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COSLA’s RESPONSE TO THE ‘COMMUNITY PLANNING’
GREEN PAPER

(A Power of Community Planning, Community Initiative, Political Restrictions –
A Consultation Paper)

1. Introduction

1.1 “Since May 1997 we have seen a bold programme of constitutional reform unfold throughout the
UK.  Scotland has, after almost 300 years, its own Parliament.   It is no accident that the first full
debate to be held in that Parliament concerned the McIntosh Report on the future of local
government in a devolved Scotland.   That debate signalled the Scottish Executive’s determination
to spread the process of constitutional renewal to the governance of our communities.   It also
reaffirmed the pivotal role of local government in leading that process” (Rt Hon Henry McLeish,
MP, MSP, First Minister).

1.2 As democratically elected bodies whose remit touches upon a wide range of local services, local
authorities have a key role in combining both strategic and community leadership for their
communities and are already beginning to realise this objective through the Community Planning
process.

1.3 Commenting on the consultation paper COSLA President Norman Murray said …..”a power of
community initiative coupled with a duty of Community Planning would give expression to the
community leadership role of councils by giving them more freedom to act in the interests of their
communities and provide a firm signal about the central role of Community Planning as a vehicle
for achieving effective strategic governance of our communities.   COSLA has wanted this power
and duty for councils for some time.”

1.4 COSLA’s Community Planning Spokesperson, Councillor Hugh Halcro-Johnston, is confident that
“a power of community initiative will provide a clear stimulus to councils and their partners to
examine their delivery arrangements and spur councils on to look for more innovative solutions to
make better use of scarce resources in meeting the needs of their communities.  Councillor
Halcro-Johnston went on: “In many ways this is the move from a culture of compliance with
specific statutory duties or powers to one which supports innovation which is essential to the
delivery of Best Value.  I am therefore delighted that the consultation paper makes this particular
link and suggests that legislation to underpin the Best Value initiative could be included in the
same Bill that introduces the power of community initiative.”

Background Commentary
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1.5 Community Planning provides councils and their partners with an overarching framework for
enhancing the capacity of public sector agencies to address cross-cutting issues affecting the
social, economic and environmental wellbeing of their areas which require “joined-up action” -
notably, Sustainable Development, Social Justice, Health Improvement, Community Safety,
Economic Development, European Structural Funds and Equalities.

1.6 Partnership working should be at the heart of Community Planning.   To be effective it requires
commitment from all the partners, not just through agreement to a strategic vision but also through
action plans which commit them to the practical actions required to deliver objectives on the
ground.   Moreover the structure of organisations must not become the excuse for not integrating
services and policies at the local level.   Effective partnership working will bring with it the potential
for organisations to pool their budgets to achieve better value from the sum total of public
resources devoted to an area which in turn could give real impetus to partnership working.

1.7 Integrated working at local level must be mirrored by integrated working at the national level.   It
will therefore be important that the Executive gives a stronger and more consistent commitment to
Community Planning across all its activities including those agencies and Non-Departmental
Public Bodies it sponsors.

1.8 By challenging traditional ways of working, Community Planning and partnership working is often
rather difficult for individuals and organisations alike.   In breaking down such cultural barriers it
will be essential that the Scottish Executive and its agencies seek to secure better integration in
their approach to promoting Community Planning partnerships.   Much more attention must be
paid by sponsoring departments to setting objectives for agencies based on outcomes which
recognise their contribution to partnership working.   Government guidance and accountability
reviews could also further support the Community Planning process by paying attention to the
contribution of the agency to achieving outcomes in partnerships.

1.9 Partnership working is clearly key to the proper development of Community Planning and needs to
be embedded in the training programmes of all the key professional bodies in local authorities and
their partner agencies.   To ensure that Community Planning realises its full potential within the
key public agencies COSLA sees a need for explicit training at senior and management level in
partnership working.   There should be a clear link between this need and the work being taken
forward by the Reinventing Management Task Force, and we recommend that the Community
Planning Task Force take this into account.   We recommend that professional bodies, National
Training Organisations and others involved in the commissioning of training programmes
substantially increase the attention they pay to training for partnership.   We also see a need for
refocusing professional training to provide people with the skills to regenerate communities.   In
our view the appropriate mix of skills needs to be reconsidered.   The Community Planning Task
Force may wish to invite the academic community, the funding councils, employers and
professional bodies to consider these issues further.

1.10 Community planning is also about engaging local communities in a way that genuinely reflects
their needs and aspirations and involves them in the development and delivery of the shared
vision for their areas.   This engagement will be most successful when it is approached on a local
community’s own terms and is related to peoples’ everyday lives.   In a social justice context, key
benefits of this approach include:

• priorities being sensitised to the needs and concerns of different socially excluded groups
• a strengthening of the capacity of communities to take on more proactive roles in addressing

local needs and concerns
• improving the basis on which secure the proper integration of services, given that it is at the

local community level that the benefits of better policy and service delivery must be
demonstrated.
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It is on such a basis that the major public agencies (the local authority, the Health Board, the Police,
the LEC, Scottish Homes etc) in contributing to the community plan should be responding to the
needs and concerns of local communities.   Community learning strategies and initiatives such as
Listening to Communities will also  help to  secure effective community participation in Community
Planning by equipping community organisations to become fully engaged in the process.

2. COSLA’s Response to the Questions Raised in the Consultation Paper

A STATUTORY UNDERPINNING FOR A POWER OF COMMUNITY INITIATIVE

2.1 COSLA agrees with the Executive that we should adopt the broad scope of the Westminster
legislation in defining the power of community initiative.   This includes all parts of Section 2 of the
Local Government Act 2000 including those sub-sections referred to in the body of the
consultation paper.   COSLA would make, however, the following comments on section 2.

• COSLA broadly accepts the definition of the power (Section 2.1) to do anything which a
council considers is likely to achieve an improvement in the economic, social or environmental
wellbeing of their area.   We are concerned, however, that the way the power is drafted
promotes discrete elements of wellbeing and could fail to deliver an integrated approach
where economic, social and environmental concerns are not seen as potentially unrelated.

• We believe that Section 2(2) of the Act should also be incorporated into Scottish legislation.
This sub-section explains that the power can be used for the benefit of the whole or part of the
authority area and all persons or any person resident or present in the area.   We understand
that ‘person’ includes businesses and other organisations that are themselves separate legal
entities.

• Section 2(3) of the Act states that in exercising the power a council must have regard to its
community strategy.   Whilst this would seem reasonable, COSLA would need to be sure that
this did not limit the use of the power.

• COSLA supports Section 2(4) which provides the power to incur expenditure, give financial
assistance to any person etc.   We particularly welcome the power to exercise on behalf of any
person any function of that person.   We understand that this will allow councils to take on
functions currently undertaken by other service providers and so provide greater scope to
councils and their community planning partners to determine how best to discharge their
functions.   Under Section 2(4) we also welcome the power which allows councils to form or
participate in companies, trusts or charities including joint venture companies provided that
they are satisfied that the formation of, or participation in a particular company is likely to
improve the wellbeing of their area.

• Finally, COSLA supports Section 2(5) which allows councils to use the power in a way which
affects areas outside their own boundaries.   This will give councils greater scope for more
collaborative working between councils and other bodies, especially in situations where
boundaries are not coterminous.

2.2 The scope of these provisions in the Westminster legislation both confer new powers to achieve
community wellbeing and expand the range of means available to achieve that objective.   In the
pursuit of Best Value this will allow councils to integrate the provision of their services with those
of their partners in innovative ways to achieve community wellbeing.   COSLA would also propose
that – as in England and Wales – these same provisions are incorporated in the Best Value
legislation and so make a similar range of means available for the discharge of all council
functions, not just in relation to the promotion of wellbeing.   Once this legislation is in place,
COSLA will certainly be working with its member councils to ensure that best use is made of the
new power in developing their Best Value improvement plans.   In particular, we will promote the
opportunity that will become available to councils when undertaking strategic Best Value reviews
on cross-cutting issues with their community planning partners.
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(a) What, if any, existing statutory limitations or prohibitions might be lifted or relaxed to
facilitate the exercise of a power of community initiative, a statutory duty of Best Value or a
statutory underpinning for Community Planning?

2.3 COSLA welcomes the opportunity to review how existing statutory limitations or prohibitions might
be lifted or relaxed.   It is our view that all such limitations should be repealed unless the case can
be made that they remain necessary.   As has been stated in 2.1 and 2.2 above the new power
has the potential to enable councils to be innovative in perhaps new and unforeseen ways.
Whilst COSLA would prefer repeals of existing statutory limitations to be included in the legislation
(including those referred to in the consultation paper), we recognise that it is unlikely that all the
statutory restrictions which could prevent the proper use of the power or the achievement of Best
Value will be identified before the legislation completes its consideration by the Scottish
Parliament.   For example, this is almost certain to occur as we develop the concept of local
outcome agreements over the coming years.   COSLA would support, therefore, a provision
similar to Section 5 in the Westminster legislation which would allow Ministers (subject to the
limitations in Section 9) to amend existing legislation without the need for primary legislation.
COSLA would see itself having a role in supporting applications for the use of this power from its
member councils in addition to being consulted on proposals by Ministers to use the power as
provided for in Section 9.

2.4 As regards the statutory restrictions highlighted in the consultation paper we would make the
following comments:

• COSLA supports the views of the Executive in relation to the Local Authority (Goods and
Services) Act 1970.   In our response to the Executive’s legislative proposals on Best Value
we called for the development of a more generic approach with the outcomes of the
transaction / relationship to be seen as the determining factor rather than the particular
characteristics of the trading partner.

• COSLA calls for the repeal of all parts of the CCT legislation including the statutory return on
capital expected of local authority DLOs.   We believe that keeping a requirement for DLOs to
make a statutory return presupposes that this model for provision of these services will always
deliver Best Value when perhaps more innovative solutions could be found.   We also believe
that the most effective way of allaying concerns of anti-competitive practice is through non-
statutory guidance.

• COSLA believes that amending Part 2 of the Local Government Act 1988 to allow councils to
take into account quality, equalities and fair employment will, in themselves, help councils to
deliver Best Value.   If there are issues concerning competition policy this should be dealt with
in guidance.

• Statutory constraints over investment decisions should be removed, and there should be a
review of the implications of the 1984 McGarry judgement that imposed restrictions on the
ability of pension funds to invest in local/regional economic development activities.

2.5 There is also a need to address the statutory limitations  which affect councils’ community
planning partners in developing innovative approaches and solutions to local problems. This is an
issue which  will no doubt be addressed by other partner organisations in their own responses to
the consultation paper and by the Community Planning Task Force itself.

(b) What provisions, if any, should the statute include to ensure that the power is used to the
maximum benefit of communities?

2.6 Whilst the application of the power will become subject to the general duty of Best Value, COSLA
accepts that it would not be reasonable for a council to use the power of community initiative to
raise money.   We also accept that there should be a reserve power of Ministerial intervention, to
be used only as a last resort, such intervention should be subject to Parliamentary approval.
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2.7 COSLA is firmly of the view however that any new powers should be considered following a
review all existing powers to intervene in the running of local Councils.   In COSLA’s response to
the Scottish Executive’s legislative proposals on Best Value we argued for a new system for
intervention based on the following principles:

• formal intervention in the running of the council would be seen as an act of last resort;
• the council should have been given adequate opportunity to rectify failures;
• the level of intervention should be appropriate to the failure identified;
• that prior to an intervention decision being taken by the Executive, it would be a requirement

that the council concerned be given a formal opportunity to make representations as to why
intervention should not take place;  and

• a role for the Parliament in the scrutiny of intervention proposals.

We also made the case for the development of an ‘intervention protocol’ based on these principles
and which would be in keeping with co-operative methods which have emerged and the
permissive approach to the legislative requirements for Scotland.

2.8 COSLA believes that these proposals are consistent with the Executive’s view that such powers of
intervention should be kept genuinely in reserve.   We accept the case for intervention powers
being used when financial failure is acute, where there has been anti-competitive behaviour, or
where scrutiny has identified chronic underlying problems.   We believe however, that such
intervention is reasonable only when a council is unwilling to address the problem.   We have
difficulty envisaging a situation where a council was unable to address the situation and
intervention was an appropriate response.

2.9 It is also acknowledged that in exceptional circumstances the Executive might wish to retain
powers to intervene in cases of emergency.   In these cases it should be for the Executive to
demonstrate that failure to act immediately would lead to a serious risk to the public or the
problem was of such a scale or of such an exceptional nature that immediate action was the only
option.

2.10 COSLA concurs with the Executive’s view that the provision of an intervention power also raises
the suspicion that it might be used by the Executive to veto local actions which it dislikes or for
political advantage.   We agree, therefore that there should be regulations which prescribe the use
of the power.   We also believe, however that before any intervention in the running of a council,
there should be a requirement for an affirmatory resolution in the Parliament to such effect, prior to
any action taking effect.   In cases of emergency action, the Executive would have to satisfy
Parliament that intervention, as a first resort was appropriate rather than allowing the council
concerned appropriate time to remedy the matter at their own hand.

(c) How should local authorities’ exercise of the power of community initiative relate to the
functions of other statutory bodies?

2.11 COSLA agrees with the Executive that it is both natural that local authorities should take on a
community leadership role which seeks to ensure that the actions of local agencies are properly
co-ordinated, and important that they should have a power of community initiative which gives
them the wide-ranging legislative discretion to pursue cross-cutting actions on behalf of their
areas.

2.12 As councils develop their community leadership role within Community Planning there must
however, be a clear mutual understanding of the roles and responsibilities of local authorities and
their partners.   This will help councils to engage in cross-cutting actions in those areas of activity
which shade into the remits of other agencies.
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2.13 COSLA agrees that there would be benefit in developing guidance or protocols on these
relationships and would expect the Community Planning Task Force to take responsibility for their
drafting.  But more important than defining relationships is the need to provide consistent
guidance on the role of Community Planning and the need for all partners to engage in the
process effectively.  In particular Community Planning must be seen as the key mechanism for
delivering the renewal of our communities.

2.14 To take the two examples highlighted in the consultation paper (Local Economic Forums and
Public Health) there are concerns that recent Executive publications are not giving consistent
guidance on the role of Community Planning.   The draft national guidelines on local economic
forums states as one of its key messages that ‘Forums can be major contributors to the economic
dimension of Community Planning’.   It is COSLA’s firm view that the Forums should work within
the framework of Community Planning and that their establishment and development must reflect
this.   Moreover there is a danger that local enterprise companies see the Forums as the focus for
their attention and thereby limit their contribution to the Community Planning process.   We believe
that this would diminish the effectiveness of both the Forums and Community Planning.   This is
because unless economic strategies are integrated within the Community Planning process they
will not reflect the wider economic, social and environmental issues addressed in the overall vision
set out in the community plan.   This will also result in economic development strategies being
less likely to influence the mainstream funds of partners in delivering agreed objectives and rather
being seen as a separate activity being funded by LECs.

2.15 As well as pointing out that it is essential that the Forums’ work within the context of Community
Planning, the draft guidance could also have indicated how this might be done in different parts of
Scotland.   For example, in Fife, Glasgow, Scottish Borders, Dumfries and Galloway, and the
Islands council areas the work of the Forums should be fully integrated within the Community
Planning process.   Moreover the setting up of separate partnership structures for economic
development would be an example of “partnership overload and overlap”.   In Highland the Local
Forums would need to work within the context of the ‘wellbeing alliance’ (Highland’s Community
Planning Partnership) and be integrated within the local Community Planning process within the
Highlands.   For all other areas where the LEC boundaries encompass more than one Community
Planning Partnership it should be emphasised that the Forum’s actions would focus on the more
‘regional’ economic development issues and so complement the actions within the Community
Planning Partnerships which would focus more on local delivery.

2.16 COSLA firmly welcomes the recognition of Community Planning within the Scottish Executives
recently launched National Health Plan ‘Our National Health’.   In particular COSLA is pleased that
the Plan states that “each NHS Board, with partners in the Community Planning process, will
develop Health Plans for each Council area it serves within the framework of Community
Planning”.   This statement gives a clear expression of the need to develop Health Plans within
the strategic framework of the Community Plan and not as an adjunct to, or separate part of the
Community Plan.   However, somewhat confusingly, the Health Plan then goes on to suggest that
…”each NHS Board will be responsible for developing a single local health plan to address health
improvement, health inequalities and healthcare needs of the local population.   This streamlined
system will form an integral part of the relevant local authorities Community Plans and will link to
local authority homelessness strategies".   COSLA is disappointed that this gives the impression
of suggesting that the Health Plan is developed within the NHS and then somehow ‘bolted’ on to
the Community Plan thereafter.   It will be important to resolve this particular anomaly and provide
clear guidance on the key strategic role of the Community Plan and its relationship to the
development of a Local Health Plan.

2.17 Finally, it will be important that future guidance covers the role of national agencies operating in
Scotland such as the Benefits Agency and Employment Service.   These are key partners in the
Community Planning process and the development of guidance will require a clear understanding
between the Scottish Executive and the sponsoring departments in Whitehall.
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(d) Would there be merit in drawing up statutory (or non-statutory) guidance for councils on
the exercise of the power of community initiative?

2.18 COSLA believes that such guidance will be beneficial if, in the first instance, it is non-statutory.
Again we would see the drafting of guidance being the responsibility of the Community Planning
Task Force.   This would be in line with the non-prescriptive approach pursued in recent years
between central and local government in Scotland.   Only if the non-statutory route were not found
to be effective should the statutory option be considered.

A STATUTORY UNDERPINNING FOR COMMUNITY PLANNING

(a) Should there be a statutory power or a statutory duty of Community Planning?

2.19 As the consultation paper clearly identifies a power of community initiative will give local
authorities a broader statutory competence to pursue strategies and promote the well-being of
their communities.   COSLA is firmly of the view however that for this to be affective it will need to
be further supported by a duty of Community Planning to be placed upon local authorities.
COSLA believes that a duty would be a stronger measure than a symbolic power and provide a
firm signal about the central role of Community Planning as a vehicle for achieving effective
strategic governance of our communities. In framing a duty however it will be important to ensure
that Community Planning continues to develop from locally owned approaches.

2.20 COSLA believes that local authorities should be given a duty of Community Planning which is
similar to the duty placed on English local authorities by the Local Government Act 2000:

“Every local authority must prepare a strategy (referred to in this section as a community strategy)
for promoting or improving the economic, social and environmental well-being of their area and
contributing to the achievement of sustainable development in the United Kingdom.”

(b) Should statutory provision for Community Planning go wider than local authorities?

2.21 COSLA believes that the statutory provision should go wider than local authorities.   We believe
that a duty should be placed on Ministers to give statutory direction to the Executive agencies and
the Non-Departmental Public Bodies they sponsor and to the other public partnerships (such as
Social Inclusion partnerships and European Structural Fund partnerships) which they convene.
We also believe that, as a matter of principle,  a duty of community planning should be placed on
the public bodies themselves.   In our view, this is likely to be best achieved by reviewing the
statutory framework under which they were created.   These new duties have the effect of
requiring them to engage effectively in the Community Planning process.

2.22 Whilst we still believe that the potential of Community Planning will only be fully realised where
partners are committed to the process, it is equally essential that all the partners understand that
their engagement in the process is not optional.   Local authorities do not see their community
leadership role as an optional extra but a core function that sits alongside their statutory
responsibilities for key public services.   Equally, other public agencies should not see their
contribution to “joining-up” public services to better serve the needs of their communities simply as
an optional extra, nor indeed their role in taking a lead in delivering services in their areas of
competence.  In addition, whilst most public agencies in most parts of Scotland understand the
importance of their contribution to the Community Planning process, there are some who do not.
As a result the Community Planning process is not progressing in some areas as it should.   It
cannot be acceptable to the Executive that parts of Scotland will fail to benefit from the better
services that Community Planning will bring.
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2.23 This is another reason for believing that there are advantages in placing a duty of intervention on
ministers.   Most importantly, ministerial directions are an appropriate way of expressing the
expected performance of agencies, both in terms of their effective engagement in the Community
Planning process and in their contribution to the delivery of the Executive’s policy priorities on
cross-cutting issues.   he importance of this point is also recognised in the recommendation of the
Scottish Executive Policy Units report “Making a difference: Effective Implementation of cross-
cutting policy” [August 2000] which states that:

“The Executive should renew sponsorship arrangements [so that] corporate contracts and
guidance letters should reflect cross-cutting issues, as should agencies’ strategic objectives.”

2.24 Another advantage of setting performance standards in this way is that it will ensure that
sponsoring departments within the Executive monitor their agencies contribution to the
Community Planning process as well as bringing this aspect of performance within the framework
of external audit undertaken by Audit Scotland.   This latter point would also remove a gap in the
current system of external scrutiny which was highlighted in a recent Cabinet Office report [PIU,
“Wiring It Up”, 1999] which stated that:

“Current systems of audit and external scrutiny contain few positive incentives for cross-cutting
working, and there is a perception that they can act as a barrier to cross-cutting working.”

2.25 Finally, it is important to highlight again the important link with Best Value and the need for a
consistent approach across the public sector.   In COSLA’s response we stated that:

“It will be vital that all the public agencies engaged in the Community Planning process are
operating under exactly the same expectations.   While the present Best Value regime
encourages councils to think innovatively about solutions to their unique problems, the public
agencies who are our partners in the delivery of public services must also be challenged to think
creatively in the future if the potential benefits of both Community Planning and Best Value are to
be maximised.   The expected power of community initiative will provide a very clear stimulus to
councils and their partners to examine their service delivery arrangements and spur councils on to
look for more innovative solutions to make better use of scarce resources in meeting the needs of
their communities.”

(c) Should the statute be framed in terms of producing a strategy, or in terms of facilitating the
preparation of a strategy?

2.26 COSLA agrees with the Executive that the duty of Community Planning should focus on facilitating
the preparation with partners of a joint strategy with clear outcomes, rather than concentrating on
the production of a single document.   Experience from Community Planning in New Zealand for
example has indicated that the process of preparing and developing community planning
strategies is more important than the production of a document or strategy.   While production of a
published "plan" should not be the centrepoint of community planning, there should nonetheless
be a requirement on councils, in consultation with community planning partners, to issue a
published document, to which anyone can refer to for information.   Community planning should
not be seen as something that takes place behind closed doors.   The non-statutory guidance
could, without being overly prescriptive, indicate the areas and issues, which might be covered in
such a document and be supported by good practice examples.

(d) Should there be guidance (statutory or non-statutory) on the exercise of a power / duty of
Community Planning?

2.27 COSLA believes that preference should be given to non-statutory guidance and that this reflects
our shared objective for a non-prescriptive approach.   The drafting of this guidance should be a
responsibility of the Community Planning Task Force.   We would also agree with the Executive
that it would seem sensible to make provision for statutory guidance which could be held in
reserve.
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2.28 In preparing guidance, the Community Planning Task Force will need to give special consideration
to the resolution of localised conflicts and what facilitative role might be played by the Task Force
itself.   The guidance could suggest that the resolution of conflicts should, in the first instance, take
place at local level and that only if conflicts cannot be resolved locally should they be referred to
ministers for determination.

(e) If there were to be a statutory duty of Community Planning what, if any, arrangements should
there be for monitoring its implementation?

2.29 The need to ensure that community plans are constantly monitored and reviewed has been
highlighted in the progress reports of many councils, with some councils already putting
monitoring systems into place.   A key task should be to develop a coherent monitoring and
evaluation framework for community planning which builds on existing arrangements and
developments, including best value public performance reporting, best value joint scrutiny and
inspection, the monitoring framework for social inclusion partnerships, and the monitoring of other
strategic plans, such as LA21, rural strategies and health improvement plans.   "Data
partnerships" and other approaches to information sharing among community planning partners
will also need to be developed, having regard to data protection and other issues as, for example,
set out in "Community Planning: information issues and initiatives - a starter paper," COSLA,
1999.   At a less formal level COSLA would welcome the roles outlined for the Community
Planning Task Force and COSLA’s Community Planning Officers Network.   We would also see
good reason for tracking feedback from other partners and would see a key role for sponsoring
departments in the Executive in co-ordinating this.   COSLA also intends to include regular
progress reporting on its new website.

2.30 As indicated in para. 2.24, we would see monitoring implementation of community planning as
falling within the framework of external audit by Audit Scotland.

(f) Should the statute include powers to remove existing statutory constraints or
requirements which are unreasonable obstacles to the effective exercise of a power / duty
of Community Planning?

2.31 COSLA is of the view that it will be important to identify areas where there is a need to reduce the
statutory requirements for councils to produce plans and strategies.   But, as we have argued in
relation to the power of community initiative (see paragraph 2.3) it will not be possible to identify
all those statutory constraints in advance of the legislation.   Indeed some will only become
apparent as we develop community planning and implement the duty of Best Value.   COSLA
would, therefore, support the inclusion of a power to remove existing statutory constraints without
the need for primary legislation.   This power could be similar to the power under Section 16 of the
Local Government Act 1999 which legislated for Best Value in England and Wales.

(g) Would there be merit in making arrangements to help streamline and rationalise the
number of new strategies, plans and / or partnerships which impact on communities?

2.32 Tackling poverty and social exclusion is key priority associated with a range of Scottish Executive
initiatives, notably Social Inclusion Partnerships, Working with Communities Pathfinders, Listening
to Communities, Communities at the Edge, Commmunity Schools, Healthy Living Centres and the
Better Neighbourhoods Fund.   As all of these initiatives operate at local level, a very strong case
can be made for streamlining and rationalising them under a community planning umbrella.   This
link has already made by some community planning partnerships, for example, the Glasgow
Alliance and the West Edinburgh Working with Communities Pathfinder.   There is also a strong
case for rationalising the local partnership structures which support these initiatives to reduce
duplication and overlap.   The large number of partnerships in some areas has been highlighted in
the Scottish Executive’s Policy Unit report “Making a Difference: effective implementation of cross-
cutting policy” (June 2000).   Equally, councils and their community planning partners should be
given the freedom to pool the funding streams associated with each of the initiatives.   Such an
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approach is being promoted through Local Outcome Agreements, which commit councils to
delivering specified outcome targets in return for a reduction in the number of plans they were
having to produce and which facilitate pooling of funding streams.   It is also anticipated that these
outcome targets will be linked to Best Value Improvement Plans and to the priorities established
under the community planning process itself.   These and other key issues will clearly need to be
addressed by the Community Planning Task Force.
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SOUTH LANARKSHIRE COMMUNITY PLANNING PARTNERSHIP

EVIDENCE TO THE SCOTTISH PARLIAMENT’S LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMITTEE

The South Lanarkshire Community Planning Partnership welcomes the opportunity to give evidence on
Community Planning to the Local Government Committee of the Scottish Parliament.  We have made a lot of
progress in the two years since we were designated as a Pathfinder area.  But we also recognise that we still
have a long way to go in better addressing the needs of communities in South Lanarkshire and in improving
the quality of life for all.  We believe that Community Planning will be vital to that process.

1.0 Background

1.1 In July 1998, South Lanarkshire was designated as one of 5 Scottish Community Planning Pathfinder areas.
Working together with its major public sector partners, namely Lanarkshire Health Board (LHB), Greater
Glasgow Health Board (GGHB), Lanarkshire Development Agency (LDA - now known as Scottish Enterprise
Lanarkshire), Scottish Homes and Strathclyde Police “Q” Division, the partnership published “Stronger
Together”, South Lanarkshire‘s Draft Community Plan in December 1998.  This was the first such Plan to be
published in Scotland.

1.2 The draft Plan was officially launched on the 4th February 1999 and an extensive consultation exercise was
then undertaken.  A finalised Draft Plan was published incorporating the outcome of this process in March
2000. Another consultation exercise was undertaken and the final Plan (in full and summary versions) and an
Action Plan for the period 2000/2002 was launched on the 13 December 2000 at the inaugural meeting of the
South Lanarkshire Community Planning Partnership. The partnership must now move beyond a strategy/policy
development phase and be seen to be delivering action and better services on the ground.

2.0 Introduction

2.1 As its title suggests, the Community Plan “Stronger Together – A Vision for the Future of South Lanarkshire”
sets out the joint vision for improving the quality of life for all residents in South Lanarkshire, over a five to
ten year period. Critical to its success will be real co-operation and commitment from partners in the public,
private and voluntary sectors as well as from communities and individuals.

2.2 Until December of last year, Community Planning in South Lanarkshire was supported by a two-tier
partnership structure:

1. A Partners Joint Steering Group :This was a group at Chief Executive level, or equivalent, from each of the
partner agencies which met on a quarterly basis.  It provided key strategic direction.

2. A Partners Joint Working Group : This was a senior officer group involving representatives from  each of
the partner organisations, directly accountable to the Joint Steering Group.  It was meeting on a monthly basis.
It was responsible for engaging the community, developing the Plan and progressing its key themes and
underpinning processes.

2.3 With the launch of the South Lanarkshire Community Planning Partnership in December 2000, it has been
agreed that the requirement for the Steering Group no longer exists.  However, the Working Group will
continue to provide support.  The Community Planning Partnership is chaired by the Leader of the Council and
currently has 15 members - the Council’s Chief Executive, the Chair and Chief Executive of Scottish
Enterprise Lanarkshire, the Chair and Chief Executive of Greater Glasgow Health Board, a Board member and
General Manager of Lanarkshire Health Board, a Board member and Regional Director of Scottish Homes, the
Chief Superintendent of “Q” Division of Strathclyde Police, the Chair of the South Lanarkshire Volunteering
Executive and the Credit Union Network, the Chair of Hamilton District CVS, two representatives from the
four Chambers of Commerce in South Lanarkshire and a member of the South Lanarkshire Youth Council.
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3.0 Vision and Action Plan

3.1 The Vision identified seeks to promote:

•Safe and Healthy Communities (incorporating issues relating to community safety and crime, health and
social care and the environment);
•Successful and Inclusive Communities (incorporating issues relating to social inclusion, urban regeneration
and rural development);
•Working and Learning Communities (incorporating issues relating to business development, lifelong
learning and communications).

3.2 The accompanying Action Plan highlights the main activities to be addressed under each of these Themes for
the period 2000/2002.  “Aspirations” have been set within the Vision for the measurement of achievements by
the year 2010.  It is intended to update the Action Plan on an annual basis.

3.3 Community Planning is a process.  The Plan is important but only a means to an end.  That is why much of the
ongoing work since the preparation of the initial Draft Plan has been in relation to developing the processes
that will underpin it and convert the Plan’s aims and objectives into action.  These are

 
•Effective Partnerships
•Community Involvement, Communication and Consultation
•Joint Prioritisation and Planning
•Impact Assessment

Effective Partnership

3.4 An initial audit of partnership structures, strategies and plans was carried out in 1999.  This illustrated the
sheer scale and complexity of existing arrangements.  In order to promote more effective partnership working
and a rationalisation of the partnership “map”, the Plan sets out a South Lanarkshire Partnership Framework.
The SLCPP sits at the heart of this Framework which also consists of seven theme based strategic partnerships
(covering Health, Social Inclusion, Rural Development, Community Safety, Employment and Enterprise,
Children and Young People and Local Agenda 21).

3.5 These Partnerships are at various stages of their development, with some already launched (Community Safety,
LA 21) and others at an advanced planning stage.  They are seen as being critical to the delivery of the Plan’s
objectives and to increase ownership and widen involvement in the process.  It is intended that each of the
partnerships will produce an annual Action Plan or Programme which will then be consolidated into a single
Action Plan for the Community Planning Partnership’s consideration.  Progress will be monitored and reported
through an Annual Progress Statement.

Communication, Consultation and Involvement

3.6 In preparing the various versions of the Plan, the partners have tried to consult and involve as many people as
possible.  A wide range of activities has been undertaken including,

• Working with South Lanarkshire’s Citizens Panel through regular surveys of views and opinions
• Two Community Conferences
• A series of presentations and seminars organised by partners
• Team Briefings of Officers and partner workshops
• Feature articles in a number of in-house newspapers and publications
• The development of a “Data Partnership” to help share information

3.7 Arising from this process, a "Civic Forum" proposal is being developed, with representation from across the
spectrum of civic life in South Lanarkshire. This proposal would have to be seen as complementary to the
ongoing use of other consultation mechanisms e.g. the citizens panel, citizens juries, focus groups and
opinionmeters.  The full involvement of the private and voluntary sectors will be critical to the success of the
Plan at every level.  A draft Communications Strategy has been prepared and an interactive Web Site is being
developed.
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Joint Prioritisation and Planning

3.8 A series of meetings have taken place between the Council and the main public sector agencies represented on
the partnership.  These meetings have led to a better understanding of individual budgetary and planning
processes.  They have also examined current budgetary positions and commitments and have begun to explore
better arrangements for reaching joint investment decisions and external funding bids in the future.  The Action
Plan for 2000 / 2002 has been compiled on the basis of these discussions.

3.9 Work has been ongoing on a range of fronts to pilot the Community Plan at a local level.  Two good examples
are the Blantyre/North Hamilton Social Inclusion Partnership (SIP) and the Health Agenda in Cambuslang and
Rutherglen.  The SIP Strategy reflects the same three broad themes that are contained in the Community Plan
and the Action Programmes completed and in progress for years 1 and 2 have been fully in line with the Plan’s
aims, objectives and ethos of joined up working to maximise outcomes.  This has resulted in a number of
programmes where the partners and the local community have come together to shape the delivery of local
services.  The Council has been working with Greater Glasgow Health Board, the Glasgow South Acute Trust
and the Cambuslang/Rutherglen LHCC to examine health inequality issues and the potential for joint planning
and investment.

3.10 Consideration has been given as to how the Community Planning process itself is to be resourced by the
partnership.  As a result, a jointly supported Community Planning budget of around £80,000 has been created
for the current financial year.  This fund, amongst other things, supports the employment of a Community
Planning Co-ordinator post, filled on a secondment basis, to support the work of the partnership. Processes to
improve personnel procedures across the partner agencies are being developed, to allow more opportunities for
the flexible deployment of staff and to raise awareness of the Community Plan.

Impact Assessment

3.11 A series of headline indicators/targets were included within the draft Plan covering jobs, unemployment, skills,
health, crime and domestic energy use.  These have been supplemented by a range of qualitative “aspirations”
in the final Plan, aimed at assessing how individuals’ perceptions of the area are progressing.  The indicators
reflect Government targets wherever possible.

3.12 As a result of being one of the Pathfinder areas, the Partnership has been involved in a number of research /
benchmarking initiatives.  These include

• an evaluation of Pathfinders by the School of Public Policy at the University of Birmingham (August
1990)

• a University of Cardiff cross-national comparative study of Community Planning in Scotland and Norway
ongoing)

• the Verona Benchmark Initiative, a HEBS funded project aimed at developing a health impact self-
assessment tool or benchmark which will assist health investment decisions (ongoing)

• links with the Dept. of the Environment and Local Government in Ireland and County Kildare in relation
to their County Development Planning processes (ongoing)

4.0 Issues

4.1 The Community Planning process in South Lanarkshire has made considerable progress because it builds on a
tradition of Partnership working in Lanarkshire. However, it is recognised that

• maintaining momentum can be difficult (because of competing claims on scarce resources, differing
boundaries and accountabilities, organisational / departmental / professional barriers, and Community Planning
can be seen as just an “add on” to existing service pressures and not integral to the change process)

• penetration / ownership is still relatively shallow within each of the main partner agencies
• the Action Plan still reflects an accumulation of existing commitments and not enough “bending” of

mainstream programmes.  This problem is exacerbated by the plethora of Government initiatives each with
their own ring fenced resources which merely serve to clutter the field, create confusion and fragment effort

• the rationalisation of existing plans and partnerships has yet to be clarified
• the engagement of Elected Members and the private, voluntary and community sectors needs to be increased
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• the required fundamental shift in culture / working practices will take time
• appropriate balance between “top down” and “bottom up” has still to be struck
• we don’t have all the answers yet and it is a learning process
• there needs to be greater clarity from the Scottish Executive about the level of discretion available to partners

at a local level and  about their role in supporting and responding to Community Planning at a national level

5.0 The Way Forward – Keys to Success?

5.1 On the basis of our experience so far, the Partnership has identified a number of “keys” to the successful
implementation of the Community Planning process locally.  In summary these are as follows:

− put people at the centre of service delivery
− support their involvement in the process through capacity building
− provide inter-agency and partnership training
− play to strengths and use “natural networkers” within each organisation
− align plans and strategies
− don’t be over ambitious
− build into mainstream budget processes and consider entirely new funding models
− put in place appropriate structures to act as a focus for developing actions and rationalising current

partnership frameworks
− share information and assess need jointly
− establish practical monitoring and evaluation systems
− needs strong leadership, but with a “light touch”
− make time for it, persevere and persist

6.0 Concluding Comments

6.1 There is a strong tradition of partnership working in Lanarkshire that dates back to the steel plant closures in
the early 1990s.  The work of the South Lanarkshire Community Planning Partnership has benefited from this
solid foundation and is fully behind the Community Planning agenda and approach.  Everyone working within
South Lanarkshire to date has been very supportive of the process.  But because of our progress to date, it
could be tempting to suggest that there is no need for legislation to underpin the Community Planning process.

6.2 However, the partnership firmly believes that such legislation is crucial and has been lobbying in support of
this matter for some time now.  It would help to underscore the importance of this process both locally and
across Scotland.  It might be particularly valuable in areas where partnership working may be less well
developed.  It would provide a major impetus to the work of the Partnership and make it clear to all relevant
partners that opting out is not an option that can be considered.

6.3 As we move from a strategy phase into an implementation phase then inevitably the process will become more
and more difficult.  And although we are hopeful that the long history of good working relationships between a
wide range of partners in Lanarkshire can be sustained, and that we will be able to reach solutions to our
problems through consensus, there can be no guarantees.  In this context, the Partnership supports local
authorities having a duty of Community Planning and a power of Community Initiative to promote the
economic, social and environmental well being of their area. It also supports that the duty of Community
Planning should be extended in some form to other public agencies.  Having said this the Partnership would
not want to see guidance that was too prescriptive.  The value of the Community Planning process lies in local
partners finding local solutions to local problems.  The Scottish Executive must give local partnerships
maximum flexibility to operate in the way that they see fit in order to meet the needs and aspirations of their
local communities.

6.4 Community Planning is a very exciting opportunity for local government in Scotland in its widest sense to get
its act together on a corporate basis to make significant improvements in service delivery locally.  It has been
described as a marathon not a sprint and it will undoubtedly take time to change organisational cultures as well
as individual behaviour and professional barriers.  But the prize is too great to allow this opportunity to slip
past us.  The South Lanarkshire Community Planning Partnership will make every effort to realise the full
potential of this initiative.  The people of South Lanarkshire who pay for and use our services on a daily basis
expect and deserve nothing less.
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMITTEE

MINUTES

4th Meeting, 2001 (Session 1)

Wednesday 31 January 2001

Present:

Mr Kenneth Gibson Trish Godman
Mr Keith Harding
Mr Michael McMahon

Dr Sylvia Jackson (Deputy
Convener)

Mr Gil Paterson Iain Smith

The meeting opened at 10.00am.

1. Item in private: The Committee decided to hold item 4 in private.

2. Housing (Scotland) Bill: The Committee took evidence on the general principles
of the Bill at Stage 1 from—

Liz Nicholson, Director, Marion Gibbs, Housing Bill Policy Officer, from
Shelter (Scotland);

Robert Aldridge, Director, Ms Alice Ann Jackson, Convener, Cathy King,
Member of the Executive Committee; from Scottish Council for Single
Homeless;

Peter Whyte, Head of Housing, Jill Downie, Principal Officer (Housing),
Derek Mitchell, Homelessness Manager, from South Ayrshire Council.

3. Budget Process 2002/03: The Committee considered terms of reference for an
adviser.

The Committee agreed the terms of reference, and further agreed that the
Convener and the Clerk would bring forward a list of candidates for consideration.

4. Regulation of Care (Scotland) Bill (in private): The Committee considered a
draft letter to the Health and Community Care Committee.

The Committee agreed a number of changes and further agreed to consider a
revised draft letter at its next meeting.



The meeting closed at 12.25pm.

Eugene Windsor
Clerk to the Committee


