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An overview of current practice in Scotland

1. Executive Summary: Key Research
Findings

This research has been undertaken to establish the current landscape of place-based
approaches to joint planning, resourcing and delivery across Scotland’s local authority
areas. It is particularly timely, given the introduction of the Community Empowerment
Act (Scotland) 2015 which places specific statutory duties on Community Planning
Partnerships (CPPs) to improve local priority outcomes and tackle inequalities of
outcome across communities that experience the poorest outcomes.

As well as undertaking a review of the literature on place-based approaches to service
delivery in the UK, the Improvement Service conducted interviews with 27 local
authority areas to find out more about their approaches to place-based working.

A key difference that emerged between historical approaches and those currently
being implemented is that approaches in the past were typically large scale economic,
social and environmental regeneration initiatives that received a significant injection
of external and ring-fenced funding. The approaches being delivered today are
overwhelmingly being funded through mainstream resources.

So what do place-based approaches in Scotland look like in 20167?

e The places identified range from small localities (e.g. villages or a small
neighbourhood within a town or city) with a population of up to several hundred,
to much larger geographical areas (e.g. a town, a large neighbourhood within a
town or city, an island, a cluster of villages etc.).

e Some CPPs are focusing on testing a place-based approach in one area, with a view
to learning from this prior to rolling out the approach to other areas. Others are
working with a number of places simultaneously.

e Some CPPs are focusing their place-based approaches on the areas identified as
part of local community planning or area committee arrangements.

e Some CPPs are implementing a Total Place/ Neighbourhood approach in one area
at the same time as they are rolling out an approach to area partnerships/locality
plans across the entire local authority area.

e The place-based approaches covered in this report have been introduced across the
last five years, with most being introduced in 2014 and 2015.

* Most places were chosen because people, families and communities were
experiencing higher levels of deprivation than other places in the local authority
area.

e Most places were identified by using a combination of data, local knowledge and
intelligence gathered through community engagement.
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e The local authority is the lead partner for most place-based approaches, however
community planning partners are overwhelmingly involved in the design and
delivery of the approaches along with the third sector and community bodies.

e Some place-based approaches have established their own multi-agency Board to
oversee delivery. Most are also governed by the local authority and/or the CPP.

e The majority of place-based approaches are being delivered within existing roles,
with the aim being to mainstream this approach.

e Two local authorities reported that they have changed their internal structures in
order to support the transition towards place-based working.

e The majority of place-based approaches are adopting a holistic approach, focused
on reducing inequalities and supporting people, families and communities to
improve their life outcomes in the round. Others are focusing on a specific theme,
such as family support, health inequalities, physical regeneration and access to
services.

e Some CPPs undertaking more than one place-based approach have noted that
whilst there will be similarities in focus, there will be differences depending on
their needs, circumstances and communities’ differing priorities.

e At the core of place-based approaches is the desire to put communities at the
heart of what they are doing.

¢ Nine local authorities/CPPs have indicated that they are using the Total Place
methodology.

e Common approaches used in place-based working include mapping/profiling and
understanding the features of a place; community empowerment and involvement;
joint planning, resourcing and delivery; developing an asset based approach and
empowering practitioners.

e The majority of place-based approaches have developed outcomes —some are
focused on improving outcomes for people, families and communities living in
the place and others are focused on how public services join-up service delivery
around the provision of support to communities.

e Robust evidence concerning the efficacy of recent place-based approaches in
Scotland is limited to date. Many place-based approaches are still at the early
stages of determining how they will evaluate the impact of their approaches.

This research provides an overview of place-based working both historically and

in the context of current practice across Scotland. Whilst there are a wide variety

of approaches being undertaken, the research has highlighted a range of common
principles that feature across most areas. The Community Empowerment (Scotland)
Act 2015 is likely to increase significantly the focus in place-based working. In contrast
to various historical approaches, which involved significant injections of external
funding, a major challenge in place-based working going forward relates to embedding
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effective approaches by utilising mainstream resources and community assets. Much
of this will also entail attitudinal changes to traditional models of service design and
delivery. Whilst hard evidence concerning the impact and value-for-money of place-
based working is limited, feedback from the primary research indicates that there is a
strong general desire and commitment to develop the evidence base and collaborate
in the sharing of emerging practice.

This report summarises key developments in place-based working that have occurred
within Scotland and the UK over recent decades and it also provides an overview of
current place-based initiatives across Scotland. Based on this analysis, a series of key
features of place-based working have emerged and these have been encapsulated
within a Checklist (Appendix D). The Checklist sets out a series of key issues to
consider when either embarking upon a new place-based initiative or reviewing an
existing one. It has been designed as a practical tool for use by partnerships to help
shape their thinking and approach.

Finally, all interviewees expressed an interest in forming a place-based learning
network (both physical and virtual), facilitated by the Improvement Service, where
they could share practice and learning, work on common issues together, get advice
from colleagues on challenges, etc. The Improvement Service will look to work with
colleagues involved in delivering place-based approaches over the coming months to
establish a physical and virtual network, which will be collectively owned by all those
who participate.
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2. Introduction

This research was undertaken to establish the current landscape of place-based
approaches to joint planning, resourcing and delivery across Scotland’s local authority
areas.

The Improvement Service (IS) contacted all 32 Community Planning Managers or
equivalent to invite them, or a relevant colleague leading on place-based working,

to contribute to this research. Interviews were conducted with colleagues (mainly
from local authorities but one interview took place with an NHS Board employee and
another two interviews involved Health and Social Care employees) representing 27
local authority areas.

The objectives of this report are to:

I. provide an overview of the literature on place-based approaches to service
delivery. This will include defining what is meant by a place-based approach to
service delivery, highlighting key features of these approaches, reviewing available
evidence of the impact of these approaches on supporting people to improve their
life outcomes and identifying key learning.

[l. provide an overview of how local authorities and their community planning
partners are currently delivering place-based approaches to joint planning,
resourcing and delivery across Scotland. This will include focusing on the rationale
for identifying the places, highlighting the key partners involved, outlining key
elements of these approaches, reviewing progress to date and summarising key
challenges and learning points.

It should be noted from the outset that there would not appear to be one single
definition of what is meant by a place-based approach. Based on our research, we
would suggest that place-based approaches can be defined as:

e Public services working in partnership with each other, the third and business
sectors and communities to plan, design, resource, build and deliver services
around people, families and communities in the most disadvantaged communities
to support them to improve their life opportunities and outcomes.

e Targeting an entire community (or sometimes families or smaller communities
within a place) to address issues that exist at neighbourhood level, such as poor
or fragmented service provision that leads to gaps or duplication of effort, limited
economic opportunities, social isolation etc., with a view to reducing inequalities in
life outcomes.

e Making the most of assets / capabilities already available in local communities and
continuing to develop the capacity of people, families and communities to support
self-help and independence.
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e Seeking to support people, families and communities to become more engaged,
empowered, connected and resilient.

* Focusing on prevention and early intervention, tailored to local needs and
circumstances, to reduce the demand for services.

e Enabling public service agencies to become catalysts and facilitators rather than
simply providers of services.
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3. Research Methodology

The Improvement Service (IS) contacted all 32 Community Planning Managers or
equivalent to invite them, or a relevant colleague leading on place-based working in
their area, to contribute to this research by participating in an interview and provide
information concerning their approach. Whilst 28 confirmed that their local authority
area wished to take part, 27 interviews were ultimately conducted as one local authority
was at the early stages of planning its place-based approach.

25 of the 27 interviews were conducted with local authority officers at a range of
levels across the organisation. One interview took place with an NHS Board employee
and another with an officer from the Health and Social Care Partnership. One of the
interviews which took place with a local authority officer was a joint interview with a
colleague from the Health and Social Care Partnership.

The telephone interviews took place between June and August 2015, lasting on average
30 minutes. The questionnaire was issued to interviewees in advance and the areas
covered included the following:

e The geographical area chosen for place-based working;

¢ The focus of and timescales for the delivery of the place-based approach, including
intended outcomes;

e The partners involved in the delivery and governance of the approach;
e The resources (finance, people, assets, etc.) invested in delivering the approach;
e Key features and characteristics of the approach;

e Community engagement and involvement in the planning and delivery of the
approach; and

e Key challenges, evidence of impact, lessons learned and next steps.

Appendix A provides a summary of the place-based approaches being delivered in the
27 local authority areas, derived from the interviews. Some interviewees were able to
provide more information than others, simply due to the stage at which their place-
based approaches were at. Given the time lapse between conducting the interviews and
the publication of this report, the summaries in Appendix A were issued to interviewees
to review and update as at January 2016. Due to the complex and constantly evolving
nature of place-based approaches, it should be borne in mind that some of the
approaches outlined in this report are also likely to have developed since January.
Furthermore, it should be noted that the approaches highlighted are the ones that those
interviewed were aware of and not necessarily the only place-based approaches to joint
planning, resourcing and delivery being implemented in each local authority area.

In addition to the primary research outlined above, the IS also undertook a review of
published literature on place-based approaches to service delivery in the UK.
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4. Policy Context

Scotland’s public services have faced significant challenges across the last five years,
many driven by factors outwith their direct control. To date, these challenges have
been addressed by local authorities making significant budget cuts whilst maintaining
services, focusing on prevention and tackling inequalities and strengthening
partnerships with other local services and the third sector.

These challenges will continue to increase. Budgets are likely to reduce by at least a
further 10% in cash terms (18% in real terms) across the next four years as demand
on major services will continue to rise. Demographic change, including the ageing
population and the ongoing impact of the further roll-out of welfare reform, will
continue to drive demand across the range of local public services. The pace of
technological innovation and adoption is also likely to increase in wider society and,
consequently, within public service organisations. These challenges will require local
authorities and their partners to transform how services are delivered and to look for
new solutions to saving money and delivering better outcomes for communities with
fewer resources.

Furthermore, the Community Empowerment Act 2015 has the potential to be a game-
changer, placing a common duty on public sector partners to work together to improve
outcomes through Community Planning. The Act places specific statutory duties on
CPPs to improve local priority outcomes and act with a view to tackling inequalities of
outcome across communities within their area. In particular, CPPs are required to:

e prepare and publish a local outcomes improvement plan (LOIP), in consultation
with community bodies and others, which will involve developing and agreeing
a common understanding of local needs and opportunities, setting out the local
outcomes which the CPP will prioritise for improvement and developing an
effective, shared approach for achieving those outcomes — identifying who will do
what, by when, and with what resources ;

¢ identify which geographical areas have communities that experience the poorest
outcomes, and prepare and publish locality plans to improve outcomes on agreed
priorities for these communities;

e review and report publicly on progress towards their LOIP and locality plans, and
keep the continued suitability of these plans under review; and

o take all reasonable steps to secure the involvement in community planning of any
community body which it considers is likely to be able to contribute to it. CPPs must
in particular have regard to community bodies which represent those communities
experiencing socio-economic disadvantage. Statutory partner bodies must
contribute funds, staff or other resources to secure that participation. Participation
with communities lies at the heart of community planning — consultation from
time to time is no longer enough.
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The Act also places a statutory duty on all partners to make community planning work.
They have duties to build the LOIP into their organisations’ planning, to take account
of the LOIP in carrying out their functions, to contribute the resources necessary to
deliver the LOIP and to support and resource community participation.

Other duties within the Act, which focus on engaging and empowering communities,
are also likely to provide challenges to public services. For example, communities
can make ‘participation requests’, enabling them to bring issues and improvement
proposals forward which can range from suggesting minor changes to how services
are delivered to proposing that a community body takes over delivery of the service.
Under the Act, public services must engage with communities. Furthermore,
community bodies can request to purchase, lease, manage or use any land and
buildings belonging to local authorities, Scottish public bodies or Scottish Ministers.
Under the Act, the default position is for public authorities to agree to community
requests unless there are reasonable grounds for refusal.

Thus, the Act makes the recommendations of the Christie Commission (2011) a reality.
The Commission recommended that the key objectives of the reform programme must
be to ensure that:

e public services are built around people and communities
¢ public organisations work together effectively to achieve outcomes

e public service organisations prioritise prevention, reduce inequalities and promote
equality

e public services seek to improve performance, reduce costs and are open.

In overall terms, the range of requirements within the Community Empowerment
(Scotland) Act, including those relating to joint working, engagement, LOIPs and
locality plans, are likely to lead to an increased focus on place-based working across
Scotland.

Place-based approaches to service delivery are not new, with the UK having a long
history of focusing on place since the late 1970s onwards. However, over the last five
years, local authorities in Scotland, working with their partners, have been increasingly
focusing on how they can integrate services around people and place, reduce
inequalities by tackling ‘failure demand’, focus on prevention and early intervention
and build the assets, confidence, capacity and connectedness of communities to
facilitate them to participate in service design, delivery and budgeting in their local
community.

The focus is such that new tools are emerging, such as the Place Standard for Scotland,
which was launched in December 2015, to support the delivery of high quality places
in Scotland and to maximise the potential of the physical and social environment in
supporting health, wellbeing and a high quality of life (Place Standard, 2015). It has
been developed in partnership by Scottish Government Architecture and Place, NHS
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Health Scotland and Architecture and Design Scotland to provide a simple framework
to structure conversations about place, enabling those living and delivering services

in a place to think about its physical elements (e.g. its buildings, spaces and transport
links) as well as the social aspects (e.g. whether people feel they have a say in decision
making). Using the tool enables communities to pinpoint the assets of a place as well
as areas where a place could improve. Some CPPs have already started to use the Place
Standard and it is a useful vehicle for linking spatial and community planning within a
place.

A major difficulty facing local authorities and their partners today is to overcome
the key challenges encountered by their predecessors when they were attempting
to redesign delivery around people, families and communities within a place and to
integrate services around people and place using mainstream resources.

"
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5. Literature Review of Place-based
Approaches

As part of this research, the IS undertook a review of the literature on place-based
approaches to service delivery in the UK over the last forty years. This section will
summarise what the literature is telling us about:

I. The typical features of place-based approaches;

II. The impact and effectiveness of place-based approaches and the evidence to
support this; and

lll. Key challenges encountered when delivering place-based approaches.

Scotland has a long history of place-based working which goes back to the 1970s.
Some of the most significant examples include:

e Glasgow East Area Renewal (GEAR) scheme (1976 to 1985)
e New Life for Urban Scotland initiative (1989 to 1999)

e Social Inclusion Partnerships (SIPs) (1999 to 2006 when the last of the SIPS were
integrated into CPPs)

Place-based approaches have also been common in England, with Area Based
Initiatives being used by UK governments for over forty years to tackle the problems
associated with urban deprivation. These initiatives have typically involved time-limited
programmes designed to address a particular issue within a locality or a combination
of problems (Muscat, 2010). Some of the key area-based initiatives include:

¢ Single Regeneration Budget (introduced in 1994)

New Deal for Communities (introduced in 1998)

Neighbourhood Management Pathfinder Programme (introduced in 2001)

13 Total Place pilots (introduced in 2009)

4 Whole-Place Community Budgets (introduced in 2011)

i. Typical features of place-based approaches

Within the literature, there are differing articulations of what the main features of
place-based approaches are. A report by Stevens (2010) suggests that place-based
approaches are characterised by six key principles:

e Building on people’s existing capabilities: altering the delivery model of public
services from a deficit approach to one that provides opportunities to recognise
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and grow people’s capabilities and actively supports them to put these to use at an
individual and community level.

e Reciprocity and mutuality: offering people a range of incentives to engage which
enable them to work in reciprocal relationships with professionals and with each
other, where there are mutual responsibilities and expectations.

e Building support networks: engaging peer and personal networks alongside
professionals as the best way of transferring knowledge and supporting change.

e Blurring distinctions: removing the distinction between professionals and
recipients and between producers and consumers of services, by reconfiguring the
way services are developed and delivered.

e Facilitating rather than delivering: enabling public service agencies to become
catalysts and facilitators, rather than simply providers of services.

e Recognising people as assets: transforming the perception of people from passive
recipients of services and burdens on the system into one where they are equal and
essential partners in designing and delivering services.

The Local Government Association (LGA) (2012) defined five elements which it
suggests form the basis of place-based approaches, and which it recommends ought to
be implemented at both the strategic and local level:

e Developing creative ways of working which involve partnership approaches to
overcome departmental and organisational silos;

e Strengthening capacity and social capital in the locality to support self-help and
independence;

¢ Building on existing resources by adopting an asset-based approach;

¢ Reducing the demand for services through early intervention and prevention
approaches;

e Actively engaging communities. For instance, the report highlights one example of
the benefits of working with a particular section of the community (older people)
in order to gain direct information on their needs in terms of making the locality in
guestion a ‘good place to grow old in’.

It is evident that a number of these elements could be applicable not only to place-
based working, as they are effectively broad principles which could also be applied to
wider approaches to service delivery. In this sense, the approach can be seen to be
embracing these emerging principles of good practice and applying them to a place-
based context.

The LGA describes strategic level requirements as strong political leadership, the

importance of recognising the ‘medium and longer term perspective’ and engaging
with people, who are part of the approach, in the development of its objectives.

13



Place-based approaches to joint planning, resourcing and delivery

14

In terms of the local level, the LGA argues that strong local leadership and bringing
together a number of local organisations as well as undertaking asset mapping in the
locality are all of great importance.

A report by Bailey (2012) noted that the areas identified as part of the Area Based
Initiatives (ABIs) targeted toward areas of deprivation in England were largely based
on a statistical analysis of a variety of data, including Census and other related data
published by the UK Government. The ABIs were typically identified by their level

of deprivation in line with the Index of Multiple Deprivation. Local authorities were
invited to nominate areas, which were approved if they met a range of criteria,
including levels of deprivation. Local authorities identified the exact boundaries for
their localities, which usually included around 10,000 people. Bailey reported that, in
most cases, the communities’ views were not taken into account when determining
the area of focus.

The Joseph Rowntree Foundation identified the following key mechanisms which
can be associated with this type of approach, which rely heavily on effective place

leadership and local governance:

e community budgets;

e outcomes-based commissioning, which aims to bring a range of economic, social
and environmental benefits into service commissioning;

e co-production; and

e procurement, which can be used to create jobs, apprenticeships, and training
opportunities along with the purchase of goods and services (Breeze et al., 2013).

In another report, the New Local Government Network defined the following key
principles underpinning place-based approaches (Wilkies, 2014):

e More direct involvement of citizens in the design and delivery of public services —
for example, residents being responsible for transporting waste to a communal hub
instead of collections being made separately for each home.

e Better management of demand, reducing or completely removing the need for
some services, achieved by tackling inequalities and social problems locally through
investing in early intervention and prevention.

e Maximising public and private sector resources and assets in local areas ‘by
unlocking capacity in the community and voluntary sector, maximising the value
of private sector expertise and skills and by using local assets, such as industry and
tourism to boost green growth’ (lbid., p.18).

e Use of modern technology ‘to integrate services, streamline processes and
transform the nature of services that are delivered’ (lbid.).

Although there is no single definition of a place-based approach to joint planning,
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resourcing and delivery emerging from the literature, some common features would
appear to relate to:

e Public services working in partnership with each other, the third and business
sectors and communities to plan, design, resource, build and deliver services
around people, families and communities in the most disadvantaged communities
in order to support them to improve their life opportunities and outcomes.

e Making the most of assets / capabilities already available in local communities and
continuing to develop the capacity of people, families and communities to support
self-help and independence.

e Seeking to support people, families and communities to become more engaged,
empowered, connected and resilient.

e Seeking to reduce the demand for services through early intervention and
prevention approaches.

e Enabling public service agencies to become catalysts and facilitators rather than
providers of services.

ii. Examples of place-based approaches in the UK

Place-based approaches to service delivery are not new — there are numerous
examples of this type of approach being implemented across the UK over the last 40
years. However, a key difference is that unlike the place-based approaches currently
being developed and implemented by local authorities and their community planning
partners, approaches in the past were typically large scale economic, social and
environmental regeneration initiatives that received a significant injection of external
and ring-fenced funding. Key initiatives in Scotland included the following:

¢ Glasgow East Area Renewal (GEAR) scheme
The GEAR scheme was a multi-partnership approach between the UK government
and 7 partners - Glasgow District Council, Strathclyde Regional Council, Scottish
Development Agency, Scottish Special Housing Association, Manpower Service
Commission, Housing Corporation and Greater Glasgow Health Board. It was
focused on economic, social and environmental regeneration in the East End of
Glasgow and over £120 million was invested in the area between 1976 and 1985.
Key objectives were to expand employment opportunities, attract investment,
increase the quality and range of housing and deliver environmental improvements
locally. Other important features included encouraging residents’ involvement in
the regeneration process, overcoming the social disadvantages of the community
and training and upgrading people’s skills (Rich, 1981).

¢ New Life for Urban Scotland initiative
This place-based approach was focused on physical regeneration and policy
development in Glasgow (Castlemilk), Paisley (Ferguslie Park), Edinburgh (Wester
Hailes) and Dundee (Whitfield). These four areas were chosen on the basis of high

15
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unemployment rates, poor educational and health outcomes and the number of
people dependent upon state welfare benefits (Hayton, 1993). The public sector
spent £485 million on this approach with significant investments in new and
improved housing (Tarling et al., 1999). The Scottish Office led the implementation
of the approach in all four localities, which ‘helped to maintain the seniority of
Board representatives from the local authorities and statutory agencies throughout
the period’ (Ibid).

¢ Social Inclusion Partnerships (SIPs)
In 1999, the Scottish Office redesigned all Priority Partnership Areas and
Regeneration Programme areas as SIPS. 48 SIPs were established altogether, with a
total of 34 area-based SIPs and 14 thematic SIPs, of which the majority (11) focused
on young people (Fyfe, 2009). The initial annual funding for SIPs in 1999 amounted
to £46 million and increased significantly by 2003 to £60 million (Communities
Scotland, 2006). The SIPs built on the broad approach of the Urban Programme,
which had operated in Scotland since the 1970s and which sought to focus
resources on ‘Areas of Priority treatment’.

Area Based Initiatives have also been implemented in England and some of the key
approaches included:

¢ Single Regeneration Budget (SRB)
The SRB came into operation in April 1994 and it was designed to encourage
partnership working between those with a stake in local regeneration (local public
services, businesses, communities). Partnerships could choose an area or theme
which they would invest in over five to seven years and bids addressed issues such
as economic development, housing improvement, ill-health, unemployment and
crime prevention. Project funding varied from £1 million to over £10 million over
five to seven years and the expectation was that these resources would be used to
leverage additional investment from the public and private sectors. There were six
annual SRB bidding rounds for central funding. Almost 50% of partnership schemes
sought to regenerate a relatively small local area, consisting of a number of wards
and a further 20% focused on an entire local authority district. The most common
lead partner was the local authority accounting for 53% of all schemes. They
remained the dominant lead partner, although by round six they accounted for the
lead partner for 40% of schemes, with an increase in joint partners and voluntary
sector involvement. (Rhodes et al., 2007).

* New Deal for Communities (NDC)
The NDC was one of England’s largest ever area-based regeneration initiatives.
Funded by the Department for Communities and Local Government, the NDC was
a ten year area-based initiative in 39 of England’s most deprived neighbourhoods
running from 1998-2008 with each NDC Partnership receiving around £50
million over the duration. Local authorities were invited to identify relatively
small areas with a population of around 10,000. 28 neighbourhoods were in
the 10% most deprived local authority areas, 10 in the second and one in the

16
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third most deprived decile. The boundaries were largely selected on the basis of
administrative convenience, rather than reflecting communities’ understanding
of neighbourhoods. The NDC Partnerships developed a range of interventions,
designed to support locally-developed strategies that encompassed three place-
related outcomes (crime and community safety, housing, physical environment)
and three people-related outcomes (health, education, worklessness). (Bailey,
2012)

Neighbourhood Management Pathfinder Programme

The Neighbourhood Management Pathfinder Programme was introduced in 2001,
with the UK Government funding 35 Pathfinder partnerships in two rounds (2001
and 2006) for seven years each at a total cost of approximately £100 million.

Both urban and rural areas were chosen, with average populations of around
10,000. The majority of pathfinders were located in the 20% most deprived

areas in England. The aim of the pathfinder partnerships was to ‘enable deprived
communities and local services to improve local outcomes, by improving and
joining-up local services and making them more responsive to local needs’ (SQW
Consulting, 2008). The pathfinders tested the same approach to neighbourhood
management, with a small professional team led by a Neighbourhood Manager
which was accountable to a multi-sector partnership including public, private,
community and voluntary sector representatives. Team members were employed
by an accountable body, in most cases the local authority, which provided oversight
and professional support as well as accountability for resources.

Total Place

Total Place considered how a ‘whole area’ approach to public services could

result in the delivery of more effective and efficient services. 13 pilot areas were
identified across England, with each area ensuring a diverse mix of economic,
geographical and demographic profiles, involving local public agencies working
together to redesign services and improve the quality of life for their communities.
Each pilot area also selected at least one theme to explore in more detail (e.g.
children’s services, adult services, drugs and alcohol, housing, crime, mental health
services etc.), allowing them to examine how the money flowed and how the
delivery system could be improved and made more efficient.

In summary, the aims of Total Place were to:

e Make changes to services that can improve the lives of local residents and
deliver better value;

e Deliver early savings to validate the work;

e Develop a body of knowledge and learning about how more effective cross-
agency working can deliver the above; and

e Weave together three complementary strands — counting, culture and customer
needs.

17
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‘Counting’ involved mapping money flowing through the place (from central

and local bodies) and making links between services, to identify where public
money could be spent more effectively. ‘Culture’ involved partners looking at
the way existing cultures helped or hindered the delivery of Total Place, with a
view to developing more efficient collaborative working across local authorities
and their public service partners and a better understanding of how services
interact with users across a whole place. The desire to change past cultures was
built on the premise that local services had been characterised by ‘entrenched
cultures within organisations and professions, which are manifested in silo-based
working, single-agency ownership of issues and poorly aligned cultures within
and across organisations’ (HM Treasury, 2010, p. 20). ‘Customer needs’ involved
the pilots adopting ‘customer insight” methodology to enable them to develop an
understanding of how customers interacted with services and to identify where
improvements could be made from the customers’ perspective.

HM Treasury (2010) outlined a number of potential benefits of Total Place. For
example, they claimed that Total Place initiatives gave local authorities and their
partners the ability to freely invest in prevention and drive growth, whilst also
providing ‘incentives for local collaboration” and freedom to operate independently
from ‘central performances and financial controls’ (HM Treasury, 2010, p. 5).

This latter aspect is, however, contrary to the comments of Bailey (2012) who
highlighted that as part of Area Based Initiatives there is joint responsibility
between central and local government around the financing of approaches.
Furthermore, the HM Treasury suggested that the Total Place pilots could achieve
not only greater outcomes for service users but also create savings and provide
more efficient and sustainable ways of delivering services.

Whole-Place Community Budgets

In October 2011, the UK Government’s Department for Communities and Local
Government invited four local areas to express an interest in becoming a Whole-
Place Community Budget pilot area to ‘thoroughly test out how Community
Budgets comprising all funding of local public services can be implemented in areas
to test the efficacy of the approach’ (Morse, 2013, p. 14). The areas selected were
West Cheshire, Whole Essex, Greater Manchester and West London Tri-borough.
Whole-Place Community Budgets focused on:

e The importance of data-sharing between partners;

* Increasing collaboration and leadership, with new services being designed with
the help of local and national leaders and partners; and

¢ Influencing financial reforms and introducing changes in relation to the funding
of local services.

The National Audit Office highlighted that Whole-Place Community Budgets
resulted ‘in a different way of working, rather than a specific set of programmes

or projects’ (Morse, 2013, p. 14). Moreover, this approach was radically different
from other place-based approaches previously implemented, as it focused on some
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of the wealthiest communities in society. This suggests that the primary focus of
this work was to pilot collaborative working and the resulting benefits in working
practices, rather than improving life outcomes for disadvantaged communities.

iii. Impact of place-based approaches to date

It is unclear from our review of the literature just how effective place-based
approaches are, due to the relative lack of substantive evidence on impact.

Matthews et al. (2012) argues that place-based approaches can effectively deliver
physical renewal and environmental improvements as well as improve partnership
working. In addition, Bailey (2012) claims that place-based approaches have seen
some positive outcomes related to community engagement and service delivery
improvements. However, both authors also stated that, once the funding runs out, the
services are often no longer sustainable because the root causes of the main problems
derive from outside the localities. Moreover, Bailey (2012) suggests that it is impossible
to prove that some of the targeted localities might have become even more deprived
without place-based interventions.

Some evaluation evidence is available to evidence the impact of historical place-based
approaches implemented in Scotland. For example, according to Fyfe (2009) the GEAR
initiative achieved improvements in housing conditions, increased the number of local
job opportunities and transformed derelict sites. It should be noted, however, that
the approach did not effectively address the unemployment or relative poor health
issues in the East End of Glasgow. Although GEAR created new job opportunities,
these posts were often filled by individuals outwith the area. In addition, Rich (1981)
reports that partners invested substantial public funds in this area (£120 million), but
this investment did not bring as much benefit to the East End of Glasgow as might be
expected from the level of investment.

The evaluation of the New Life for Urban Scotland initiative found that this approach
was successful in providing regeneration improvements in the chosen areas (Fyfe,
2009). For example, improving the quality of housing and the physical environment
(Tarling et al., 1999). However, there were mixed results in terms of tackling
unemployment. The number of unemployed people declined in two of the four urban
areas involved in the initiative, no significant changes were observed in a third area
and the fourth area experienced an increase in unemployment rates (Tarling et al.,
1999). This finding suggests that once an individual’s life outcomes improve, they
may choose to move to a less deprived neighbourhood, resulting in limited overall
improvement in outcomes in the geographic area which is the focus of the place-based
approach (Fyfe, 2009).

The consultants undertaking the evaluation of the SIPs found it challenging to measure
the performance and progress of funded projects due to the fact that local baseline
data was often unavailable (Communities Scotland, 2006). The evaluation also found
that the boundaries of SIPs were ‘often felt to be artificial as they did not always create
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areas that were recognised as ‘natural’ communities by local people’ (Communities
Scotland, 2006, p. 9). Nevertheless, the evaluation evidence suggested that SIPs were
able to develop effective methods of community engagement and strategic partnership
working (Fyfe, 2009).

The evaluation of Area Based Initiatives in England also demonstrates mixed impact.
For example, Bailey (2012) found that Area Based Initiatives only had a modest impact
on the localities and that ‘the relative differentials between areas and populations in
terms of income, employment, health and education did not change a great deal’ (p.
13). Furthermore, a survey undertaken by the University of Cambridge in a number of
the Single Regeneration Budget areas illustrated very little impact on social conditions
in these localities, with only a slight increase in the number of people reporting better
community involvement and feeling safer in the area (Bailey, 2012). That said, these
findings did evidence a decline in the number of people on low income (10 per cent)
and an increase in higher income earners in the community (8 per cent) (lbid., p. 8).

An evaluation undertaken by the SQW Consulting (2008) on the Neighbourhood
Management Pathfinders found that they were effective in developing new working
practices with communities which increased their levels of confidence in services and
perceptions of their area. Approaches to community engagement enabled services
to gain much deeper levels of local intelligence on people’s needs and perceptions,
particularly those who were typically ‘hard to reach’. Furthermore, communities
developed a better understanding of how services operated, took part in decision
making and developed knowledge, skills and confidence. The evaluation also found
that communities’ satisfaction with their area as a place to live increased. In particular,
communities were more satisfied with the police and street cleaning services, they
felt their area had improved and, most importantly, they felt they were more able to
influence decisions made by local organisations that affected their area.

HM Treasury (2010) claimed that the 13 Total Place pilots illustrated the potential to
achieve real service improvements and generate substantial savings across all locally
controlled service. The Treasury estimated national savings of £1.2 million annually,
providing examples where financial gains were realised in the 13 pilot areas. For instance,
Doncaster Council worked with the third sector organisation Refurnish to redesign its
bulky household waste service. Rather than deliver items to landfill, the Council worked
with Refurnish to distribute the items to families on low incomes, saving in the region of
£20,000 in landfill tax and saving families around £140,000 in furniture costs.

The Joseph Rowntree Foundation commissioned an independent review to evaluate

a place-based partnership programme it ran in Bradford (Telfer, 2013). The findings
showed that, as a result of this approach, the city managed to reach some minority
groups in the community (young men, white working-class individuals, Muslim women)
that had proven difficult to engage with in the past. Consequently, they were able to
challenge stereotypes and better understand differences between these groups. The
evaluation also found that the approach increased policy makers’ understanding of local
communities.
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In summary, there would appear to be some evidence which demonstrates the
benefits to date of place-based approaches. However, there is a relative lack of robust
evaluation evidence on the efficacy of place-based approaches, especially given the
significant investment made in approaches historically. A key learning point for local
authorities and their community planning partners going forward will be to build in

a proportionate monitoring and evaluation framework as part of any place-based
approach. This will not only enable them to assess the impact and value for money, but
also will help inform decision-making and potentially provide evidence for continuing
resource investment in ‘place’ in an era of reducing resources.

iv. Key challenges and learning points

The literature highlights a range of challenges that place-based approaches have faced
to date. For example, Matthews et al. (2012) found that these approaches are not
focused enough on influencing the main statutory partner’s decisions around strategic
or core expenditure, which can impact on the overall outcomes achieved. Moreover,
place-based approaches can lack a strategic focus in terms of how to link localities

to wider socio-economic networks and public services. For instance, in some cases a
project may focus on the delivery of construction jobs locally, but in order to achieve
long-term outcomes, it must be ensured that local residents are able to link to the
wider economic geography.

Another challenge with place-based approaches has been that they are often gendered
and blind to equalities issues (Matthews et al., 2012). There is not enough evidence
available on monitoring, evaluation and analysis of place-based approaches and

their impact on specific equalities groups. For example, in the case of regeneration
programmes, rehousing can prove stressful and disruptive for lone mothers. It has

also been recognised that women are more often involved in community volunteering
and activism, ‘placing an undue burden on them’ (p. 23). Moreover, it is challenging

to achieve community engagement with equalities groups because place-based
approaches rarely recognise equalities issues or only focus on dimensions of equality
such as disability (Matthews et al, 2012).

Another issue is the fact that the causes of problems identified in a locality are often
city- and /or country-wide (Matthews et al., 2012). Furthermore, Matthews suggested
that place-based approaches may ‘miss the links to broader strategies and policy and
can deliver an “inward-looking” approach’ (Ibid., p. 15). Similarly, Rich (1981) argued
that ‘the value of treating one small area as a closed socioeconomic system, isolated
from the circumstances of the surrounding region, is questionable’ (Rich, 1981, p. 217).
Rich also noted that the success of the GEAR scheme was limited because the issues
identified in the targeted area were related to ‘the problems pervading most of west-
central Scotland’ and ‘only regional and countywide policies could successfully address
these issues’ (Ibid.).

One of the biggest challenges identified by the Joseph Rowntree Foundation is
recognising that it is not feasible to satisfy everyone involved in the planning and
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delivery of place-based working because of a diverse range of priorities (Telfer, 2013).
Stakeholders often have different concerns and reflecting all perspectives is impossible.
For instance, it took a long time to formulate a strategy for the GEAR scheme because
of the bureaucratic processes of eight different organisations involved in the process.
As a result of these difficulties, ‘substantial expenditure of money and effort lacked
clear, jointly agreed priorities’ (Rich, 1981, p. 217).

Another challenge emerging from the literature relates to the effectiveness

of community engagement within place-based approaches, with a number of
commentators noting that participation is often quite low and can lead to less
dominant groups in the community being excluded. For example, the evaluation of the
New Life for Urban Scotland initiative concluded that the partners should have focused
more on building ‘relationships of trust and mutual respect between organisations

and communities so that there can be effective transfer of local knowledge held by the
community and transfer of development skills held by the organisations’ (Tarling et al.,
1999).

Moreover, Bailey (2012) noted widespread variation in the definition of ‘community’
and approaches to local community involvement in area-based initiatives in England.
Indeed, Bailey (2012) reported that the majority of project boards initially appeared

to assume that localities consisted of ‘one homogeneous community’ which they

could engage with. However, as work got underway they then found that communities
are typically more complex, often with conflicting interests and priorities, reflecting
diversity in terms of age, gender, ethnicity and many other factors. Furthermore, whilst
project boards applied a range of community development models within places, they
often found it difficult to engage effectively with communities. Finally, Bailey (2012)
found that the type and expectations of community engagement differed across area-
based initiatives, ranging from simple consultations with residents to community
empowerment, where project boards would encourage communities to run services or
set up community organisations.

A key learning point from the literature is that place-based approaches must be clear
about their aims and strategy in order to deliver identified outcomes successfully
(Breeze et al., 2013). For example, Communities Scotland (2006, p.9) found that they
were often unable to determine ‘whether the projects that they funded (as part of the
SIPs) were delivering the agreed outcomes because SIPs were weak in terms of setting
targets, objectives and measuring performance.

The evaluation of the Neighbourhood Management Pathfinders in England highlighted
challenges around funding, data and incentives for tackling inequalities. The SQW
Consulting (2008) identified challenges in relation to:

e Continuing the pathfinders by utilising mainstream resources, when central
government funding ceased;

e Lack of availability of quality neighbourhood data, which hindered the pathfinders’
ability to monitor progress, report improvement and provide accountability to local
communities; and
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e Creating incentives for pathfinders to focus on areas of deprivation.

Finally, the evaluation of the English Total Place pilots concluded that, whilst national
programmes are helpful in focusing attention and accelerating progress, they are not
sufficient. Furthermore, the following challenges were identified (HM Treasury, 2010):

e Securing the commitment from local leaders to drive place-based working and
ensuring they have the necessary support;

e Overcoming a culture of attitudes, beliefs and behaviours of colleagues at different
tiers within organisations which are not conducive to collaborative working;

* Gaining buy-in from front-line professionals and providing local incentives to
rethink and redesign services;

e Improving data sharing between partners and the availability of accurate data; and

e Addressing cultural and technical barriers to joining up asset management across
public services in the chosen place.

Key learning points from Total Place included the following:

e Relationships are crucial and time needs to be invested in developing effective
relationships and engaging local people;

o Effective dialogue between communities and service providers is essential, with
local communities being supported to develop local solutions;

¢ There needs to be a clear focus on outcomes from the outset;

e Unrealistic timescales can create tensions, particularly within partnership settings —
partnerships by their very nature have to build support carefully for radical change;

¢ The model of ‘pilot and roll out’ can be problematic, as pilots cannot necessarily be
replicated in other areas with their own unique context and challenges.

e The mind-sets of officers involved in delivery can be predominantly based on
‘programme delivery’ and monitoring progress, which is not necessarily conducive
to tackling difficult social problems;

e Whilst system thinking offers scope to deal with high levels of complexity, it needs
to be recognised that we are working with ‘open’ not ‘closed’ systems; and

e Political change cannot be underestimated — solutions cannot always be delivered
through managerial action and political backing is necessary (Office for Public
Management, 2009).

v. Summary points

A review of the literature highlights that place-based approaches to joint planning,
resourcing and delivery are not new concepts — they have been around for over
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forty years. It would appear that, unlike most of the place work being progressed
today, many of the approaches to date have been large scale economic, social and
environmental regeneration initiatives that received a significant injection of external
and ring-fenced government funding. Whilst there is some evidence of benefits being
realised by people and communities living within those places focused on, there

is an overall lack of substantive evaluation evidence capturing the impact of these
approaches on the life outcomes of individuals, families and communities. Arguably,
these approaches had limited overall impact given that local authorities and their
community planning partners are still today considering how they can implement
place-based working, some of which is taking place in areas that have already received
significant investment. This point demonstrates the complexity of place-based working
and the inherent challenges of successfully implementing preventative and early
intervention approaches and empowering communities to ‘do things for themselves’,
even when large sums of additional money were available to support this.

In conclusion, it can be inferred that the investment already made in places has often
failed to address in a sustainable way the root causes of the issues facing people,
families and communities living in those areas. The challenge facing local authorities
and their community planning partners today is very much about how they tackle the
root causes of inequality and poor outcomes in their most disadvantaged places by
working more effectively together, and with communities, to jointly plan, resource and
deliver services in these places whilst also ensuring that those communities are well
connected to wider socio-economic networks.
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6. Place-based Approaches in Scotland
in 2016 — Key Interview Findings

A summary of the key findings from each interview can be found in Appendix A. It
should be noted that these summaries were the position reported as at January 2016
and that the approaches highlighted are the ones that those interviewed were aware
of and not necessarily the only place-based approaches to joint planning, resourcing
and delivery being implemented in each local authority area.

This section attempts to summarise some of the key findings and trends emerging from
the interviews.

i. Identification of places

The interviews highlighted the following key points in relation to the identification of
places:

e The places identified range from small localities (e.g. villages or a small
neighbourhood within a town or city) with a population of up to several hundred,
to much larger geographical areas (e.g. a town, a large neighbourhood within
a town or city, an island, a cluster of villages etc.). The size and type of place
identified is clearly based on the wider geographical characteristics of the local
authority area overall.

e Some CPPs are focusing on testing a place-based approach in one area, with a view
to learning from this prior to rolling out the approach to other areas. Others are
working with a number of places simultaneously.

e Some of the places identified are council wards.

e Some CPPs are focusing their place-based approaches on the areas identified as
part of local community planning or area committee arrangements. CPPs have
typically divided their area up into 5 to 7 neighbourhoods/areas. East Ayrshire’s CPP
has divided its area into 32 communities, each of which will develop a community
led-action plan, whilst Glasgow’s CPP has divided the city into three areas (North
East, North West and South) and identified three places within each of these areas
it will target as part of its Thriving Places initiative. Whilst the Perth and Kinross CPP
is developing an approach targeting five local CPPs based on multi-member wards,
it may also identify sub-localities, where appropriate, to address specific issues.

e Some CPPs are implementing a Total Place/ Neighbourhood approach in one area
at the same time as they are rolling out an approach to area partnerships/locality
plans across the entire local authority area.
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ii. Key timelines for introducing place-based approaches

The place-based approaches identified by interviewees have been introduced
across the last five years. One approach was introduced in 2011, with most being
introduced in 2014 and 2015 (Figure 1). Thus, most approaches are still at a very
early stage of implementation, which has presented challenges for this research in
terms of being able to measure the impact of these approaches. Most interviewees
stressed the importance of recognising that their place-based approaches are long-
term approaches, which aspire to improve life outcomes for people, households and
communities across the long-term.

Figure 1: Timeline for introduction of place-based approaches in Scotland in last five
years

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

iii. Role of evidence in identifying places

A number of local authorities/ CPPs developed a strategic assessment or community
profile for the local authority area, which drew upon a range of data sources, to
support them to identify which places they should target. A few took this a step
further, by developing strategic assessments/ profiles for each of the neighbourhoods/
areas identified as part of local community planning/ area committee arrangements,
accessing socio-economic data at the lowest possible geographical area. For example,
Aberdeenshire CPP undertook a local deprivation analysis in Fraserburgh to identify
which areas within the town of Fraserburgh were most deprived.

Most interviewees noted that they undertook an analysis of deprivation using the
Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation (SIMD) to identify which places their local
authority/CPP would target. Most places that were identified fell within the 20-

25% most deprived areas and natural communities surrounding these areas. The
islands and other local authority areas with a largely rural population highlighted the
challenges of using SIMD in their geographic area, as deprivation is typically dispersed
across their area rather than concentrated within particular places.

Other data sources used were the Scottish Public Health Observatory (ScotPHO)
Community Profiles and data collated by individual partners within the CPP in areas
such as attainment, health inequalities, poverty indicators, accommodation needs of
students, assets in the area, unemployment, income levels, etc.



An overview of current practice in Scotland

The process of choosing areas for place-based working in North
Ayrshire was evidence driven. The council focused on socio-
economic data available at the lowest possible geographic level.

SIMD was a starting point and the resource was used heavily
as evidence. The council has also looked at data from ScotPHO
(especially on life expectancy), Department for Work and
Pensions (DWP) and statistics on incomes from a professional
services and information technology company, CACI.

The council has recently acquired geodemographic data,
categorising population in the United Kingdom into demographic
types, called Acorn, also developed by CACI. Acorn was not part
of the evidence base for the projects established so far, but will
be used in designing an evidence case for the new 6 Locality
Partnership Boards.

\ _/

It should be noted that profile data was only one source of evidence used to support
local authorities/CPPs to identify places they wished to target. Most interviewees
noted that they combined this with pre-existing knowledge of places by the council and
its partners as well as intelligence gathered through community engagement.

Other reasons for selecting a place, combined with the use of data and evidence,
included the following:

e There was scope for regeneration activity, particularly in the town centre.
(Clackmannanshire)

e There was a clearly defined community with particular needs - the island has an
elderly and ageing population and by early 2016, it will be entirely in community
land ownership. Furthermore, the community was keen to work with the CPP.
(Comhairle nan Eilean Siar)

¢ There was a strong sense of community, with many active groups and a number
of physical assets with potential for increased community and family use. (Dundee
City)

e The CPP wished to transform its relationships with all communities. (East Ayrshire)

e Partnership working in the area was already having an impact on improving
attainment and attendance at school and reducing youth crime, and the CPP wished
to build on this and apply this partnership approach across all services delivered in
the place. (City of Edinburgh)

e There was a strong connected community and strong voluntary sector.
(Renfrewshire)
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e The community and the council and its partners were already making significant
investment in the test area sites. (Stirling)

e There was a perception amongst the Council’s senior management team and local
elected members that the pace of development was slower in the chosen place
than in other areas. (West Lothian)

e The CPP chose not to focus solely on areas in the 15% most deprived data zones,
but rather chose places at different stages of development so that they could learn
from one another. (Glasgow City)

iv. Partners and governance

Feedback from the interviews highlights that place-based approaches are
predominantly planned and delivered by public and third sector services working with
local communities. In some cases, local businesses are also involved.

Most interviewees reported that the local authority is the lead partner for the delivery
of place-based working. Exceptions to this include:

e Combhairle nan Eilean Siar — the local authority and Highlands and Islands
Enterprise are the lead partners, with the Third Sector Interface leading the
delivery of the place-based approach.

e Highland — NHS Highlands is the lead partner.

e Inverclyde — River Clyde Homes is the lead partner due to their substantial
investment in the area.

e Shetland Islands — Community Development companies are leading and driving
the approach, with support from the local authority and Highlands and Islands
Enterprise

Along with the local authority, other Community Planning partners (e.g. Health Board,
Scottish Enterprise/Highlands and Islands Enterprise, Police Scotland, Scottish Fire
and Rescue Service, local college or university) also tend to be involved in the delivery
of place-based approaches, along with other local organisations such as the Third
Sector Interface, Housing Associations, Tenants and Residents Associations, Chamber
of Commerce, Community Councils, Community Development Trusts, churches, local
businesses, etc. Argyll and Bute CPP also noted that it is working with the Scottish
Futures Trust as part of the Smartplaces programme.

Some interviewees talked about the importance of establishing mechanisms for
communities to get involved in the design and delivery of place-based approaches.
For example, Aberdeen City has established a stakeholder group involving up to 200
local people. The Vibrant Communities team within East Ayrshire Council support
Community Steering Groups to lead the development of Community-Led Action Plans.
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Feedback from interviewees also suggests that the governance arrangements for
place-based working are complex, vary across Scotland and are very much dependent
on local circumstances. For example:

e Some place-based approaches have established their own multi-agency Boards/
Steering Groups to oversee the delivery of the place-based approach in their area
(e.g. Aberdeen, Aberdeenshire, East Lothian, City of Edinburgh, Glasgow City).
These Boards then typically report to the CPP and/or council.

¢ Area Committees have been established in Fife to oversee locality working,
with local CPPs established in Perth and locality planning groups set up in South
Ayrshire. North Ayrshire is in the process of finalising the governance arrangements
for its Local Planning Partnerships.

e Overall, place-based working tends to be governed by the local authority (in cases
where the local authority is the lead partner) and / or the CPP (either through the
Board, Executive Management Group or thematic partnership).

e The Empowering Communities approach in Or