 
project. A mix of capital and revenue funding is the norm for us.”23 

64. The Gowkthrapple Organisation for Leisure and Development (GOLD) 
highlighted its concerns about security of funding. It explained how it has been able 
to run courses, but cannot assure people that they would be able to maintain 
courses and services as they were never sure of continued funding. 
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65. Riverside Inverclyde has funding for only the next two years. Its Chief Executive 
explained the impact of this uncertainty— 

“The lack of security has penalised us a wee bit in our discussions with private sector 
partners, which will not enter into a relationship with an organisation that might not 
exist in a couple of years. Likewise, with SPRUCE funding, the covenant strength 
and the ability to borrow are important.”24 

66. Similar concerns were expressed by Irvine Bay Regeneration Company and 
Glasgow Regeneration Agency. 

67. Mike Finlayson, Chief Executive of Forth Sector, explained how Forth Sector has 
sought to obviate this problem, by reducing its reliance on grant funding and moving 
into trading; in particular by replacing grants with commercial contract work for public 
bodies to deliver services on their behalf— 

“Three years ago, the organisation was pretty much broke. Some 60 per cent of its 
income came from revenue grant funding, it was serving a relatively small number of 
people, and it was unsustainable. Since then, we have reduced that grant 
dependency from 60 per cent to 6 per cent this year, and it will be zero next year.  

We have made that change basically by trading. We have transformed the 
businesses that we operate and brought them into profitability. We now have 
contracts; we do not have grants. The last remaining form of grant funding, which 
comes from the European social fund, will end at the end of the financial year. Next 
year, we will survive without it. It will have gone from £260,000 a year three years 
ago to nothing next year.”25 

68. Glasgow Regeneration Agency also reflected on the challenges of reduced grant 
funding, explaining that it had sought to overcome this through commercial revenue 
generating operations, in particular its role as a provider of nursery places.  

69. The Committee recognises the success in securing a more secure income 
stream through trading that has been achieved by Forth Sector and others. 
This change from grants to contracts reflects the changes in how public 
agencies are procuring services, and specifically seeking to link outcomes 
more directly to costs. The committee believes more organisations need to 
follow the example of Forth Sector and others by adapting to these changes, 
while accepting that this may not be the most appropriate option in some 
areas.  

70. The Committee notes the concerns about security of funding. The 
Committee further notes these concerns have been raised by disparate 
organisations, but for very similar reasons.  

71. The Committee considers that a lack of secure revenue support funding is 
an issue of concern to a number of divergent organisations and may be 
hindering regeneration initiatives. The Committee intends to return to this 
issue in the course of its inquiry. 
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Practical Issues 

72. The Committee began its scrutiny of the draft budget with a visit to Clyde 
Gateway. There the Committee saw a regeneration project on a large scale with a 
focus on cleaning contaminated land to enable subsequent development The 
Committee was impressed with the work at Clyde Gateway. 

73. At the other end of the spectrum, the Committee received evidence from local 
community groups on their regeneration initiatives. The Committee found the 
experiences of these community groups uplifting. 

74. This section explores the practical issues around these different levels of 
regeneration. 

Outcomes and stimulation of economic growth 

75. The Minister emphasised that the approach to regeneration is outcome focussed 
— 

“Some people will measure the Scottish Government’s commitment to regeneration 
by the scale of our inputs, but it is by the outcome of our combined efforts and 
investment that we will measure success.”26 

76. The Minister stressed the importance of outcomes, recognising that 
measurement had been insufficient to date — 

“We are working at the moment on how we can get a better picture of what is 
happening with the money that is being spent. The regeneration companies and 
projects that receive money just now have to report back on outcomes and what they 
have done with the money, but I accept that we need to be able to measure that 
better.”27 

77. John Downie, Director of Public Affairs for the SCVO, reflected that outcomes 
had not been measured well and that the third sector in particular had not been as 
effective as it should. He also argued that measuring outcomes need not be overly 
complex or bureaucratic.28 

78. Andy Milne, Chief Executive of SURF, reflected on the comments of Jimmy 
McLellan, seeing regeneration as a way of engendering a sense of happiness in a 
community and noted this is one useful measurement of success. In that regard, he 
drew attention to the success of Oxfam’s humankind index as a means of measuring 
how people feel about themselves.29 SCVO also offered support for this index.30 

79. A principal aim of the Government’s regeneration strategy is to stimulate 
economic development. 

80. John Downie queried whether measuring success in terms of sustainable 
economic development was correct— 
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“Part of the problem with the alignment of the regeneration strategy at the moment is 
that it is all about achieving sustainable economic growth rather than providing 
greater social, environmental and economic benefit to people in those areas.”31 

81. The Committee was struck by the absence of meaningful outcomes offered in 
evidence, whether in terms of sustainable economic growth or any other 
measurement. Written evidence in particular failed to offer any outcomes with 
respondents seemingly unclear about the difference between an outcome and an 
objective. 

82. As regards sustainable economic growth and in particular employment creation, 
Mike Finlayson, Chief Executive of Forth Sector, suggested that much effort had 
been unsuccessful because it has traditionally provided training rather than work 
experience. As such, he contended, a pool of skilled labour is created, but no more 
jobs. 

83. The Committee was disappointed in the absence of tangible outcomes 
offered in evidence. The regeneration strategy promotes an outcome focussed 
approach, but it appears that to date this approach has yet to be adopted. The 
Committee welcomes the Minister’s commitment to improve the measurement 
of outcomes. 

84. Given the absence of outcomes, it is impossible for the Committee to 
assess the effectiveness of regeneration initiatives in terms of sustainable 
economic growth or any other measure. The Committee intends to return to 
this issue in its regeneration inquiry and at that juncture would expect to 
receive evidence of more tangible outcomes. 

Community-led regeneration 

85. The regeneration strategy places community-led regeneration at its centre. The 
ambition of the strategy is to put— 

“…communities first, effectively involving local residents in the regeneration process 
and empowering communities”32 

86. In oral evidence the Minister re-emphasised the importance the Scottish 
Government places upon community-led regeneration. 

87. Ian Cooke, Director of the Development Trusts Association, emphasised the 
importance of community-led regeneration in terms of sustainability— 

“A couple of points that were made this morning clearly guide us towards 
community-led regeneration. There was a discussion about short- termism and 
succession planning. What will happen in five or 10 years’ time? The one thing that 
is guaranteed and that will not change is the community. Governments, councillors 
and regeneration initiatives come and go, but the community will be there 
throughout. The community is the logical starting point for regeneration, which is why 
we support and promote community-led regeneration.”33 
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88. The evidence reveals a universal recognition of the importance of community-led 
regeneration, but also recognition of the challenges in achieving it. 

89. Dr Armstrong, Secretary of CLEAR Buckhaven, saw two main obstacles to 
community-led regeneration— 

“Our biggest problem is disengagement and disempowerment of the community. 
Getting people along is the primary obstacle, and obtaining sustainable funding 
rather than one-time or short-term funding is the secondary obstacle.”34 

90. The Minister recognised the challenges of getting communities engaged, 
particularly in those areas in most need of regeneration. She advised that the 
Scottish Government is developing a community capacity building programme. David 
Cowan provided details — 

“First, there is a lot of work already out there on community capacity building. It is, for 
example, a big part of the role that community learning and development plays. 
Organisations such as the SCVO, the Big Lottery Fund, the Development Trusts 
Association Scotland and many others do some of that work, too. We are trying to 
talk to those organisations and to others in the Scottish Government who are 
working with communities. There is already investment—for example, there is 
cashback for communities money.  

How do we look at the bigger picture, get a sense of what is there and then add 
value? The next step in the process is to make proposals—a working document, if 
you like—to the Big Lottery, SCVO and others, to ask their views. We are hoping to 
sit down and talk to them in the next few weeks and to roll something out next 
year.”35  

91. Argyll and Bute Council also recognised the challenges of engendering 
community-led regeneration— 

“…whilst local communities contain significant potential to improve their areas, there 
are always questions over capacity, capability, longevity and access to finance, both 
development and capital.”36  

92. The Committee recognises that there are challenges to identifying and 
building communities capable of leading regeneration. To that end, the 
Committee welcomes the community capacity building programme, and 
believes that these challenges can be overcome. 

93. All who gave evidence presented themselves as advocates of community-led 
regeneration, yet the Committee perceived a disconnect in evidence between what 
was said and the priority that was actually afforded to community-led regeneration. 

94. One of the issues that prompted considerable concern to the Committee is the 
absence of local community members on the boards of bodies delivering 
regeneration.  
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95. Glasgow Regeneration Agency advised that in terms of its board, community 
engagement came through the locally elected members. Riverside Inverclyde also 
indicated that its engagement with the community came through locally elected 
members. Riverside Inverclyde have one community representative on its board, but 
Bill Nicol, recognised that this was probably insufficient representation for an area 
the size of Inverclyde. 

96. The Committee also raised concerns about the presumption that there is a 
limitation on the outcomes community led regeneration can deliver. In particular, the 
Committee expressed concern about the suggestion from Callum Graham, Chief 
Executive of Glasgow Regeneration Agency, that community led regeneration could 
not create jobs. 

97. The Committee found a top down culture in a number of areas, 
inconsistent with the Scottish Government’s vision for regeneration, with 
regeneration being done to communities rather than being led by 
communities. The Committee doubts there is full commitment to community-
led regeneration within some bodies and urges the Scottish Government to 
encourage a culture of community-led regeneration.  

98. The Committee will return to this issue in its forthcoming regeneration inquiry. 

99. Dr Armstrong, Secretary of CLEAR Buckhaven, recognised that much of its 
success resulted from having an effective and interested officer in the local authority 
rather than a process that fostered community engagement. Elizabeth Cooper of 
GOLD echoed this view. 

100. Jim Clark of Clyde Gateway argued that the significance of individuals is 
dependent on the size of the organisation and that given the size of the project with 
which he is involved, in this instance it is about the organisation. 

101. The Committee recognises that the success of regeneration initiatives can 
rest on the individuals involved as much as the processes. The Committee 
believes that processes should be put in place and leadership in local 
authorities should imbue a culture where the success or otherwise of an 
initiative is not necessarily reliant on the personalities involved. 

102. The Minister explained that CPPs are critical to facilitating community led 
regeneration. Although she recognised that to date they had not always been 
effective in involving communities. The conclusions of the Christie Commission that 
CPPs should be the vehicle for community engagement means efforts had to be 
made to improve in this area.37 

103. David Cowan drew the Committee’s attention to the Statement of Ambition— 

“CPPs must be able to engage closely with the needs and aspirations of their 
communities”.38 
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104. Susan Carr explained the challenges for local communities to influence decision 
making in relation to CPPs. She noted that her organisation had two representatives 
on the local partnership board, but that they had no voting rights and therefore could 
only seek to influence. 

105. The Scottish Community Development Centre was critical of CPPs, and stated 
that, although they— 

“…are tasked with the responsibility for engaging communities in planning and 
decision making processes at a local level, our view is that they function (broadly 
speaking) mainly as inter-agency planning vehicles at a strategic level. Their 
engagement with communities remains, in the majority of instances, driven by 
agency agendas as opposed to community needs and issues. Our view is that this is 
because there has been a lack of investment in engaging communities at an early 
stage in identifying what actions are needed to achieve positive change and also 
because there is currently limited opportunity or mechanism for communities to bring 
their own agendas to the table.”39 

106. John Hutchison of the Isle of Eigg, however reflected that CPPs can be 
effective — 

“We need to remember that the community planning partnership’s role is a strategic 
one but that there is a tactical level underneath that at which there is every 
opportunity for a local community to write a community action plan for its area. Public 
bodies have a duty to engage under the process and are audited on that.”40 

107. The role of CPPs appears critical to promoting community-led regeneration. 
The Scottish Government has committed to using CPPs as a means to connect with 
local communities. The Committee recognises that some CPPs are performing that 
role well while others are not. Given the critical role of CPPs, the Committee will 
explore their role further both in the context of the third strand of its public services 
reform inquiry and also in the course of its regeneration inquiry. 

Preventative spending approach 

108. The Christie Commission advocated a preventative spending approach. 

109. The Minister was invited to advise what the Scottish Government is doing to 
encourage a preventative spending approach— 

“For me, regeneration itself is preventative. Any money that is spent on regeneration 
in disadvantaged communities and areas is preventative spend. It also reduces the 
money that is spent from some of the mainstream budgets, thereby saving money.... 
I do not think that we can look at regeneration in isolation from everything else that is 
going on in terms of the preventative measures that the Government is taking in 
housing, health, transport and justice. Regeneration fits in with all those areas of 
preventative spend. We must look at the whole picture of spending, not just at 
regeneration in isolation.”41  
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110. Renfrewshire Council exemplified its view on the contribution of regeneration to 
the preventative spending approach —  

“Physical regeneration can contribute to preventative spending by improving levels of 
health and wellbeing through effective housing renewal and by reducing fuel poverty 
through installation and maintenance of effective heating systems. This will reduce 
the need for health spending caused by illness and disease associated with cold and 
damp conditions and mental stress. Improving the levels of social housing conditions 
can have a positive impact on reducing health inequalities.”42 

111. That view was generally echoed by other councils in their written evidence. 

112. Paula Gallacher explained her understanding of preventative spending— 

“It is immaterial whether you call it preventative action, sound planning or 
regeneration; the fact is that what we are doing in Neilston, in collaboration with our 
local authority and our local housing association, is to try to do an appropriately 
scaled, place-specific, rounded piece of community planning.”43 

113. Other evidence presented to the Committee appeared to echo the views of the 
Minister that regeneration in itself is an example of preventative spending. 

114. The Committee agrees that regeneration can and should have a 
preventative spending approach. The Committee will explore in its inquiry the 
extent to which such an approach is being pursued and how outcomes can be 
effectively assessed. 

Overall conclusions44, 45 

115. The Committee’s scrutiny of the draft budget this year has, as expected, 
opened many avenues for the Committee to explore in its regeneration inquiry. 

116. The Committee believes there is good work ongoing at different levels in 
terms of regeneration but, in the absence of clearly identifiable, meaningful 
and measurable outcomes, is unable to assess the effect of regeneration as 
regards sustainable economic growth or for any other measure. 

117. The Committee believes that there should be an increased focus on 
community-led regeneration. In that regard, the Committee welcomes the 
Scottish Government’s focus on community-led regeneration in the strategy 
and supports efforts to make funding streams more accessible to 
communities. 

118. The Committee argues that in providing funding to community groups 
and others there should be an increased focus on revenue supporting funding 
to complement one-off capital investments.  

119. The Committee will return to this and other issues in the course of its 
regeneration inquiry.” 
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