
Prepared for the Accounts Commission and the Auditor General for Scotland 

Community planning: an initial review

June 2006



Audit Scotland is a statutory body set up in April 2000 
under the Public Finance and Accountability (Scotland) 
Act 2000. It provides services to the Auditor General for 
Scotland and the Accounts Commission. Together they 
ensure that the Scottish Executive and public sector 
bodies in Scotland are held to account for the proper, 
efficient and effective use of public funds.

The Accounts Commission
The Accounts Commission is a statutory, independent body which, through the audit process, assists  
local authorities in Scotland to achieve the highest standards of financial stewardship and the  
economic, efficient and effective use of their resources. The Commission has four main responsibilities:

• securing the external audit, including the audit of Best Value and Community Planning
• following up issues of concern identified through the audit, to ensure satisfactory resolutions
• carrying out national performance studies to improve economy, efficiency and effectiveness in  
 local government
• issuing an annual direction to local authorities which sets out the range of performance information   
 they are required to publish.

The Commission secures the audit of 32 councils and 35 joint boards (including police and fire  
services). Local authorities spend over £14 billion of public funds a year.

Auditor General for Scotland
The Auditor General for Scotland is the Parliament’s watchdog for ensuring propriety and value  
for money in the spending of public funds.

He is responsible for investigating whether public spending bodies achieve the best possible value  
for money and adhere to the highest standards of financial management.

He is independent and not subject to the control of any member of the Scottish Executive or 
the Parliament.

The Auditor General is responsible for securing the audit of the Scottish Executive and most other 
public sector bodies except local authorities and fire and police boards.

The following bodies fall within the remit of the Auditor General:

• departments of the Scottish Executive eg, the Health Department
• executive agencies eg, the Prison Service, Historic Scotland
• NHS boards
• further education colleges
• Scottish Water
• NDPBs and others eg, Scottish Enterprise.
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engaged in the decisions made 
on the public services which 
affect them

• joint working – organisations 
working together to provide 
better public services.

4. Community planning should support:

• rationalisation – community 
planning should be the over-arching  
partnership framework, helping 
to coordinate other initiatives and 
partnerships and rationalise a 
cluttered landscape

• connection between local and 
national priorities – providing a 
mechanism to balance national 
priorities and those at regional, 
local and neighbourhood levels.

5. Community planning is a long-term  
process and it will take time to 
achieve improvements in some 
areas. It is too soon to find much 
evidence about the effectiveness 
of individual community planning 
partnerships (CPPs) in improving 
public services in their area. 

6. In this report we review:

• the national context within which 
community planning operates

• local arrangements for 
community planning

• planning and performance 
management in CPPs. 

Key findings

7. Community planning: the 
national picture.

•  Public services in Scotland are 
delivered through a network 
of different organisations. Joint 
working among these 
organisations is well-established  
and widespread. When they  
work well together there can 
be real benefits to service 
users, communities and the 
organisations themselves. 
Community planning can add 
value to existing joint working 
by providing a local strategic  
framework and building a 
culture of co-operation and trust.  
 

Background

1. Community planning is the 
process through which public sector 
organisations work together and 
with local communities, the business 
and voluntary sectors, to identify 
and solve local problems, improve 
services and share resources.
  
2. The Local Government in Scotland 
Act 2003 (the Act) provides the 
statutory basis for community 
planning. It requires local authorities 
to initiate and facilitate community 
planning, and NHS boards, the 
enterprise networks, the police, 
and the fire and rescue services 
to participate. Regional Transport 
Partnerships (RTPs) are now also 
required to participate. Other public 
bodies, voluntary organisations, 
community groups and business 
organisations should also be involved.
 
3. The aims of community planning 
are to promote:

• community engagement 
– making sure people and 
communities are genuinely 
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Summary 3

•  However improving services 
through partnerships is 
difficult because organisations 
have different geographic 
boundaries, accountability and 
financial regulations. This limits 
the flexibility of some partners 
to respond to local needs and  
creates administrative difficulties. 

•  The lack of integration and  
prioritisation of the large number  
of national policy initiatives, 
and the fragmented nature of 
funding arrangements to  
support these, make it difficult 
for CPPs to achieve their 
potential in meeting local 
needs and create a further 
administrative burden.  

•  All CPPs operate in this  
complex policy and 
organisational environment. 
Some demonstrate real 
commitment and willingness 
to work around the problems, 
but in others these difficulties 
seem to impede progress.

•  In order to help community 
planning achieve the potential 
envisaged in the legislation, 
partner organisations and the 
Scottish Executive need to agree  
priorities for community planning.

8. Community planning: the  
local picture.

•  While most CPPs have 
broadly similar structures, 
there is wide variation in the 
size and membership of CPP 
boards and theme groups. All 
statutory partners are engaged 
at a senior level. The way the 
board operates influences the 
effectiveness of the CPP.  
 

 
processes to demonstrate 
the impact they are having on 
services and the well-being 
of local communities, and 
whether the benefits justify 
the added costs.

•  The governance of CPPs 
needs to be improved through 
clarifying their accountability 
arrangements and developing 
more effective scrutiny and risk 
management.  

10. The report includes 
recommendations for action by  
the Scottish Executive, partner 
organisations and CPPs themselves.  
We have also developed an 
evaluation framework to help  
CPPs and partner organisations 
improve the effectiveness of their 
community planning.

About the study

11. Evidence for our findings 
has been drawn primarily from 
interviews with staff involved in 
community planning across a range 
of organisations in ten partnership 
areas, and with officials in the 
Scottish Executive and other national 
bodies. This qualitative work was 
supported by a survey of all 32 CPPs. 
In three further areas we analysed 
the management costs associated 
with community planning. We also 
examined current community plans 
and reviewed information from other 
audit work, including Best Value audits.

•  Community engagement 
is progressing but it needs 
to be more sustained and 
systematic. The introduction 
of National Standards for 
Community Engagement1 
provides an opportunity 
for CPPs to improve the 
consistency and effectiveness 
of community engagement. 

•  The role of elected members 
in community planning is 
particularly challenging. Their 
participation in CPPs is uneven 
and in some places minimal.

•  CPPs have developed highly  
complex structures to 
accommodate the large 
number of policy and service 
areas covered and the many 
organisations and groups 
which need to participate. 
Community planning has not  
helped to rationalise the number  
or complexity of partnerships 
in any significant way.

9. Planning and performance 
management.

•  Community planning is a 
complex process and CPPs 
are improving their use of 
information to inform their 
planning. However the 
quality of community plans 
varies and the links between 
community plans and partner 
organisations’ corporate plans 
are generally weak. 

•  CPPs are improving their use 
of performance indicators, but 
progress has been slow and 
performance management and 
reporting arrangements could 
be further developed. CPPs need  
to move on from developing  

1 National Standards for Community Engagement, Communities Scotland, June 2005.



14. Other public, private and 
community bodies should 
also be invited to participate in 
community planning, including 
the voluntary sector, community 
groups, businesses and business 
organisations.

15. The statutory guidance 
accompanying the legislation 
identifies two aims for community 
planning:2 

• Community engagement 
– making sure people and 
communities are genuinely 
engaged in the decisions made 
on the public services which 
affect them.

• Joint working – a commitment 
from organisations to work 
together in providing better  
public services.

16. These aims are supported by two 
further principles:

• Rationalisation – community 
planning should be the over-
arching partnership framework, 
helping to coordinate other 
initiatives and partnerships and 
where necessary, acting to 
rationalise a cluttered landscape.

• Connecting local and national 
priorities – community planning 
should provide a mechanism 
to balance national priorities 
and those at regional, local and 
neighbourhood levels.

17. This report reviews the early 
progress made by Scotland’s 32 
CPPs since the Act was introduced.
  
18. Community planning is a long-term  
process and it will take time to 
achieve improvements in some 
areas. It is too soon to find much 
evidence about the effectiveness of 
individual CPPs in improving public 

Background

12. Community planning is the 
process through which public sector 
organisations work together and with 
local communities, the business and 
the voluntary sectors, to identify 
and solve local problems, improve 
services and share resources.  

13. The Local Government in 
Scotland Act 2003 (the Act) provides 
the statutory basis for community 
planning. It requires local authorities 
to initiate and facilitate community 
planning, and NHS boards, the 
enterprise networks, the police, 
the fire and rescue services, and 
Strathclyde Passenger Transport 
Authority (now the Strathclyde 
Partnership for Transport) to participate  
in the process. The 2005 Transport 
(Scotland) Act also requires the 
other statutory RTPs to participate. 
Scottish ministers (through the 
Scottish Executive and its agencies) 
have a duty to promote and 
encourage community planning.

4

Part 1. Introduction

2 The Local Government in Scotland Act 2003. Community Planning Statutory Guidance, Scottish Executive, 2004.
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services in their area. We have 
therefore concentrated on reviewing 
the processes put in place to deliver 
community planning, and how 
CPPs plan to monitor their progress 
in future. We have developed an 
evaluation framework, based on 
our findings, as a starting point 
for assessing the performance of 
individual CPPs in future.

19. The Accounts Commission 
arranges audits of Best Value and 
Community Planning of individual 
councils and has a statutory duty to  
direct councils, police and fire 
authorities to publish information 
to help draw conclusions in relation 
to community planning. Our 
findings will inform the Accounts 
Commission’s work in this area.  

20. Audit Scotland undertook this 
study on behalf of the Accounts 
Commission and the Auditor 
General for Scotland. The findings 
in this report are drawn primarily 
from extensive interviews with 
community planning partners 
(statutory and non-statutory) in ten 
partnership areas and with officials 
in the Scottish Executive and other 
national organisations involved in 
community planning. This qualitative 
work was supported by a survey 
of all 32 CPPs and their main 
thematic groups. We also reviewed 
information from other audit work, 
including Best Value audits, and 
analysed the management costs 
associated with community planning 
in three further areas.

21. The rest of this report covers: 

• the national picture (Part 2, page 6)

• the local picture (Part 3, page 14)

• planning and performance 
management (Part 4, page 22) 

• an agenda for action listing  
our recommendations (Part 5, 
page 34).



•  All CPPs operate in this  
complex policy and 
organisational environment. 
Some demonstrate real 
commitment and willingness 
to work around the problems. 
In others these difficulties 
seem to impede progress.  

•  In order to help community 
planning achieve the potential  
envisaged in the legislation, 
partner organisations and the 
Scottish Executive need to agree  
priorities for community planning. 

Community planning can add 
value to existing joint working 
by providing a local strategic 
framework and building  
co-operation and trust

22. Public services in Scotland are 
delivered through a network of 
different organisations. Joint working 
among these organisations is  
well-established and widespread, 

covering many activities including 
joint planning and delivery of services,  
joint initiatives, shared premises and 
information sharing networks. Many 
of our most important public services 
are characterised by joint working. 
For example, community care 
involving health boards, councils and 
the voluntary sector; joint approaches 
to regeneration between councils, 
enterprise companies and the private  
sector; and community safety 
developments involving police and 
a range of other organisations. All 
of these developments and others 
were already under way to a greater 
or lesser extent before the 2003 Act 
which introduced a statutory duty for 
community planning. 
 
23. When organisations work 
well together locally there can 
be real benefits to service users, 
communities and the organisations 
themselves (Exhibit 1). 

Key messages

•  Community planning can add 
value to existing joint working 
by providing a local strategic 
framework and building  
co-operation and trust.

•  Improving services through 
partnerships is difficult 
because organisations have  
different geographic boundaries,  
accountability and financial 
regulations. This limits the 
flexibility of some partners to  
respond to local needs and  
creates administrative difficulties. 

•  The lack of integration and  
prioritisation of the large number  
of national policy initiatives, 
and the fragmented nature 
of funding arrangements 
to support these, make it 
difficult for CPPs to achieve 
their potential in meeting local 
needs and create a further 
administrative burden.

6

Part 2. Community planning: the 
national picture
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Source: Audit Scotland

Exhibit 1
Community planning can bring benefits to individuals, communities and organisations

Community planning initiatives can help to change people’s lives...

”The biggest problem was a great deal of apathy. But now a lot more people take an interest because there are 
visible results, such as the community buses scheme, which has touched so many lives in this area, more than 
anything else.”

”I am really excited about being presented with my certificate. My confidence has really increased through 
working at Café Mistura and gaining a recognised qualification. New trainees now ask me for advice and it is a 
tremendous feeling to be in a position to give them support”.3 

“It has broadened my outlook on some of the issues within the community. It also heartens me when (plans) are 
approved and carried out”. 

“The work with the 50plus project has opened up a new aspect for me and it’s opened up a new way of life and 
new thinking. Things don’t look so bleak any more, there’s a way forward and there’s learning”.

...and bring wider benefits

Participants in the Stranraer Waterfront Development identified the following benefits of working together:

• Better communication across the public sector agencies involved.

• Shared learning in the management of large-scale projects.

• Efficient project delivery.

• Wider discussion and identification of the development opportunities arising from the project.

• A collective approach to monitoring and evaluation.

• An assurance that opportunities are not being missed.

• A general feeling among those involved that they had achieved the best possible result through working  
in partnership.

3 Progress Report, Capability Scotland and West Lothian CPP, 2004. Café Mistura provides work experience and training for people with learning   
 disabilities. It is provided by a partnership of Capability Scotland, West Lothian College and Intowork West Lothian.
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24. The community planning 
legislation was intended to improve 
joint working. The evidence from 
our case studies suggests that in 
some areas the community planning 
process is adding value to existing 
joint work by: 

• building a shared, strategic 
framework for services across 
the area that focuses on the full 
range of needs in the community

• bringing together organisations 
that had not previously worked 
together and identifying areas 
where joint working could improve  
services to local communities

• increasing understanding among 
partners of the services they 
deliver, the challenges they face, 
and their ways of working.

25. The process of sharing 
information and agreeing priorities 
can be a valuable mechanism for 
building trust and understanding 
among partners. It can lead to 
fundamental changes in the way CPP  
board members view their role in the  
community planning process. One 
board member commented: “at the  
first meetings of the CPP, I felt I was  
there to represent my organisation, 
but now I think about how my  
organisation can help this community”.  
Exhibit 2 illustrates the commitment 
from some of our case study areas 
to the potential for community 
planning to improve community  
well-being and public services.

26. However in some areas these 
aspirations for community planning 
are not being met. We found a 
number of partners frustrated by 
both the complex public sector 
environment that community 
planning has to operate in and the 
lack of clarity over what community 
planning should be delivering.

30. Boundary issues are seen as a 
main barrier to progress in a third of 
all CPPs. Statutory partners involved 
in more than one CPP (ie, some 
police and fire services, NHS boards, 
enterprise networks, and RTPs) face 
particular challenges. For example:
 
• the organisation needs to 

integrate the range of local 
priorities emerging from each 
CPP into its own corporate 
strategy. There is potential for  
conflict between priorities 
agreed by different CPPs with 
the organisation’s own corporate 
priorities or with targets set for 
the organisation by the Scottish 
Executive. Accommodating 
differing local priorities within one 
organisation may require local or 
national negotiation, leading to 
lengthy decision-making

• the organisation has to make 
decisions on how to allocate 
resources between its 
constituent CPPs, and balance 
those decisions with other 
spending priorities relating to 
national priorities

• demands on senior managers in 
preparing for and attending all the 
different CPP meetings in their 
area can be considerable.

Different accountabilities
31. Local authorities and statutory 
partners have different accountability 
arrangements. Local authorities, 
fire and rescue authorities and 
RTPs are accountable to locally 
elected members (and ultimately 
accountable to the community 
through elected members). NHS 
boards, Scottish Enterprise and 
Highlands & Islands Enterprise 
are accountable through Scottish 
ministers to the Scottish Parliament. 
Responsibility for the police service 
is shared between the local authority, 
the Scottish Executive and the chief  

Different boundaries, 
accountabilities and financial 
regulations in partner 
organisations make community 
planning and joint working difficult 

27. The organisation of local 
authorities and their community 
planning partners creates challenges 
for CPPs because:

• the operational boundaries of 
statutory partners usually differ 
from those of the local authority, 
causing delay in decision-making 
and additional bureaucracy

• partner organisations have different  
accountabilities, requiring complex  
negotiations and limiting their 
flexibility to respond to local needs

• partner organisations have 
different financial regulations and 
ways of working, limiting the 
control of resources by CPPs and 
creating an administrative burden.

Different boundaries
28. In only two local authority areas 
(Dumfries & Galloway and Fife)  
do community planning statutory 
partners have broadly similar 
boundaries. In four others (Scottish 
Borders and the three island 
councils) the local authorities share 
some boundaries with their statutory 
partners. Similar boundaries are 
seen as a real advantage by all the 
partners involved.  

29. Other parts of Scotland face 
more complex arrangements. For 
example, Strathclyde Police is a 
partner in 12 CPPs; between them, 
those 12 partnerships encompass 
five Local Enterprise Companies 
(LECs) and four NHS boards, one of 
which is NHS Greater Glasgow. NHS 
Greater Glasgow itself spans four 
LECs, is a partner in six CPPs, and 
is likely to develop eight Community 
Health Partnerships (CHPs). 
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Edinburgh. The organisation is 
therefore more active in the West 
Lothian and Edinburgh areas than 
in Midlothian or East Lothian

• NHS boards are set national 
targets by Scottish ministers, 
which may take priority over 
spending on local priorities.

33. There is also variation in the 
extent to which senior managers 
in different organisations have 
delegated authority over the use of 
resources to meet local needs, and 
variation in the extent to which they 
exercise this authority. 
 
Different financial arrangements
34. Partnership working is also  
complicated by different financial 
regulations and reporting arrangements  
among partners. For example: 
 
• partners have different practices 

for financial reporting and may 
use different definitions to  
cost activities 

• partners have different 
requirements and methods for 
reporting performance

• some partner organisations 
cannot carry funds over from one 
year to the next, while others 
have more flexibility

• local authorities can recover 
VAT but the ability of NHS 
organisations to do this is limited.

35. These different financial 
arrangements can cause an 
administrative burden on partner 
organisations in developing joint 
working. For example, there has 
been considerable progress in recent 
years in different organisations 
sharing premises to improve 
access to front line services and 
deliver efficiency savings. However, 
sharing premises can bring financial 
complications:
  
• It is difficult to account for  

owning just part of a building  
on a balance sheet.

constable. These differences in  
accountability have practical 
implications for how CPPs function 
and can create tensions between 
community planning partners.

32. Many community planning 
partners have to respond to national 
priorities but some are more strongly 
tied to nationally set targets or have 
regional responsibilities which limit 
their flexibility to adjust to local 
needs. For example:
 
• LECs offer funding and staff 

time to help deliver community 
planning priorities which support 
national4 targets, but have limited 
resources for supporting local needs  
not directly linked to national  
priorities. This can lead to 
inconsistencies in contributions  
to constituent CPPs. For example, 
Scottish Enterprise Edinburgh  
and Lothian is currently 
progressing major projects such 
as the Alba Centre at Livingston, 
and the Waterfront and the 
Edinburgh Science Triangle in 

9

Source: Audit Scotland

Exhibit 2
Some leaders within the organisations we visited demonstrated a high level of commitment to  
community planning

“Community planning is about keeping the whole of the community alive.” Rural council leader.

“Community planning is central to our ability to improve people’s health and address inequalities.” 
Chief executive, NHS board.

“We know from experience that working together like this can make a real difference to the health and well-
being of individuals and communities.” Chairman, NHS board.

“Community planning is changing the mindset of partners.” Urban council leader.

“If community planning didn’t exist it would have to be reinvented. Joint working in today’s public sector is  
a necessity.” Council leader.

“The key benefit is the opportunity to understand each others’ agendas and bring together different capabilities.” 
Senior director, Scottish Enterprise.

4 Set out in Smart, Successful Scotland, Scottish Executive, 2001.
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• Partners have different practices 
with regard to insuring buildings  
– for example the NHS does 
not insure buildings while some 
local authorities do – and this can 
mean different design standards. 

• Staff working alongside each 
other and doing similar jobs may 
have very different terms and 
conditions of employment. 

36. Some of these issues are being 
considered by the Scottish Executive 
as part of the public service reform 
agenda, but they will take time  
to resolve.

37. Community planning legislation 
has provided a statutory framework 
to help partner organisations tackle 
these challenges. The legislation 
provides for CPPs to become 
incorporated into independent legal 
entities if they wish, subject to  
parliamentary approval. This would 
enable a CPP to develop its own 
accountability arrangements and 
would help to overcome some of 
the difficulties posed by different 
accountability regimes. We found  
little enthusiasm for formal 
incorporation in the CPPs we visited. 
Some partners are concerned that  
it might lead to a loss of control, 
while others are concerned about 
losing their focus on other priority 
areas of work.

38. Recently, however, the Glasgow  
Community Planning Partnership 
established Glasgow Community 
Planning Ltd as a separate organisation  
to facilitate the delivery of local 
community planning priorities, in 
particular those concerned with 
regeneration. Glasgow CP Ltd is not  
an incorporated CPP under the terms  
of the Act. It is an independent 
organisation reporting to Glasgow’s 

strategies and plans, sponsorship 
of its NDPBs, or specific projects, 
funds and initiatives.6 

41. However there is a lack of 
integration and prioritisation between  
different policy areas. Many national  
policy initiatives require local strategies  
to be developed, sometimes in 
support of funding applications. For  
example, The Highland Council has 
estimated that 29 separate plans and 
strategies are required for different 
Scottish Executive departments, 
many of which require input from its 
community planning partners.
  
42. The Scottish Executive may also 
require local strategies in one policy 
area to be linked with other local 
strategies. For example, Executive 
guidance on the Antisocial Behaviour 
Strategy lists 11 other local strategies 
which should be taken into account 
(Exhibit 4). 

43. By acknowledging these links 
to other strategies, the Executive’s 
guidance on antisocial behaviour 
is endeavouring to improve 
coordination with other national 
policy strands. But developing all 
these local strategies is resource 
intensive for partner organisations, 
and local authorities in particular. 
Many of the strategies will use 
similar basic information, which must 
be presented in different ways, and 
will have different monitoring and 
reporting requirements.

44. There is also no clear direction or 
guidance from the Scottish Executive 
on which national priorities should 
have precedence for implementation 
at local level. If everything is a priority  
then nothing is treated as a priority. 
CPPs feel they are constantly 
responding to new national policy 
initiatives, reducing the time and  
resources available to meet local needs.

CPP and funded by contributions 
from partner organisations (Exhibit 3). 
This is designed to overcome some 
of the organisational barriers outlined 
in previous paragraphs. The company 
was established too recently for us 
to review this approach for our study, 
but it provides an innovative model 
for the future. 

The wide range of national 
policy initiatives and their lack of 
integration and prioritisation make 
it difficult for CPPs to achieve their 
potential in meeting local needs

39. The Scottish Executive has a 
wide-ranging and ambitious policy 
portfolio aimed at improving the 
lives of the people of Scotland and 
delivering better public services.5   
Many of these policies require 
partner organisations to work 
together. The Executive uses a range 
of mechanisms to deliver its policy 
agenda, including:  

• requiring local strategies to be 
developed in support of specific 
policy initiatives

• ring-fencing funding to support 
priority policy objectives

• setting targets for partner 
organisations.

40. The statutory guidance on 
community planning places a number  
of duties on Scottish ministers. This 
includes developing mechanisms 
within the Executive and its agencies 
to ensure that they are joined up in:

• developing policies and performance  
frameworks and indicators

• communicating to agencies and 
community planning partnerships 
the means of delivering these 
policies, whether this is through 

5 A Partnership for a Better Scotland: Partnership Agreement, Scottish Executive, 2003.  
6 The Local Government in Scotland Act 2003. Community Planning Statutory Guidance, Scottish Executive, 2004.
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Source: Guidance on Antisocial Behaviour Strategies, Scottish Executive, 2004 

Exhibit 4
Links between Anti-Social Behaviour (ASB) strategies and other local strategies

Source: Glasgow Community Planning Ltd

Exhibit 3
Glasgow Community Planning Ltd

Glasgow Community Planning Ltd7 is a new vehicle for supporting community planning both city-wide and locally. 
It will be responsible for:

• servicing the CPP, Executive Group and Working Groups

• supporting service providers both locally and city-wide to work together to improve service delivery

• coordinating the implementation of the Regeneration Outcome Agreement and managing the Community 
Regeneration Fund

• facilitating the establishment of local community planning structures, and coordinating the work of local CPP 
support teams

• maintaining links with other local partnership structures, for example, community health and care partnerships

• developing city-wide themes on worklessness and addiction

• managing funding programmes and maximising funding opportunities

• monitoring progress and reporting to the Glasgow Community Planning Ltd board and the Glasgow CPP.

7 Glasgow Community Planning Ltd was established in November 2005 following agreement by the former Glasgow Alliance structure to restructure its  
 corporate organisation.

Guidance on the preparation of antisocial behaviour strategies states that partners need to ensure close 
integration between the ASB strategy and other related policies and strategies, including:

• community learning and development strategies

• the community plan 

• community safety strategies

• equalities (particularly strategies to tackle race/other hate crimes)

• health improvement (particularly drug/alcohol) strategies

• homelessness strategies

• integrated children’s services plans

• local housing strategies (and tenant participation strategies)

• regeneration outcome agreements

• victims support strategy

• youth justice strategies.
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The fragmented nature of Scottish 
Executive funding streams also 
creates an administrative burden 
for CPPs

45. The range of funding streams 
to support national policy objectives 
is complex, with an increasing 
emphasis on funding intended to 
be spent either by partnerships 
themselves or by a lead agency in 
consultation with other organisations.
  
46. We estimate that in 2004/05 the 
Scottish Executive provided at least 
39 different funding streams totalling 
around £581.5 million intended to be  
spent through partnership working. 
There was a similar situation in 2005/06,  
with 42 different streams, totalling 
£685.1 million (Appendix 1, page 36). 
This was outwith core funding of 
partner organisations.
 
47. Each funding stream usually has  
its own application process, monitoring  
and reporting arrangements. While it  
is important to maintain proper control  
over public funds the current 
arrangements, often involving quite 
different processes, increase the 
bureaucratic workload of partnerships 
and create an administrative burden 
on the lead agency responsible for 
managing the funds.8 

48. For example, there are a number  
of different funding streams relating  
to community safety. These include  
funding associated with Antisocial 
Behaviour legislation, such as  
community wardens and programmes  
for ASBOs for under 16s. There is  
funding for youth justice, such as  
restorative justice funding, money to 
support implementation of national 
standards for youth justice and the 
Local Action Fund. There is also more 
general community safety funding, 
such as the community safety award 

of approaches adopted by partner 
organisations to address some of 
these barriers. For example:

• developing schemes of delegation 
that clarify accountabilities and 
allow representatives from partners  
to make decisions at CPP meetings  
on behalf of their organisation.  
For example, NHS Ayrshire & 
Arran has a scheme of delegation 
for its three CHPs clarifying 
the role of the CHP within the 
community planning structure, 
and the decision-making authority 
of staff involved in CHPs

• allowing flexibility in meeting local  
needs by both ensuring information  
from local community plans feeds 
into the strategic planning of the 
organisation and including the 
delivery of local community plans 
as a high-level objective within the  
organisation’s corporate plan, as is  
done in Lothian & Borders Police

• developing agreements that 
plans and reports sent for formal 
approval to partners may be 
subject to minor textual changes, 
without further full ratification by 
individual partners, as has been 
developed in East Ayrshire.

51. A number of CPPs are also involved  
in initiatives to link planning across 
regions. The statutory guidance 
states that ‘strategic linkages at the 
regional level should be developed 
where appropriate by working with 
other CPPs and/or agencies of that 
partnership’. For example, the Clyde 
Valley CPP brings together eight 
CPPs to plan for the city region and  
ensure major infrastructure projects 
which cross different authority 
boundaries are coordinated effectively.  
Dumfries & Galloway’s community 
planning links into:

schemes. While some of this money is 
distributed through core local authority 
funding (GAE), some funding streams 
require separate (and often detailed) 
application processes. Monitoring 
arrangements also differ. Monitoring 
of antisocial behaviour funding has 
been streamlined through antisocial 
behaviour outcome agreements, but 
monitoring for other funding streams 
may require annual accounts and a 
general performance report, or more 
frequent progress reports against 
specific measures. At a local level, 
these different funding streams often 
need to be joined up to deliver an  
integrated strategy to meet local needs.
  
49. The most significant source 
of funding available for CPPs 
from 2005/06 is the Community 
Regeneration Fund (CRF). The Scottish  
Executive is allocating £318 million 
over three years through the CRF to  
bring improvements to Scotland’s 
most deprived areas and help 
individuals and families escape poverty.  
CPPs were required to develop 
Regeneration Outcome Agreements 
(ROAs) to receive their allocation 
of the Fund. CPPs welcomed the 
funding, but some, especially those 
in smaller council areas, found 
the process of developing ROAs 
resource intensive and the specific 
guidance on where resources should 
be spent not always relevant to their  
local communities. In some areas, 
work on the ROA significantly delayed  
progress on other local priorities.
 
Some partnerships are addressing 
these barriers 

50. All CPPs operate in this 
complex policy and organisational 
environment. Some demonstrate 
real commitment and willingness to 
work around the problems. In others 
these difficulties seem to impede 
progress. We identified a number 

8 Audit Scotland has already identified the need for the Scottish Executive to improve consistency and good practice for monitoring initiative funding in our  
 2005 report, Scottish Executive: supporting new initiatives.
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• the South of Scotland Alliance 
with Scottish Borders regarding 
European Funding

• the North Channel Partnership 
with Ireland and the three 
Ayrshire councils

• Border Visions which looks at joint 
working initiatives with Scottish 
Borders, Cumbria, Carlisle and 
Northumbria councils.

52. There are also a number of national  
policy initiatives which are intended 
to be delivered on a regional basis,  
such as strategic waste management,  
civil contingency planning, regional 
transport, and some aspects of 
rural development. These regional 
approaches make community 
planning even more complex. 

53. CPPs that have been through the 
process of agreeing clear priorities for  
the area find it easier to respond to 
the range of national policy initiatives 
and funding streams. For example: 

• the ‘Promoting Community 
Learning’ section of East Ayrshire’s  
Community Plan formed the 
basis of the council’s submission 
for the Community Learning and 
Development Strategy

• West Lothian Council were 
able to respond quickly to the 
announcement and application 
for community warden funding, 
as the CPP had already agreed 
this as a priority and had all the 
background information required 
for the application.

Recommendations
 
57. The Scottish Executive and 
CPPs should agree:

•  a small number of strategic 
priorities where CPPs  
can add value through 
partnership working

•  how to measure performance 
against these policy areas.

58. The Scottish Executive, with 
executive agencies and other 
central bodies, should:

 
•  improve coordination and 

integration among initiatives

•  rationalise the different  
funding streams accessed  
by partnerships 

•  develop a more standard 
approach to monitoring  
spend against individual 
funding streams.

59. Nationally accountable 
partners (eg, Scottish Enterprise, 
the NHS and Communities 
Scotland), supported by the 
Scottish Executive, should set 
clear guidelines for their local 
organisations (eg, NHS boards, 
LECs) on what they expect to be 
achieved through local partnership 
working. This should be supported 
by allowing greater flexibility and 
autonomy to accommodate local 
CPP priorities when responding to 
national priorities.

60. Local authorities and partner 
organisations should develop 
schemes of delegation to streamline  
decision-making within CPPs. 

54. Not all CPPs have reached this 
stage. Some accommodate the 
different needs arising from local 
and national initiatives by allowing 
different agendas to co-exist or 
by developing an ever-increasing 
number of policies and strategies, 
making monitoring and managing 
their work more difficult.  

For CPPs to achieve their potential, 
partner organisations and the 
Scottish Executive need to agree 
priorities for community planning 

55. Despite its difficulties, there is a 
real need for community planning in 
some form – radical improvements in  
community well-being and service 
delivery cannot be achieved in isolation. 

56. For community planning to 
achieve the potential envisaged in 
the legislation, the expectations of 
what should be delivered through 
community planning need to be 
clarified. The Scottish Executive, 
statutory partners and CPPs need 
to work together, either through 
individual agreements or collectively, 
to identify: 

• the focus and policy priority areas 
for CPPs 

• which areas of joint working 
should be outwith community 
planning

• which policy areas should 
be delivered by individual 
organisations

• the extent of CPPs’ control over 
resources – and how these 
resources can be efficiently 
administered and accounted for

• how performance should be 
reported.



•  CPPs have developed highly  
complex structures to 
accommodate the large number  
of policy and service areas 
covered and the many 
organisations and groups which  
need to participate. Community  
planning has not helped to 
rationalise the number or 
complexity of partnerships in 
any significant way.

There is wide variation in the size 
and membership of CPPs

61. The statutory guidance gives CPPs  
discretion over the structure they adopt,  
requiring them to ‘tailor the process to  
the needs and opportunities of local 
communities’. Most CPPs have the  
same broad structures in place, with a  
partnership board, an implementation 
group and different theme groups with  
responsibility for implementing policy 
priorities. Cross-cutting topics  
(eg, community engagement) are 
accommodated in different ways. 
Exhibit 5 illustrates these structures 
schematically for a typical CPP.

62. However the size and 
membership of partnership boards 
varies from six to 40 partners with 
half of these having between eight 
and 13 members. There is wide 
variation in the number of theme 
groups (ranging from two to 14) and in  
the number and size of the sub-groups  
that feed into the theme groups.
 
63. All the main statutory partners 
(NHS boards, local enterprise 
companies, police and fire services) 
are represented on all boards. The  
majority of CPP boards have voluntary  
sector representation and over half 
have community representatives (other  
than elected members) or business 
representatives. The national 
organisation most often included in  
CPP boards is Communities Scotland.  
Exhibit 6 illustrates the range of 
organisations, in addition to statutory 
partners, involved in CPP boards.

64. Local authorities have taken a 
lead in community planning in line 
with the legislation, with all CPP 
boards chaired by the authority, 
usually the leader of the council. 

Key messages

•  While most CPPs have 
broadly similar structures, 
there is wide variation in the 
size and membership of CPP 
boards and theme groups. All 
statutory partners are engaged 
at a senior level. The way the 
board operates influences the 
effectiveness of the CPP. 

•  Community engagement 
is progressing but it needs 
to be more sustained and 
systematic. The introduction 
of National Standards for 
Community Engagement9 
provides an opportunity 
for CPPs to improve the 
consistency and effectiveness 
of community engagement.

•  The role of elected members 
in community planning is 
particularly challenging; their 
participation in CPPs is uneven 
and in some places minimal. 

14

Part 3. Community planning: the  
local picture

9 National Standards for Community Engagement, Communities Scotland, June 2005.
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Source: Audit Scotland
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The range of organisations, in addition to statutory partners, involved in CPP boards

Source: Audit Scotland

Exhibit 5
CPPs have broadly similar, but complex, structures to deliver their priorities
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65. The membership of theme 
groups is even more variable, with  
a total of 170 different organisations, 
in addition to the statutory partners, 
involved in the 147 theme groups 
identified in our survey. About  
one-third of all theme groups are 
chaired by organisations other than 
the local authority.

The way the board operates 
influences the effectiveness of  
the CPP

66. There is no one model for an  
effective CPP structure; instead 
structures should be fit for purpose.   
The purpose of the board needs to  
be agreed by board members, and 
the board size and membership 
designed to enable it to fulfil the  
agreed remit and responsibilities.

67. In a few of the CPPs we visited 
there is a strong sense that the 
board operates as a powerful 
network of public sector leaders 
within the area. Those involved are 
able to offer advice to one another 
and use their personal relations 
to push forward initiatives and 
commit resources. However in other 
areas the board is seen as more 
of a formality, “The board is there 
because it has to be, and has to be 
seen to demonstrate strategic buy-in. 
But the work is all done before the 
board meets”. 

68. Our case study work showed that  
CPP boards are most effective when:

• they connect the political and 
managerial leadership of the 
different partners 

• they are clear about their role in 
the community planning process 

• all board members are committed 
to delivering improvement 
through community planning.

73. Reviewing the effectiveness 
and impact of CPPs’ approaches to 
community engagement was not the 
focus of this study. However CPPs 
will need to be able to demonstrate 
the impact and benefits of their 
community engagement activities  
as they develop them.

74. While we found many examples 
of innovative approaches to 
consultation and engagement  
with specific communities or  
service users, these were often 
developed in isolation rather than as 
an integral part of the community 
planning framework.
 
75. In several of our case studies  
we found examples of duplication 
and overlap in community consultation  
among different partner organisations.  
There is considerable potential for 
CPPs to work more collaboratively 
in combining resources and sharing 
information from consultation 
exercises. In East Ayrshire, for example,  
community planning partners jointly 
commission a Residents’ Survey, 
with questions input from all 
partners. The results of the survey 
feed into the community planning 
process and also into partners’ plans 
for specific service improvements.
 
76. The introduction of National 
Standards for Community 
Engagement10 provides an opportunity  
for CPPs to improve the consistency 
and effectiveness of community 
engagement in informing policy 
development, within both the  
partnership and partner organisations. 

69. Partnerships with very large 
boards can perform only a limited 
range of tasks. Agreeing specific 
priorities for inclusion in the 
community plan and targets for 
performance measurement then 
become the responsibility of a 
smaller group. These larger boards 
may act as a consultative forum, 
rather than a decision-making body.

70. The challenge CPPs face is to 
develop structures and processes 
which fit their local circumstances 
and enable partners to be involved 
in community planning, while not 
becoming over bureaucratic. In some 
cases the structures set up initially 
are not working effectively with a 
third of partnerships having recently 
reviewed their structures or are 
currently doing so.

Community engagement is 
progressing but it needs to be 
more sustained and systematic

71. One of the primary aims of the 
community planning legislation was 
to improve community engagement, 
to ensure that the views of service 
users and local people are taken into 
account when CPPs are developing 
their local priorities and making 
decisions that affect local services.
 
72. We found that CPPs are putting 
considerable effort into improving 
their community involvement. This 
is being done both formally, through 
involving community representatives 
as members of boards and theme 
groups, and through a range of 
consultation and communication 
exercises to inform community 
planning priorities. Appendix 2 (page 
40) describes the range of ways in 
which partnerships are engaging 
with the voluntary sector and with 
community groups. 

10 National Standards for Community Engagement, Communities Scotland, June 2005.
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The role of elected members in 
community planning is particularly 
challenging

77. A consistent theme from our case  
studies was the lack of involvement 
of elected members, other than 
council leaders, in the community 
planning process. In some areas there  
was minimal participation of members.
  
78. Elected members have an 
important role to play in community 
planning as both civic leaders 
and community representatives. 
However this is a challenging area 
for CPPs and there are a number of 
issues which need to be resolved:

• How to involve a range of elected  
members without the partnership  
being seen by other partners as 
too dominated by the council.

• Balancing the representative  
role of locally elected members 
with a greater emphasis on 
involving communities and 
service users in decisions about 
local service delivery.

• Ensuring community planning 
structures are aligned with the 
council’s political decision-making 
structures.

• Balancing the formal operation 
of council committees with the 
more informal style adopted by 
many CPPs.

79. There are elected members 
who are enthusiastic about the 
opportunities which community 
planning provide and are involved in 
the process. Council leaders often 
play a vital role as chair of the CPP 
and in a number of areas members 
are active in theme groups or local  
community planning work. For example: 

• North Lanarkshire Partnership 
is rolling out local community 
planning structures made up of 

link community planning structures  
with the political decision-making  
structures of the council (and other  
partner organisations) to ensure 
proper governance for partnership 
decisions, as they affect individual 
partner bodies’ policy and expenditure.
 
CPPs have developed highly 
complex structures 

82. The reality of partnership working 
within authorities is very complex 
when all the groups and sub groups 
are included. Exhibit 7 (overleaf) is 
a typical example of the structure 
supported by a small council. A recent  
audit of partnership working by North 
Lanarkshire CPP revealed 53 different 
groups within the CPP, with some 
supported by further groups.

83. Current structures have 
developed to:

• provide a forum for joint working 
on a wide range of different  
policy areas

• bring together a number of 
different partnership structures

• provide mechanisms that allow 
different groups to take part in 
community planning.

Community planning has not 
helped to rationalise the number 
or complexity of partnerships in 
any significant way 

84. One of the objectives of the 
community planning legislation was 
to help coordinate joint working 
arrangements and, where necessary, 
to rationalise a cluttered landscape.  
There has been limited progress in 
rationalising structures for a number 
of reasons:

• The number of partnerships 
required by statute is increasing. 
For example, in recent years 
CHPs and RTPs have been set 

Local Area Partnerships, Local 
Area Teams and community 
forums. The Local Area Partnerships  
involve senior police representatives,  
the fire and rescue service and  
NHS officers together with local  
elected members. Local Area  
Teams involve local area managers  
from similar partner organisations 
who are responsible for 
implementing Neighbourhood 
Improvement Plans. Community 
engagement is undertaken through  
local community forums and a 
range of other approaches and 
mechanisms available in each 
local area. 

• In Dundee, local community 
regeneration forums have been 
created to make decisions on  
devolved Community Regeneration  
Fund budgets. Elected members  
participate on an ex-officio basis.  
This allows local discussion between  
community representatives and 
elected members before formal 
recommendations go for approval 
to the council.

80. However some elected 
members see community planning 
as a threat to their control of council 
services and funding. Members have 
legitimate concerns about allocating 
funding to bodies without the same 
direct accountability. The potential 
of community planning will not be 
achieved unless partners are willing 
to commit adequate resources to 
meet agreed local needs.

81. In local authorities decisions 
can be taken only by the council, a 
committee, sub-committee or officer 
under a scheme of delegation. There 
is no power to delegate formal 
decision-making authority to a CPP 
or its constituent groups, or to an 
individual councillor. The result is that  
important decisions affecting the 
council have to be taken by the council,  
or referred back to the council for 
confirmation. CPPs therefore need to 
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Exhibit 7
Community planning and partnership arrangements in Moray CPP

Source: Moray Community Planning Partnership 
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it required, while making relevant 
connections to all other strategic 
and cross-cutting themes within 
the Dundee Partnership. In East 
Dunbartonshire an independent 
review of the community planning 
arrangements recommended 
increasing the number of themes 
from three to five. The original themes  
no longer reflected local partnership 
activity, undermining strategic 
development and delivery of the 
action plans. 

87. The number of groups within 
partnerships appears to be increasing 
over time as the workloads of 
some groups prove unmanageable.  
One interviewee described their 
partnership as being “At the limits of 
workable complexity,” with further 
additions likely to have negative 
effects on partners’ understanding, 
ability and willingness to engage in 
partnership working.

88. While partnership working is 
often required to deliver national 
policy objectives, there is scope 
for rationalisation at both a national 
and local level. In a report published 
in 2002,11 HM Treasury identified a 
number of questions which central 
government departments should 
ask when considering whether local 
partnerships should be developed 
for implementing particular policy 
priorities. These questions cover 
issues such as:

• whether a partnership approach  
is appropriate

• the high-level objectives and 
scope for local flexibility

• funding regimes – including 
whether funding is proportional  
to the scale of the problem and 
the need for stable funding to 
assist planning

• integrating mechanisms for 
performance review between 
departments.

89. The Scottish Executive should  
consider applying these questions  
when reviewing the role of  
partnerships in policy implementation. 

90. Individual CPPs should actively 
seek to rationalise the number of 
partnerships within their community 
planning arrangements. In a recent 
report, the Audit Commission12  
identified a number of questions 
organisations should be asking about 
their partnership activity. We have 
adapted these questions to help 
CPPs rationalise their partnership 
arrangements (Exhibit 9, overleaf).

91. A number of CPPs have found it 
helpful to develop protocols which 
set out the remits, membership 
and roles of each group within the 
partnership structure. The process 
of developing these agreements 
helps build partnership culture and 
commitment, and reduces gaps 
and duplication between groups. 
The guides themselves increase 
understanding of how community 
planning works locally. Typical 
protocols cover:

• objectives of the partnership

• definition of who takes part in  
the partnership

• arrangements for making 
decisions at meetings

• accountability arrangements

• budgets, resources and 
administrative arrangements

• structure and remit of sub-groups. 

up through legislation (although 
CHPs are intended to rationalise 
the previous partnership approach 
for health care which was delivered  
by around 80 local health care  
co-operatives across Scotland). 

• Further partnerships are expected 
by the Scottish Executive. Exhibit 8 
(overleaf) details the partnerships 
expected in a typical urban local 
authority.

• New multi-agency groups or 
partnerships may be formed 
to respond to national policy 
initiatives or local events.

• Existing theme and cross-cutting 
groups may resist moves to 
rationalise or integrate their work 
into other groups. 

85. Recently CPPs have been 
concerned with developing links with 
CHPs. This offers the opportunity 
for more coordinated planning and 
more efficient use of resources, 
but it also poses a risk of increased 
bureaucracy and duplication of effort 
if they are badly organised. The CHP  
guidance clearly advocates a 
coordinated approach with CPPs,  
but it is too early to assess the 
extent to which this is happening 
across the country. 

86. Within CPPs, efforts to rationalise 
partnerships may not always be 
successful. For example, recognising 
the significant impact which formal 
education and informal learning can 
have on employment, the Dundee 
Partnership attempted to combine 
the strategic themes of Lifelong 
Learning and Work and Enterprise.  
However, the agenda for the new 
group became unmanageably wide.  
The themes reverted to separate 
coordinating groups to ensure 
that each received the attention 
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11 Working together: Effective Partnership Working on the Ground, HM Treasury, 2002.
12 Governing Partnerships: Bridging the Accountability Gap, Audit Commission, 2005.
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Source: Audit Scotland

Exhibit 8
Local partnerships expected by the Scottish Executive involving the local authority (excluding the CPP)

Adult Literacy and Numeracy Partnership

Alcohol and Drug Action Team

Child Protection Committee

Childcare Partnership

Community Health Partnership

Community Learning and Development 
Partnership

Community Safety Partnership

Criminal Justice Partnership

Delayed Discharge Partnership 

Domestic Abuse Partnership

Determined to Succeed Strategy Group

Local Economic Forum

Local Housing Strategy Group

Regional Transport Partnership

Strategic Coordinating Group (Civil Contingency)

Strategic Area Waste Group

Source: Adapted from Governing Partnerships: Bridging the Accountability Gap, Audit Commission, 2005.

Exhibit 9
Sample questions to assist CPPs and partner organisations in rationalising their partnership arrangements

• Why does this partnership exist?

• How does this partnership add value?

• How do we demonstrate this added value to the public?

• Are the costs and benefits of engaging in different forms of partnership working assessed against 
other ways of achieving the same ends (eg, formal contracts or bilateral arrangements)? 

• How are the risks associated with working across a wide variety of partnerships monitored and 
mitigated? Is monitoring proportionate as well as effective? 

• How do we know when things are going wrong? 

• What are the arrangements if this partnership comes to an end?
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The level of partnership  
support varies

92. Twenty-two CPPs have a full-time  
coordinator. Smaller areas, such as  
Midlothian, Orkney, Shetland and  
East Lothian, are more likely to  
have coordinators with other 
responsibilities. In two-thirds of  
CPPs the local authority alone  
covers the cost of the coordinators. 

93. There is a great deal of variation 
in the way in which CPP activities  
are funded. In 2004/05:

• 14 CPPs received funds from  
the NHS. 

• 13 CPPs received contributions 
from the Enterprise network.

• Eight CPPs received funds from 
the police. 

• Four CPPs received funds from 
the fire and rescue services.  

• Other occasional contributors 
included Shell UK, Scottish Natural  
Heritage and VisitScotland.

94. Communities Scotland offers 
support resources to each CPP. 
In addition to direct financial 
support many partners contribute 
to community planning in kind, by 
seconding staff or hosting meetings.
 
Supporting community planning 
can take up considerable staff 
time – CPPs need to be aware of 
these costs and ensure they are 
justified by improved outcomes

95. Considerable staff time is spent  
in activities connected with partnership  
working. In three of our case study 
areas we estimated the costs of 
supporting community planning. 
Working through community planning  

98. Partner organisations need to be  
aware of the costs of supporting 
community planning when developing  
structures and administrative 
arrangements, and ensure these are 
adequately reflected in budgets and 
service planning. They need to be 
clear about how the investment of 
staff time in community planning and 
other partnership working will deliver 
benefits to local communities or will 
result in service improvements. 

Recommendations

99. CPPs should:

•  ensure the CPP board is  
clear on its remit and 
responsibilities, and is 
structured to fulfil these

•  define clearly the role for 
elected members and members  
of other partner governing 
bodies within their community 
planning arrangements

•  ensure that community 
engagement becomes more 
sustained and systematic 
across partners, and champion 
the use of National Standards 
for Community Engagement13  

•  review and rationalise structures  
to focus on delivering services 
that add value

•  consider developing a 
partnership guide which 
describes the roles and remits of  
each element of their structure. 

100. The Scottish Executive should 
review the number of partnerships 
it requires local authorities and 
other partner organisations to 
establish, and ensure there are 
clear remits and no duplication.

had not increased the fixed costs 
of partners (for example, CPPs did 
not require extra accommodation or 
services). We therefore measured 
the costs of staff and elected 
members’ time spent in attending 
board and theme group meetings 
and providing administrative support 
to the CPP.  In addition, we estimated 
the costs of goods and services 
bought by the partnership such as 
print, equipment, training and the 
organisation of seminars. Staff costs 
made up most of the total (about 90 
per cent). The staff time measured 
was concerned with decision-making 
and planning, not costs involved in 
implementing agreed action plans.

96. As CPPs primarily use existing 
resources for planning and  
decision-making, the costs identified 
represent opportunity costs (ie, time  
that could have been spent differently)  
rather than additional costs to the 
partner organisations.

97. We found that different models of 
partnership working incurred different 
costs. CPPs with complex structures 
that place an emphasis on involving  
partners at all stages of the process 
incurred a higher cost per head of 
population – estimated as up to £5 per  
head in one of our case study areas. 
More streamlined approaches, with  
fewer groups and sub groups, 
restricted membership of groups or  
limited circulation of policy and strategy  
papers, reduced the cost to around 
£2 per head of population. The costs 
are also influenced by the seniority of 
the staff concerned with community 
planning – with those partnerships 
with extensive senior management 
involvement having higher costs. 
The estimates must be treated with 
caution, but the annual costs per 
partnership range from £240,000 to 
£1.7 million spread across up to  
eight agencies. 

13 National Standards for Community Engagement, Communities Scotland, June 2005



•  The governance of CPPs  
needs to be improved through 
clarifying their accountability 
arrangements and developing 
more effective scrutiny and risk 
management.  

Community planning is a complex 
and challenging process

101. The statutory guidance requires 
CPPs to:

• develop and set out a joint vision 
with agreed objectives for the 
area, usually in the form of a 
community plan

• set challenging outcomes of 
performance for the CPP along 
with the contributions expected 
from individual participants in  
the partnership

• monitor and report on progress 
against the agreed outcomes.

102. This requires partner 
organisations to build and share an 
in-depth understanding of:

• the aspirations of local 
communities, gained through 
extensive community engagement 

• the profile of local communities 
and their use of services

• national policy priorities and 
how these are affecting partner 
organisations.

103. Planning and agreeing priorities 
in a partnership is more challenging 
than service planning within a single 
organisation. We found a number 
of partnerships were finding the 
process time-consuming and often 
frustrating. The lack of clarity both 
locally and at a national level about 
what community planning should be 
delivering makes the process even 
more difficult. 

Key messages

•  Community planning is a 
complex process. CPPs are  
improving their use of information  
to inform their planning.

•  However the quality of  
community plans varies and  
links between community 
plans and partner 
organisations’ corporate  
plans are generally weak.

•  CPPs are improving their use 
of performance indicators but 
progress has been slow and 
performance management and  
reporting arrangements could  
be further developed. CPPs 
need to move on from 
developing processes to 
demonstrate the impact they 
are having on services and the  
well-being of local communities,  
and whether the benefits 
justify the added costs.

22
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management
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CPPs are improving their use of 
information 

104. Significant progress has been 
made in the availability and use of 
robust data to inform community 
planning. For example, at the national 
level, data provided by the Scottish 
Index of Multiple Deprivation and 
Scottish Neighbourhood Statistics 
has informed development of CPP’s  
ROAs. CPPs have also made progress  
in sharing local data, both within and 
between partnerships. Examples 
include the Tayside Research and 
Information Network (TRAIN)14 and  
North Lanarkshire Information 
Sharing Group (Exhibit 10, page 25).  

105. There is also increased sharing 
of information on service use between  
partner organisations. For example, 
in developing priorities for young 
people, the New Ways Partnership in  
the Scottish Borders pulled together  
council data on young people’s demand  
for housing and the affordability of 
local housing; NHS data on teenage 
pregnancies and young people’s drink  
and drugs related injuries; data from  
the Citizen’s Advice Bureau on young  
people’s debt problems; and data from  
their Social Inclusion Partnership 
on young people’s experience of 
rural isolation, access to education, 
employability and career pathways.

The quality of community  
plans varies

106. The strategic objectives, priorities  
and actions agreed through the 
community planning process are 
usually published in the community 
plan for each local authority area. 
Eighteen areas are working to their 
current community plan. In eight of  
the remaining areas – Aberdeen City,  
East Dunbartonshire, East Renfrewshire,  
Inverclyde, Orkney, Perth & Kinross,  
Stirling and West Lothian – partnerships  

themes. Under these are longer-term 
aims and more focused four-year 
priorities. There are a realistic number 
of between three and six priorities for  
each theme and it is clear how working  
towards the priorities will contribute to  
the long-term aims of the partnership.  
Dundee’s plan identifies five major 
themes and sets specific targeted 
outcomes in relation to each.

110. In some plans the priorities 
detailed in community plans either 
do not provide a basis for action by 
the CPP, or are simply amalgams of 
the corporate priorities of individual 
partner organisations, without any 
focus on where partnership working 
is required to improve services. 
However as plans are being revised,  
more are starting to focus on the  
added value of partnership working. 
For example, Glasgow’s new 
community plan stresses the 
importance of working in partnership 
and identifies targets for engaging 
communities and adding value 
through partnership working.

Community plans do not always 
link to the corporate plans of 
partner organisations 

111. Priorities and actions agreed 
by the CPP need to be reflected in 
relevant partners’ corporate plans 
to ensure they will be properly 
resourced and delivered. 

112. In a few areas, including 
Renfrewshire, East Ayrshire and 
West Lothian, the community plan 
is the lead planning document 
for the council. This ensures that 
shared priorities are integrated 
into mainstream service provision 
and provides a clear signal of the 
local authority’s commitment to 
community planning.

are currently reviewing their community  
plans and will publish new ones during  
2006. The New Ways Partnership in 
Scottish Borders, Moray CPP and 
North Ayrshire CPP are finalising 
their new community plans following 
consultation. Argyll & Bute CPP 
intends to review its community 
plan this year and East Lothian CPP 
is currently completely rewriting 
its plan. West Dunbartonshire CPP 
produced a draft community plan 
for consultation in 2000, which has 
never been finalised. 

107. Community planning is a  
long-term process, and as a result 
some community plans look forward 
ten to 20 years. The period covered 
by community plans ranges from 
two to 18 years (Appendix 3, page 
41). Community plans should be a 
vehicle for improving service delivery 
– not an end in themselves. Such 
long-term plans require regular 
reviewing and updating.

108. Only a third of the community 
plans we examined articulated a 
clear strategic direction with specific 
objectives, based on an analysis of 
the challenges facing the area. For 
example, Dumfries & Galloway’s 
plan recognises the ‘specific 
challenges of [their] rural area, such 
as a declining and ageing population 
and fragmented infrastructure’ and 
sets out clearly how the partnership 
will respond to these needs. In 
many plans, however, there is only 
a general vision for the future of the 
area without specific links to local 
needs and aspirations.
 
109. Some community plans clearly 
link priorities and specific actions to 
the overall strategic direction, and 
focus on where partnership working 
adds value. The community plan for 
North Lanarkshire, for example, links 
the overall vision to the CPP’s five 

14 Includes Angus, Dundee City and Perth & Kinross Councils.
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113. Other local authorities, such as 
Dumfries & Galloway Council, have 
integrated their community planning 
and corporate planning processes.  
The council’s annual performance 
review informs the overall strategic 
direction of the community plan. 
The strategic direction, priorities and 
targets of the community plan then 
set the parameters of the council’s 
corporate plan and each of the 
service plans.
 
114. While there is some evidence 
that community plans and councils’ 
corporate plans are being integrated, 
CPPs are finding it more challenging 
to ensure community plan priorities 
are properly incorporated into other 
partners’ corporate plans. These 
organisations are responsible for 
a wider range of national priorities 
and targets and may have several 
community plans to implement. 
However, to allow community planning  
to progress in a truly joined-up way, 
partner organisations must ensure 
that community planning objectives 
are fully integrated into their own 
corporate plans. One option might 
be for each partner body to provide 
an annual statement to the CPP 
explaining how the community plan 
is reflected in its own corporate plans.

115. The focus of activity in most 
community plans is on improving 
community well-being through 
specific initiatives, rather than 
integrating front line services or 
delivering services more efficiently. 
As a result, community planning may 
be perceived by some participants as  
peripheral to their core service delivery.

• Cost-effective – simple to  
collect and covering appropriate 
time frames.

• Easy to understand and interpret.

118. By their nature, CPPs are 
working in cross-cutting areas and 
identifying indicators that meet all 
these criteria is difficult. It may also 
be difficult to attribute improvement 
in a desired outcome to a particular 
initiative or change in service delivery, 
and outcomes may be influenced by 
external factors outwith the CPP’s 
control. Particular initiatives may also 
contribute to a number of different 
outcomes. In addition, changes in the 
outcomes desired by CPPs are often  
long term, and the information 
required to track progress is difficult 
and sometimes expensive to collect 
at the local level.15

119. Despite these challenges, it is 
important for CPPs to track changes 
in their priority policy areas in order 
to demonstrate direction of travel 
and build an understanding of how 
outcomes may be affected by 
partnership activity. 

120. Only about half of CPPs outline 
in their community plan how they 
will monitor and report on progress 
against the measures and indicators 
detailed in the plan. This reflects the  
fact that many CPPs have only recently  
started to focus on performance 
management and their performance 
measurement systems are still  
developing. The process of developing  
ROAs required CPPs to develop 
performance indicators based on 
targeted outcomes in the service and 
policy areas covered by the funding. 
Data on progress in achieving these 
outcomes should be available later  
in 2006.
 

CPPs are helping to drive local 
action in national policy areas – 
how they do this varies according 
to local priorities
 
116. One of the key objectives of the  
community planning legislation was 
to provide a mechanism to connect 
national priorities with those at regional,  
local and neighbourhood level. Many 
community plans identify the same  
priority areas as the Scottish Executive:  
community safety, employment and  
economy, education and lifelong 
learning, environment and infrastructure,  
and health and social care. While there  
is broad agreement on the overall areas  
of activity, there is a wide range of 
different actions to meet local needs  
within each of these broad themes. For  
example, a review of the community 
safety themes in community plans 
reveals 31 different priorities (Exhibit 11)  
which are in turn supported by a 
variety of specific actions to be 
undertaken within each area.

CPPs are improving their use 
of performance indicators, but 
progress has been slow

117. CPPs need to develop 
performance indicators to track their  
progress in achieving the outcomes 
they desire. This is proving a 
challenging area for partnerships. 
Effective performance indicators 
should meet the following criteria:

• Relevant – relating to the CPPs’ 
objectives.

• Results orientated – covering 
outcomes as well as inputs  
and outputs.

15 In 2000, Audit Scotland published How are we doing? Measuring the performance of community safety partnerships, which includes general guidance on  
 performance indicators for cross-cutting policy areas, as well as specific guidance on community safety indicators.
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Source: North Lanarkshire Partnership and Perth & Kinross, Angus and Dundee Partnerships

Exhibit 10
Information sharing in North Lanarkshire and  Tayside

Note: Figures in brackets indicate how many theme groups identified the issue as a priority.

Source: Audit Scotland

Exhibit 11
Thirty-one different priorities are identified by 25 community safety theme groups 

North Lanarkshire

North Lanarkshire Information Sharing Group supports North Lanarkshire Partnership (NLP) by sharing information 
across organisational boundaries to monitor and inform the community plan. A key aim of the group is to provide 
a resource for information, intelligence and policy specialists in all NLP partner organisations. The group provides:

• well-being indicator reports using 39 indicators covering the six themes of the community plan

• directories of partners’ datasets and statistical reports

• web outputs and links.

The data for the 39 indicators is available on a council area-wide basis but can also be broken down into local 
areas (that equate to the partnership’s local community planning areas). Some data are also available at an 
individual datazone level. 

TRAIN

Partners in the three CPPs in Tayside are working together to improve access to and share information which 
individual services collect. For example, the Dundee Partnership will be using a database developed by Dundee 
City Council to monitor progress on action items included in its corporate plan, departmental service plans and 
other key strategic documents. The database works by automatically alerting lead officers when progress updates 
are required, and can be searched for items on particular strategic themes across all the documents stored.  
The system is in the process of being rolled out to the theme action plans contained in Dundee’s community 
plan, which will mean it is being used by other statutory and voluntary partners.

• Anti-social behaviour (19)
• Fear of crime (15)
• Accident/injury prevention (14)
• Drugs/alcohol (13)
• Fire safety (11)
• Domestic abuse (10)
• Road safety (10)
• Safer public environments (6)
• Crime reduction (5)
• Safety of young people (5)
• Personal safety (4)
• Safety of children (4)
• Strengthening Community Safety Partnership (4)
• Community reassurance and participation (3) 
• Housebreaking (2) 
• Improving neighbourhoods and housing (2)

• Racial incidents (2)
• Safety of vulnerable groups (2)
• Violent crime (2)
• Auto crime (1)
• Diversity (1)
• Economic development and sustainability (1)
• Food safety (1)
• Quality of life crimes (1)
• Safer city centre (1)
• Safety of older people (1)
• Sex industry (1)
• Victims of crime (1)
• Water safety (1)
• Workplace health (1)
• Vandalism (1)



16 The Good Governance Standard for Public Services, Independent Commission for Good Governance in Public Services, 2004.
17 For example, Overview of the local authority audits 2005, March 2006; Following the public pound: a follow up report, December 2005; Overview of  
 the performance of the NHS is Scotland 2004/05, December 2005.
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121. However, development of 
outcome indicators in other policy 
areas is still variable. Some of the 
performance indicators used by CPPs  
to track progress across different 
themes are illustrated in Appendix 4 
(page 42). They include those linked 
to shorter-term action plans and 
higher level outcome indicators. 
   
122. Exhibit 12 demonstrates a 
practical example of planning and 
tracking performance in a specific 
policy area – young people’s sexual 
health. This exhibit illustrates a number  
of characteristics – the long-term 
nature of community planning, the  
contribution different activities may  
make to a single performance indicator,  
and how successful partnership 
initiatives can contribute to a number 
of policy priorities. The Corner Young 
People’s Health and Information Service  
is a working partnership between 
Dundee City Council, NHS Tayside, the  
Scottish Executive and young people. 

Performance management and 
reporting arrangements could be 
further developed in most CPPs

123. Day-to-day performance 
management for community 
planning priorities is usually 
delegated to theme groups; CPP 
boards play a key role in holding 
these groups to account for their 
progress against action plans. In 
almost half of CPPs, theme groups 
report performance directly to the 
board, usually on an annual basis. 
In most other CPPs, theme groups 
report regularly to a steering group  
or other executive group which will,  
in turn, report to the board. A number  
of partnerships, such as Fife, East  
Dunbartonshire and North Lanarkshire,  
have developed a system of rolling 
reporting, with one theme group 
reporting to each CPP board meeting.

129. Elected members have a clear 
scrutiny role in relation to council 
policy and expenditure. Four CPPs 
reported that elected members 
played a scrutiny role in relation to  
community planning. In East Ayrshire,  
for example, the council’s Policy 
and Resources Committee has 
responsibility for scrutinising 
community planning priorities for action.
  
130. The scrutiny role for members 
is more complicated when decisions 
are made collectively through the CPP  
and involve resources from other 
organisations as well as the council.  
While the democratic accountability 
and scrutiny arrangements in councils  
are well-developed, CPPs need 
to consider whether community 
planning policy and expenditure 
should be accountable and 
scrutinised by only one partner, or 
whether they wish to make other 
arrangements for scrutiny.

131. We also found little evidence 
that CPP boards take a systematic 
approach to risk management. None  
has yet established joint risk 
registers related to their community 
plan. However, South Lanarkshire  
Council is in the process of  
developing a corporate risk register  
for the CPP, and in some areas, such  
as Angus Council, risks related to 
community planning have been 
incorporated into the council’s 
corporate risk register. Adopting 
a risk management approach 
could assist CPPs in developing 
their planning and performance 
frameworks.

124. The style, content and 
frequency of reporting progress to 
the public varies. Annual reviews of 
progress tend to celebrate success, 
with minimal coverage of areas 
which did not achieve the expected 
performance. Exhibit 13 (page 29) 
sets out a good practice example 
from the West Lothian Partnership.

Scrutiny, governance and risk 
management arrangements in 
CPPs require further development 

125. Good governance encourages 
the public trust and participation  
that enables services to improve.  
It leads to good performance, good 
stewardship of public money and 
ultimately good outcomes.16   
The importance of good governance 
has been stressed in a number of 
recent Audit Scotland reports.17 
 
126. The principles of good 
governance and accountability 
apply as much to partnerships as 
they do to individual organisations, 
but they may be more challenging 
to implement. Working across 
organisational boundaries increases 
complexity and creates ambiguity 
which may weaken accountability. 

127. While progress on theme group 
action plans may be reported to CPPs,  
there is a clear distinction between 
managerial oversight of service 
delivery and good scrutiny. We 
found little evidence of community 
planning action plans being subjected 
to robust scrutiny by CPP boards or 
other nominated groups within the 
community planning structure. 

128. CPPs boards, as well as the 
individual partners, need adequate 
governance arrangements to assess 
performance and manage risk in 
areas of CPP activity. 
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Exhibit 12
A practical example of community planning: Improving young people’s sexual health in Dundee

Tracking the direction of travel: Early 1990’s onwards.
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CPPs need to review how 
effectively the partnership  
is working

132. Reviewing and assessing 
their own effectiveness is equally 
challenging for CPPs. When asked 
to identify their achievements, most 
CPPs identified progress in building 
a culture of partnership working, 
improved knowledge and relations 
among partners or better joint 
working. These are essential first 
steps in developing a partnership.  
While partners may demonstrate 
a high degree of goodwill towards 
the process, there is very little hard 
information about the effectiveness 
of CPPs themselves. 

133. A number of self assessment 
tools are available for partnerships 
to review their own effectiveness.18  
These have not been used to any  
great extent by CPP boards,  
although a few (seven CPPs) have 
commissioned external reviews of 
their effectiveness. From our case 
study areas, CPPs which were 
working well shared some common 
characteristics: 

• Committed leadership among  
all partners.

• A citizen focus to their work.

• A shared vision for the area.

• Clearly resourced action plans. 

• Clear performance management 
arrangements.

We have developed an evaluation 
framework to assist CPPs and 
partner organisations improve the 
effectiveness of their community 
planning, based on these 
characteristics and recognised good 
practice (Exhibit14, page 30). This 
can be used as a starting point 
for assessing the performance of 
individual CPPs in future. 

Recommendations

134. CPPs should:

•  agree a shared vision and a  
manageable number of priorities  
for their community plan

•  develop processes for 
managing performance and 
agree indicators to track 
progress on key local issues 

•  develop their arrangements for 
scrutiny of community plans 
and expenditure

•  develop their approaches to 
risk management

•  review how effectively they are 
operating as a partnership.

135. Local authorities and local 
partner organisations should:

•  ensure that all relevant priorities  
and related actions agreed by 
the CPP are incorporated into 
their corporate plans

•  consider providing an annual 
statement to the CPP 
explaining how the community 
plan is reflected in their own 
corporate plans

•  contribute to joint risk registers 
related to community planning.

28

18 Assessment of Partnership Toolkits: Final Report, Volume 2, Summary of Toolkits, Rocket Science UK Ltd on behalf of Communities Scotland and The  
 Community Planning Taskforce, 2003.
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Exhibit 13
Reporting progress in West Lothian

In 2002 and 2004, the West Lothian Partnership published reviews of the progress made in 
achieving their community plan using published data and survey results. The latest review 
provides a good summary of the background to, and the structure and objectives of, West 
Lothian Partnership following each of its themes. The report details for each theme the 
reasons behind the targets, the targets and challenges themselves, performance to date, 
plans for the current year, and some case studies.  

Source: Audit Scotland (from West Lothian CPP)
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Exhibit 14
Evaluation framework – characteristics of CPPs at different stages of effectiveness in key areas of performance

Ea
rly

 d
ay

s
B

ui
ld

in
g 

ef
fe

ct
iv

en
es

s
Pe

rf
or

m
in

g 
w

el
l

Le
ad

er
sh

ip
Ex

te
nt

 to
 w

hi
ch

 s
en

io
r 

m
an

ag
em

en
t 

an
d 

po
lit

ic
al

 le
ad

er
s 

of
 p

ar
tn

er
 

bo
di

es
 a

re
 c

om
m

itt
ed

 to
 c

om
m

un
ity

 
pl

an
ni

ng
.

C
hi

ef
 e

xe
cu

tiv
es

 (o
r e

qu
iv

al
en

ts
) 

of
 p

ar
tn

er
 o

rg
an

is
at

io
ns

, c
ou

nc
il 

le
ad

er
s 

an
d 

ch
ai

rs
 o

f b
oa

rd
s 

ra
re

ly
 

m
ee

t t
og

et
he

r a
pa

rt
 fr

om
 fo

rm
al

 C
PP

 
m

ee
tin

gs
. 

Th
e 

co
un

ci
l i

s 
ta

ki
ng

 a
 le

ad
 ro

le
 in

 
de

ve
lo

pi
ng

 c
om

m
un

ity
 p

la
nn

in
g 

bu
t 

in
vo

lv
em

en
t o

f o
th

er
 p

ar
tn

er
s 

is
 s

til
l 

pa
tc

hy
. C

hi
ef

 e
xe

cu
tiv

es
 o

f p
ar

tn
er

 
or

ga
ni

sa
tio

ns
 m

ay
 m

ee
t o

cc
as

io
na

lly
 

to
 d

is
cu

ss
 s

pe
ci

fic
 lo

ca
l i

ss
ue

s.
 

A
ll 

pa
rt

ne
r o

rg
an

is
at

io
ns

 a
re

 fu
lly

 
in

vo
lv

ed
. C

hi
ef

 e
xe

cu
tiv

es
 (o

r 
eq

ui
va

le
nt

s)
 o

f p
ar

tn
er

 o
rg

an
is

at
io

ns
 

m
ee

t o
r c

om
m

un
ic

at
e 

fr
eq

ue
nt

ly,
 

fo
rm

al
ly

 a
nd

 in
fo

rm
al

ly,
 to

 im
pr

ov
e 

co
m

m
un

ity
 p

la
nn

in
g 

an
d 

de
ve

lo
p 

pa
rt

ne
rs

hi
p 

ap
pr

oa
ch

es
. 

Th
e 

C
PP

 te
nd

s 
to

 b
e 

us
ed

 p
rim

ar
ily

 
as

 a
 d

is
cu

ss
io

n 
fo

ru
m

 a
nd

 to
 s

ha
re

 
in

fo
rm

at
io

n 
(a

ct
in

g 
in

di
vi

du
al

ly
).

So
m

e 
se

ni
or

 m
an

ag
er

s 
ar

e 
de

ve
lo

pi
ng

 
a 

m
or

e 
jo

in
ed

-u
p 

ap
pr

oa
ch

 to
 s

er
vi

ce
 

de
liv

er
y,

 b
ut

 li
nk

ed
 to

 s
pe

ci
fic

 s
er

vi
ce

s 
(a

ct
in

g 
bi

la
te

ra
lly

). 
 

C
om

m
un

ity
 p

la
nn

in
g 

is
 u

se
d 

as
 

on
e 

of
 th

e 
m

ai
n 

m
ec

ha
ni

sm
s 

fo
r 

de
liv

er
in

g 
im

pr
ov

em
en

ts
 in

 s
er

vi
ce

s 
an

d 
ac

hi
ev

in
g 

na
tio

na
l a

nd
 lo

ca
l t

ar
ge

ts
 

(a
ct

in
g 

co
lle

ct
iv

el
y)

.

El
ec

te
d 

m
em

be
rs

 a
nd

 g
ov

er
ni

ng
 

bo
di

es
 o

f p
ar

tn
er

 o
rg

an
is

at
io

ns
 

ha
ve

 li
m

ite
d 

or
 n

o 
in

vo
lv

em
en

t i
n 

co
m

m
un

ity
 p

la
nn

in
g.

So
m

e 
el

ec
te

d 
m

em
be

rs
 a

nd
 g

ov
er

ni
ng

 
bo

di
es

 a
re

 in
vo

lv
ed

 in
 c

om
m

un
ity

 
pl

an
ni

ng
 –

 b
ut

 th
is

 is
 li

m
ite

d 
pr

im
ar

ily
 

to
 le

ad
er

s 
an

d 
co

nv
en

or
s.

 

El
ec

te
d 

m
em

be
rs

 a
nd

 g
ov

er
ni

ng
 

bo
di

es
 a

re
 a

pp
ro

pr
ia

te
ly

 in
vo

lv
ed

 
an

d 
co

m
m

itt
ed

 to
 d

el
iv

er
in

g 
th

e 
ag

re
ed

 o
ut

co
m

es
 –

 a
nd

 e
ns

ur
e 

th
ei

r 
or

ga
ni

sa
tio

ns
 fu

lfi
l t

he
ir 

co
m

m
itm

en
ts

.

Th
er

e 
is

 li
ttl

e 
re

co
gn

iti
on

 a
m

on
g 

 
se

ni
or

 m
an

ag
em

en
t o

f t
he

 c
ul

tu
ra

l  
ch

an
ge

s 
an

d 
di

ffe
re

nt
 w

ay
s 

of
  

w
or

ki
ng

 re
qu

ire
d 

in
 p

ar
tn

er
 

or
ga

ni
sa

tio
ns

 to
 d

el
iv

er
 c

om
m

un
ity

 
pl

an
ni

ng
 p

rio
rit

ie
s 

ef
fe

ct
iv

el
y.

Se
ni

or
 m

an
ag

er
s 

in
 s

om
e 

pa
rt

ne
r 

or
ga

ni
sa

tio
ns

 a
re

 e
nd

ea
vo

ur
in

g 
to

 
ch

an
ge

 w
ay

s 
of

 w
or

ki
ng

 to
 e

na
bl

e 
co

m
m

un
ity

 p
la

nn
in

g 
pr

io
rit

ie
s 

to
 b

e 
de

liv
er

ed
 e

ffe
ct

iv
el

y,
 b

ut
 th

is
 is

 n
ot

 
ac

ce
pt

ed
 b

y 
al

l p
ar

tn
er

s.

Se
ni

or
 m

an
ag

er
s 

in
 a

ll 
pa

rt
ne

r 
or

ga
ni

sa
tio

ns
 re

co
gn

is
e 

th
e 

ne
ed

 to
 

w
or

k 
di

ffe
re

nt
ly

 to
 d

el
iv

er
 c

om
m

un
ity

 
pl

an
ni

ng
 p

rio
rit

ie
s,

 a
nd

 a
ct

iv
el

y 
w

or
k 

to
 p

ro
m

ot
e 

ch
an

ge
 w

ith
in

 th
ei

r 
or

ga
ni

sa
tio

ns
.

C
om

m
un

it
y 

en
ga

ge
m

en
t 

Ex
te

nt
 to

 w
hi

ch
 c

on
su

lta
tio

n 
w

ith
 

co
m

m
un

iti
es

 a
nd

 s
er

vi
ce

 u
se

rs
 

is
 in

te
gr

at
ed

 in
to

 th
e 

co
m

m
un

ity
 

pl
an

ni
ng

 p
ro

ce
ss

.

Lo
ca

l c
om

m
un

iti
es

 a
nd

 s
er

vi
ce

 
us

er
s 

ha
ve

 li
ttl

e 
di

re
ct

 in
vo

lv
em

en
t 

in
 d

ec
is

io
n-

m
ak

in
g 

an
d 

de
liv

er
y 

of
 

C
PP

 p
rio

rit
ie

s 
at

 a
ny

 le
ve

l w
ith

in
 th

e 
co

m
m

un
ity

 p
la

nn
in

g 
st

ru
ct

ur
e.

 

Lo
ca

l c
om

m
un

iti
es

 a
nd

 s
er

vi
ce

 u
se

rs
 

ar
e 

in
vo

lv
ed

 d
ec

is
io

n-
m

ak
in

g 
an

d 
de

liv
er

y 
at

 a
 n

ei
gh

bo
ur

ho
od

 le
ve

l a
nd

 
in

 th
em

e 
gr

ou
ps

. 

Lo
ca

l c
om

m
un

iti
es

 a
nd

 s
er

vi
ce

 u
se

rs
 

ar
e 

in
vo

lv
ed

 in
 d

ec
is

io
n-

m
ak

in
g 

an
d 

de
liv

er
y 

of
 C

PP
 p

rio
rit

ie
s 

th
ro

ug
ho

ut
 

th
e 

co
m

m
un

ity
 p

la
nn

in
g 

st
ru

ct
ur

e.
 

Pa
rt

ne
r o

rg
an

is
at

io
ns

 c
on

su
lt 

w
ith

 
se

rv
ic

e 
us

er
s 

an
d 

lo
ca

l c
om

m
un

iti
es

 
in

di
vi

du
al

ly,
 b

ut
 th

er
e 

is
 n

o 
co

or
di

na
tio

n.
 D

iff
er

en
t a

pp
ro

ac
he

s 
ar

e 
us

ed
 w

ith
 n

o 
sh

ar
in

g 
of

 g
oo

d 
pr

ac
tic

e 
or

 li
nk

in
g 

of
 a

ct
iv

ity
.

So
m

e 
pa

rt
ne

rs
 a

re
 w

or
ki

ng
 to

ge
th

er
  

to
 c

on
su

lt 
lo

ca
l c

om
m

un
iti

es
 a

nd
  

se
rv

ic
e 

us
er

s,
 b

ut
 th

is
 te

nd
s 

to
 b

e 
 

ad
 h

oc
 ra

th
er

 th
an

 s
et

 w
ith

in
 a

n 
ov

er
al

l 
sy

st
em

at
ic

 a
pp

ro
ac

h 
to

 c
on

su
lta

tio
n.

 

C
on

su
lta

tio
n 

is
 c

oo
rd

in
at

ed
 a

cr
os

s 
al

l p
ar

tn
er

 o
rg

an
is

at
io

ns
, i

nt
eg

ra
tin

g 
pa

rt
ne

rs
’ a

nd
 th

em
e 

gr
ou

ps
’ n

ee
ds

 
fr

om
 th

e 
ou

ts
et

 o
f c

on
su

lta
tio

n 
ex

er
ci

se
s 

an
d 

m
in

im
is

in
g 

du
pl

ic
at

io
n.

  

In
fo

rm
at

io
n 

fr
om

 c
on

su
lta

tio
n 

is
 n

ot
 

sh
ar

ed
 w

ith
 o

th
er

 m
em

be
rs

/g
ro

up
s 

w
ith

in
 th

e 
pa

rt
ne

rs
hi

p 
or

 u
se

d 
ef

fe
ct

iv
el

y 
in

 d
ev

el
op

in
g 

ag
re

ed
 jo

in
t 

pr
io

rit
ie

s.
 

In
fo

rm
at

io
n 

fr
om

 c
on

su
lta

tio
n 

ha
s 

le
d 

to
 s

om
e 

se
rv

ic
e 

im
pr

ov
em

en
ts

 
in

 a
re

as
 o

f j
oi

nt
 w

or
ki

ng
 b

ut
 it

 is
 n

ot
 

us
ed

 a
cr

os
s 

th
e 

pa
rt

ne
rs

hi
p 

to
 s

ha
pe

 
st

ra
te

gi
c 

de
ci

si
on

-m
ak

in
g

In
fo

rm
at

io
n 

fr
om

 c
on

su
lta

tio
n 

is
 u

se
d 

to
 in

fo
rm

 s
tr

at
eg

ic
 p

ol
ic

y 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t 
an

d 
im

pr
ov

e 
se

rv
ic

es
 a

cr
os

s 
pa

rt
ne

r 
or

ga
ni

sa
tio

ns
. F

in
di

ng
s 

ar
e 

sh
ar

ed
 

th
ro

ug
ho

ut
 th

e 
pa

rt
ne

rs
hi

p.



Part 4. Planning and performance management 31

S
ha

rin
g 

in
fo

rm
at

io
n

Ex
te

nt
 to

 w
hi

ch
 c

om
m

un
ity

 
pl

an
ni

ng
 p

ri
or

iti
es

 a
nd

 a
ct

io
ns

 a
re

 
ev

id
en

ce
-b

as
ed

 a
nd

 fo
cu

se
d 

on
 th

e 
ne

ed
s 

of
 th

e 
ar

ea
.

Th
er

e 
is

 li
ttl

e 
sh

ar
in

g 
of

 lo
ca

l  
so

ci
o-

de
m

og
ra

ph
ic

 d
at

a 
or

 in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

on
 s

er
vi

ce
 u

sa
ge

 b
et

w
ee

n 
pa

rt
ne

r 
or

ga
ni

sa
tio

ns
. 

Id
ea

s 
on

 w
ha

t t
he

 p
ro

bl
em

s 
ar

e 
lo

ca
lly

 
ar

e 
ba

se
d 

on
 n

at
io

na
l s

ta
tis

tic
s 

an
d 

an
ec

do
ta

l e
vi

de
nc

e.
 M

in
im

al
 lo

ca
l 

an
al

ys
is

 h
as

 b
ee

n 
do

ne
 o

n 
ca

us
es

 o
f 

pr
ob

le
m

s.
 

Th
er

e 
is

 s
om

e 
in

fo
rm

at
io

n 
sh

ar
in

g 
be

tw
ee

n 
pa

rt
ne

rs
, a

nd
 th

e 
C

PP
 h

as
 

un
de

rt
ak

en
 s

om
e 

lo
ca

l a
na

ly
si

s.
 T

he
 

ev
id

en
ce

 is
 p

at
ch

y,
 a

nd
 u

se
d 

to
 in

fo
rm

 
ne

ig
hb

ou
rh

oo
d 

an
d 

th
em

e 
gr

ou
p 

de
ci

si
on

s,
 b

ut
 le

ss
 a

t a
 s

tr
at

eg
ic

 le
ve

l.

Pa
rt

ne
r o

rg
an

is
at

io
ns

 h
av

e 
a 

 
co

-o
pe

ra
tiv

e 
ap

pr
oa

ch
 to

 s
ha

rin
g 

an
d 

jo
in

tly
 d

ev
el

op
in

g 
th

ei
r i

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

re
so

ur
ce

s;
 a

nd
 u

si
ng

 b
ot

h 
na

tio
na

l 
da

ta
 a

nd
 lo

ca
l a

na
ly

si
s 

to
 id

en
tif

y 
lo

ca
l 

pr
ob

le
m

s 
an

d 
th

ei
r c

au
se

s.
  

In
fo

rm
at

io
n 

is
 u

se
d 

sy
st

em
at

ic
al

ly
 to

 
in

fo
rm

 n
ei

gh
bo

ur
ho

od
, t

he
m

e 
gr

ou
p 

an
d 

st
ra

te
gi

c 
de

ci
si

on
s.

Pl
an

ni
ng

 a
nd

 im
pl

em
en

ti
ng

 
pr

io
rit

ie
s 

an
d 

ac
ti

on
s

Ex
te

nt
 to

 w
hi

ch
 c

om
m

un
ity

 
pl

an
ni

ng
 p

ar
tn

er
s 

ha
ve

 a
gr

ee
d 

pr
io

ri
tie

s 
an

d 
ar

e 
co

m
m

itt
ed

 to
 

de
liv

er
in

g 
th

em
.

Th
e 

C
PP

’s
 v

is
io

n 
is

 v
ag

ue
 a

nd
 s

tr
at

eg
ic

 
pr

io
rit

ie
s 

ar
e 

no
t l

in
ke

d 
to

 a
 s

ha
re

d 
un

de
rs

ta
nd

in
g 

of
 lo

ca
l n

ee
ds

. S
en

io
r 

m
em

be
rs

 o
f p

ar
tn

er
 o

rg
an

is
at

io
ns

 
ha

ve
 n

ot
 b

ee
n 

in
vo

lv
ed

 in
 d

ev
el

op
in

g 
pr

io
rit

ie
s.

C
om

m
un

ity
 p

la
nn

in
g 

pa
rt

ne
rs

 h
av

e 
fo

rm
al

ly
 s

ig
ne

d 
up

 to
 a

 s
et

 o
f s

tr
at

eg
ic

 
pr

io
rit

ie
s 

w
hi

ch
 a

re
 e

vi
de

nc
e-

ba
se

d 
in

 
so

m
e 

po
lic

y 
ar

ea
s 

bu
t n

ot
 c

on
si

st
en

tly
 

so
. P

rio
rit

ie
s 

ha
ve

 n
ot

 b
ee

n 
de

ve
lo

pe
d 

co
lle

ct
iv

el
y 

ac
ro

ss
 th

e 
pa

rt
ne

rs
hi

p.
 

Se
ni

or
 m

em
be

rs
 o

f p
ar

tn
er

 
or

ga
ni

sa
tio

ns
 h

av
e 

w
or

ke
d 

co
lle

ct
iv

el
y 

to
 a

gr
ee

 a
 m

an
ag

ea
bl

e 
nu

m
be

r 
of

 s
tr

at
eg

ic
 p

rio
rit

ie
s 

ba
se

d 
on

 
co

m
m

un
ity

 v
ie

w
s 

an
d 

sh
ar

ed
 

in
fo

rm
at

io
n,

 a
nd

 w
hi

ch
 a

dd
 v

al
ue

 to
 

in
di

vi
du

al
 p

ar
tn

er
s 

ow
n 

w
or

k.
 

Pr
io

rit
ie

s 
an

d 
ac

tio
ns

 in
 th

e 
co

m
m

un
ity

 
pl

an
 a

re
 n

ot
 li

nk
ed

 to
 th

e 
co

un
ci

l’s
  

or
 in

di
vi

du
al

 p
ar

tn
er

s’
 c

or
po

ra
te

 p
la

ns
 o

r  
re

fle
ct

ed
 in

 th
ei

r s
er

vi
ce

 p
la

ns
 o

r b
ud

ge
ts

.

Li
nk

s 
be

tw
ee

n 
co

un
ci

l s
er

vi
ce

 p
la

ns
 

an
d 

bu
dg

et
s 

an
d 

th
e 

co
m

m
un

ity
 p

la
n 

ar
e 

ex
pl

ic
it;

 li
nk

s 
to

 o
th

er
 p

ar
tn

er
s’

 
pl

an
s 

ar
e 

ad
 h

oc
 a

nd
 le

ss
 e

xp
lic

it.

C
om

m
un

ity
 p

la
nn

in
g 

ac
tio

ns
 a

re
 fu

lly
 

re
fle

ct
ed

 in
 th

e 
co

un
ci

l’s
 a

nd
 p

ar
tn

er
s’

 
se

rv
ic

e 
pl

an
s 

an
d 

bu
dg

et
s,

 a
nd

 c
le

ar
ly

 
lin

ke
d 

to
 b

ot
h 

co
m

m
un

ity
 p

la
nn

in
g 

pr
io

rit
ie

s 
an

d 
th

ei
r c

or
po

ra
te

 p
rio

rit
ie

s.

Th
er

e 
is

 n
o 

ag
re

em
en

t o
n 

ex
ac

tly
 

w
ho

 w
ill 

be
 re

sp
on

si
bl

e 
fo

r d
el

iv
er

in
g 

co
m

m
un

ity
 p

la
nn

in
g 

ac
tio

ns
.

So
m

e 
of

 th
e 

th
em

e 
gr

ou
ps

 a
ct

io
n 

pl
an

s 
as

si
gn

 re
sp

on
si

bi
lit

y 
to

 
in

di
vi

du
al

s 
an

d 
or

ga
ni

sa
tio

ns
 fo

r 
de

liv
er

y 
bu

t t
hi

s 
is

 n
ot

 c
oo

rd
in

at
ed

 
ac

ro
ss

 th
e 

C
PP

. A
ct

io
ns

 a
re

 p
rim

ar
ily

 
le

d 
by

 th
e 

co
un

ci
l.

Th
er

e 
is

 a
 c

oo
rd

in
at

ed
 a

nd
 c

on
si

st
en

t 
ap

pr
oa

ch
 to

 im
pl

em
en

tin
g 

ag
re

ed
 

ac
tio

ns
 a

cr
os

s 
th

e 
C

PP
. R

es
po

ns
ib

ilit
y 

fo
r d

el
iv

er
y 

is
 s

ha
re

d 
ac

ro
ss

 p
ar

tn
er

 
or

ga
ni

sa
tio

ns
, w

ith
 c

le
ar

 li
ne

s 
of

 
ac

co
un

ta
bi

lit
y.

 

Th
er

e 
is

 li
ttl

e 
un

de
rs

ta
nd

in
g 

am
on

g 
st

af
f o

f d
iff

er
en

t l
oc

al
 s

er
vi

ce
s 

pr
ov

id
ed

 b
y 

pa
rt

ne
r o

rg
an

is
at

io
ns

, 
an

d 
lit

tle
 s

ha
re

d 
w

or
ki

ng
 a

cr
os

s 
or

ga
ni

sa
tio

ns
. 

Th
er

e 
is

 s
ha

re
d 

w
or

ki
ng

 in
 s

om
e 

ar
ea

s,
 b

ut
 th

is
 is

 o
n 

an
 a

d 
ho

c 
ba

si
s 

or
 

pr
im

ar
ily

 th
ro

ug
h 

in
iti

at
iv

es
. I

n 
so

m
e 

ar
ea

s,
 lo

ca
l s

ta
ff 

w
or

k 
w

el
l w

ith
  

lo
ca

lly
-b

as
ed

 s
ta

ff 
fro

m
 p

ar
tn

er
 a

ge
nc

ie
s,

  
bu

t p
rim

ar
ily

 o
n 

a 
bi

la
te

ra
l b

as
is

.

St
af

f f
ro

m
 d

iff
er

en
t o

rg
an

is
at

io
ns

 
ar

e 
w

or
ki

ng
 to

ge
th

er
 lo

ca
lly

 a
cr

os
s 

a 
nu

m
be

r o
f s

er
vi

ce
 b

ou
nd

ar
ie

s,
 a

nd
 

sh
ar

e 
un

de
rs

ta
nd

in
g 

an
d 

kn
ow

le
dg

e 
of

 lo
ca

l s
er

vi
ce

s 
an

d 
co

m
m

un
ity

 
pr

ob
le

m
s.



32

Ea
rly

 d
ay

s
B

ui
ld

in
g 

ef
fe

ct
iv

en
es

s
Pe

rf
or

m
in

g 
w

el
l

R
es

ou
rc

es
Ex

te
nt

 to
 w

hi
ch

 th
e 

C
PP

 
un

de
rs

ta
nd

s 
th

e 
re

so
ur

ce
s 

ne
ed

ed
 

to
 d

el
iv

er
 it

 p
ri

or
iti

es
 a

nd
 p

ar
tn

er
s 

co
nt

ri
bu

te
 to

 fu
nd

in
g 

an
d 

st
af

fin
g.

 

Th
er

e 
ar

e 
m

in
im

al
 fi

na
nc

ia
l o

r s
ta

ffi
ng

 
re

so
ur

ce
s 

av
ai

la
bl

e 
to

 s
up

po
rt

 th
e 

ad
m

in
is

tr
at

io
n 

or
 o

pe
ra

tio
n 

of
 C

PP
.  

 

Th
er

e 
ar

e 
ad

eq
ua

te
 fi

na
nc

ia
l a

nd
 

st
af

fin
g 

re
so

ur
ce

s 
av

ai
la

bl
e 

to
 s

up
po

rt
 

th
e 

C
PP

, b
ut

 th
es

e 
ar

e 
pr

im
ar

ily
 

pr
ov

id
ed

 b
y 

th
e 

co
un

ci
l, 

w
ith

 li
ttl

e 
in

pu
t 

fr
om

 o
th

er
 p

ar
tn

er
s.

 

Th
e 

C
PP

 is
 s

up
po

rt
ed

 b
y 

a 
nu

m
be

r 
of

 c
om

pe
te

nt
 a

nd
 c

om
m

itt
ed

 s
ta

ff,
 

ac
ro

ss
 d

iff
er

en
t p

ar
tn

er
s,

 w
ho

 h
av

e 
cl

ea
r s

en
io

r m
an

ag
em

en
t b

ac
ki

ng
. 

Th
e 

C
PP

 h
as

 n
ot

 t
ak

en
 a

ny
 s

te
ps

 
to

 id
en

tif
y 

or
 p

ut
 in

 p
la

ce
 s

ta
ff 

w
ith

 
ap

pr
op

ria
te

 s
ki

lls
 a

nd
 c

om
pe

te
nc

ie
s 

to
 

de
liv

er
 it

s 
ag

re
ed

 p
rio

rit
ie

s.

In
 s

om
e 

th
em

e 
gr

ou
ps

, s
ta

ff 
ha

ve
 

th
e 

sk
ills

, c
om

pe
te

nc
ie

s 
an

d 
tim

e 
re

qu
ire

d 
to

 d
el

iv
er

 a
gr

ee
d 

pr
io

rit
ie

s,
 

bu
t t

hi
s 

is
 a

d 
ho

c 
an

d 
de

pe
nd

en
t o

n 
a 

fe
w

 in
di

vi
du

al
s.

 N
ot

 a
ll 

pa
rt

ne
rs

 h
av

e 
co

m
m

itt
ed

 a
de

qu
at

e 
re

so
ur

ce
s 

to
 

im
pl

em
en

t p
rio

rit
ie

s.

Th
e 

pa
rt

ne
rs

hi
p 

ha
s 

ta
ke

n 
st

ep
s 

to
 id

en
tif

y 
th

e 
st

af
f s

ki
lls

 a
nd

 
co

m
pe

te
nc

ie
s 

re
qu

ire
d 

to
 d

el
iv

er
 it

s 
pr

io
rit

ie
s,

 a
nd

 p
ar

tn
er

 o
rg

an
is

at
io

ns
 

ha
ve

 id
en

tif
ie

d 
an

d 
co

m
m

itt
ed

 
ap

pr
op

ria
te

 re
so

ur
ce

s.

M
em

be
rs

hi
p 

of
 s

om
e 

th
em

e 
gr

ou
ps

 
is

 n
ot

 s
en

io
r e

no
ug

h 
fo

r t
he

 g
ro

up
 

to
 m

ak
e 

de
ci

si
on

s 
on

 p
rio

rit
ie

s 
or

 
al

lo
ca

tio
n 

of
 re

so
ur

ce
s.

Th
er

e 
ar

e 
ap

pr
op

ria
te

 s
en

io
r s

ta
ff 

in
vo

lv
ed

 in
 m

os
t, 

bu
t n

ot
 a

ll,
 th

em
e 

gr
ou

ps
 to

 e
na

bl
e 

th
e 

gr
ou

ps
 to

 
fu

nc
tio

n 
ef

fe
ct

iv
el

y.

M
em

be
rs

 a
nd

 c
on

ve
no

rs
 o

f a
ll 

th
em

e 
gr

ou
ps

 a
re

 s
en

io
r e

no
ug

h 
fo

r 
th

e 
gr

ou
ps

 to
 m

ak
e 

de
ci

si
on

s 
an

d 
im

pl
em

en
t a

ct
io

ns
.

A
ct

io
ns

 a
re

 a
gr

ee
d 

w
ith

ou
t c

le
ar

 
fu

nd
in

g 
pu

t i
n 

pl
ac

e.
 A

ct
io

n 
pl

an
s 

ar
e 

no
t c

os
te

d.
 O

th
er

 re
so

ur
ce

s 
 

(e
g,

 in
fo

rm
at

io
n,

 p
hy

si
ca

l a
ss

et
s 

an
d 

st
af

f) 
re

qu
ire

d 
to

 im
pl

em
en

t a
ct

io
ns

 
ar

e 
no

t i
de

nt
ifi

ed
.

In
 s

om
e 

ar
ea

s,
 a

gr
ee

d 
ac

tio
ns

 a
re

 
pr

op
er

ly
 fu

nd
ed

, b
ut

 th
is

 is
 n

ot
 th

e 
ca

se
  

ac
ro

ss
 a

ll 
th

em
ed

 g
ro

up
s.

 S
om

e 
th

em
e  

pl
an

s 
go

 s
om

e 
w

ay
 to

 id
en

tif
yi

ng
 

co
st

s 
an

d 
ot

he
r r

es
ou

rc
es

 re
qu

ire
d 

fo
r 

im
pl

em
en

ta
tio

n 
of

 a
gr

ee
d 

pl
an

s.

R
es

ou
rc

e 
re

qu
ire

m
en

ts
 fo

r 
im

pl
em

en
tin

g 
ag

re
ed

 a
ct

io
ns

 h
av

e 
al

l b
ee

n 
id

en
tif

ie
d 

an
d 

ap
pr

op
ria

te
 

fu
nd

in
g 

pu
t i

n 
pl

ac
e.

 E
ac

h 
pa

rt
ne

r i
s 

m
ak

in
g 

ap
pr

op
ria

te
 c

on
tr

ib
ut

io
ns

 to
 

m
ul

ti-
ag

en
cy

 p
ro

je
ct

s.
 

N
o 

st
ep

s 
ha

ve
 b

ee
n 

ta
ke

n 
to

 re
vi

ew
 

or
 c

la
rif

y 
go

ve
rn

an
ce

 a
rr

an
ge

m
en

ts
 fo

r 
gr

ou
ps

 d
el

iv
er

in
g 

pl
an

s 
an

d 
m

an
ag

in
g 

re
la

te
d 

fu
nd

in
g.

Th
er

e 
is

 re
co

gn
iti

on
 th

at
 g

ov
er

na
nc

e 
ar

ra
ng

em
en

ts
 fo

r g
ro

up
s 

re
sp

on
si

bl
e 

fo
r d

el
iv

er
in

g 
ag

re
ed

 p
la

ns
 m

ay
 n

ee
d 

to
 b

e 
re

vi
ew

ed
, b

ut
 fe

w
 p

ro
ce

ss
es

 
ha

ve
 b

ee
n 

pu
t i

n 
pl

ac
e.

Th
e 

C
PP

 h
as

 c
on

si
de

re
d 

fu
lly

 
go

ve
rn

an
ce

 re
qu

ire
m

en
ts

 fo
r g

ro
up

s 
de

liv
er

in
g 

pl
an

s;
 a

nd
 e

st
ab

lis
he

d 
ro

bu
st

  
pr

oc
es

se
s 

co
ve

rin
g 

de
ci

si
on

-m
ak

in
g 

an
d 

fu
nd

in
g 

ar
ra

ng
em

en
ts

.

Th
er

e 
ha

s 
be

en
 n

o 
re

vi
ew

 o
f t

he
 o

ve
ra

ll 
 

st
ru

ct
ur

e 
an

d 
ex

is
tin

g 
pa

rt
ne

rs
hi

ps
, 

so
 th

e 
C

PP
 d

oe
s 

no
t k

no
w

 if
 it

 is
 

or
ga

ni
se

d 
in

 th
e 

m
os

t c
os

t-e
ffe

ct
iv

e 
w

ay
 to

 d
el

iv
er

 it
s 

pr
io

rit
ie

s.
 S

pe
ci

fic
 

m
ul

ti-
ag

en
cy

 g
ro

up
s 

co
nt

in
ue

 to
 w

or
k 

in
de

pe
nd

en
tly

 o
f e

ac
h 

ot
he

r a
nd

 th
e 

co
m

m
un

ity
 p

la
nn

in
g 

pr
oc

es
s.

 

So
m

e 
ar

ea
s 

of
 p

ar
tn

er
sh

ip
 w

or
ki

ng
 

ha
ve

 b
ee

n 
re

vi
ew

ed
 a

nd
 ra

tio
na

lis
ed

 
to

 fi
t i

n 
w

ith
 th

e 
co

m
m

un
ity

 p
la

nn
in

g 
st

ru
ct

ur
es

, b
ut

 th
is

 h
as

 n
ot

 h
ap

pe
ne

d 
in

 a
ll 

th
e 

pr
io

rit
y 

ar
ea

s.
 

Th
e 

pa
rt

ne
rs

hi
p 

ha
s 

re
vi

ew
ed

 it
s 

st
ru

ct
ur

e 
an

d 
ex

is
tin

g 
pa

rt
ne

rs
hi

p 
w

or
ki

ng
, t

o 
en

su
re

 it
 is

 e
ffi

ci
en

tly
 a

nd
 

ef
fe

ct
iv

el
y 

or
ga

ni
se

d 
to

 d
el

iv
er

 th
e 

co
m

m
un

ity
 p

la
nn

in
g 

pr
io

rit
ie

s,
 a

nd
 

th
er

e 
is

 n
o 

du
pl

ic
at

io
n 

or
 o

ve
rla

p 
of

 
re

m
its

 o
f d

iff
er

en
t g

ro
up

s.
 



Part 4. Planning and performance management 33

Source: Audit Scotland

Pe
rf

or
m

an
ce

 m
an

ag
em

en
t 

 
an

d 
re

po
rt

in
g

Ex
te

nt
 to

 w
hi

ch
 th

e 
C

PP
 h

as
 a

gr
ee

d 
m

ea
su

re
s 

to
 tr

ac
k 

pr
og

re
ss

 a
nd

 
de

m
on

st
ra

te
 im

pa
ct

, a
nd

 h
as

 
ar

ra
ng

em
en

ts
 fo

r 
m

an
ag

in
g 

an
d 

re
po

rt
in

g 
pe

rf
or

m
an

ce
.

Th
er

e 
ar

e 
fe

w
 a

gr
ee

d 
m

ea
su

re
s 

fo
r 

tr
ac

ki
ng

 p
ro

gr
es

s 
ag

ai
ns

t a
gr

ee
d 

ac
tio

ns
 a

nd
 p

rio
rit

ie
s.

 P
er

fo
rm

an
ce

 
m

on
ito

rin
g 

co
ns

is
ts

 m
ai

nl
y 

of
 

id
en

tif
ic

at
io

n 
of

 p
ro

je
ct

s 
un

de
rt

ak
en

 
an

d 
de

gr
ee

 o
f c

om
pl

et
io

n 
to

 ti
m

es
ca

le
 

– 
ra

th
er

 th
an

 a
na

ly
si

s 
of

 im
pa

ct
 o

r 
ou

tc
om

e.

Pe
rfo

rm
an

ce
 m

ea
su

re
s 

an
d 

in
di

ca
to

rs
 

ha
ve

 b
ee

n 
de

ve
lo

pe
d 

fo
r s

om
e 

pr
io

rit
y 

ar
ea

s,
 b

ut
 n

ot
 in

 o
th

er
s.

 M
ea

su
re

s 
re

la
te

 p
rim

ar
ily

 to
 o

ut
pu

t i
nf

or
m

at
io

n,
 

ra
th

er
 th

an
 lo

ng
-te

rm
 o

ut
co

m
es

. 
Sy

st
em

s 
to

 tr
ac

k 
ag

re
ed

 m
ea

su
re

s 
ar

e 
no

t a
lw

ay
s 

in
 p

la
ce

.

A
ll 

pr
io

rit
y 

ar
ea

s 
an

d 
ac

tio
ns

 h
av

e 
cl

ea
r a

nd
 a

gr
ee

d 
m

ea
su

re
s 

to
 tr

ac
k 

pr
og

re
ss

 a
nd

 d
em

on
st

ra
te

 im
pa

ct
. 

Su
cc

es
s 

ca
n 

be
 d

em
on

st
ra

te
d 

th
ro

ug
h 

a 
lim

ite
d 

nu
m

be
r o

f k
ey

 
ou

tc
om

e 
m

ea
su

re
s,

 a
nd

 th
e 

C
PP

 h
as

 
es

ta
bl

is
he

d 
sy

st
em

s 
to

 d
o 

th
is

.

A
rr

an
ge

m
en

ts
 fo

r r
ev

ie
w

in
g 

pr
og

re
ss

 
of

 th
e 

co
m

m
un

ity
 p

la
n 

ar
e 

ad
 h

oc
 a

nd
 

re
ac

tiv
e.

 R
es

ul
ts

 fr
om

 re
vi

ew
s 

do
 n

ot
 

in
fo

rm
 fu

tu
re

 p
la

nn
in

g.

So
m

e 
th

em
e 

gr
ou

ps
 e

ffe
ct

iv
el

y 
m

an
ag

e 
de

liv
er

y 
of

 p
la

ns
 w

ith
 

ap
pr

op
ria

te
 a

ct
io

n 
ta

ke
n 

if 
re

qu
ire

d,
 

bu
t t

hi
s 

is
 n

ot
 c

on
si

st
en

t. 
 

Th
e 

C
PP

 re
vi

ew
s 

pr
og

re
ss

 o
n 

th
e 

co
m

m
un

ity
 p

la
n 

an
nu

al
ly

 b
ut

 re
su

lts
 o

f  
th

e 
re

vi
ew

 d
o 

no
t i

nf
or

m
 fu

tu
re

 p
la

nn
in

g.
 

M
os

t t
he

m
e 

gr
ou

ps
 a

re
 a

ct
iv

el
y 

m
an

ag
in

g 
de

liv
er

y 
of

 th
ei

r a
ct

io
n 

pl
an

s,
 

m
on

ito
rin

g 
pr

og
re

ss
 re

gu
la

rly
 a

nd
 

ta
ki

ng
 a

ct
io

n 
as

 a
pp

ro
pr

ia
te

.

Th
e 

C
PP

 c
ol

le
ct

iv
el

y 
an

d 
re

gu
la

rly
 

re
vi

ew
s 

pr
og

re
ss

 o
n 

th
e 

co
m

m
un

ity
 

pl
an

 a
nn

ua
lly

, a
nd

 in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

fr
om

 
re

vi
ew

 in
fo

rm
s 

fu
tu

re
 p

la
nn

in
g 

of
 th

e 
C

PP
 a

nd
 p

ar
tn

er
 o

rg
an

is
at

io
ns

. 

A
ll 

th
em

e 
gr

ou
ps

 a
re

 e
ffe

ct
iv

el
y 

m
an

ag
in

g 
de

liv
er

y 
of

 p
rio

rit
ie

s,
 w

ith
 

re
gu

la
r m

on
ito

rin
g 

an
d 

ac
tio

n 
ta

ke
n 

if 
pl

an
s 

ar
e 

no
t b

ei
ng

 d
el

iv
er

ed
. 

Th
er

e 
is

 m
in

im
al

 p
ub

lic
 re

po
rt

in
g 

of
 

pr
og

re
ss

 o
n 

th
e 

co
m

m
un

ity
 p

la
n.

Pr
og

re
ss

 o
n 

th
e 

co
m

m
un

ity
 p

la
n 

is
 re

po
rt

ed
 re

gu
la

rly
 to

 th
e 

pu
bl

ic
. 

R
ep

or
ts

 te
nd

 to
 b

e 
co

ng
ra

tu
la

to
ry

, 
fo

cu
ss

in
g 

on
 a

ch
ie

ve
m

en
ts

.

Pr
og

re
ss

 o
n 

th
e 

co
m

m
un

ity
 p

la
n 

is
 re

po
rt

ed
 re

gu
la

rly
 to

 th
e 

pu
bl

ic
. 

Pr
og

re
ss

 re
po

rt
s 

ar
e 

ba
la

nc
ed

 a
nd

 
co

m
pr

eh
en

si
ve

. T
he

 C
PP

 h
as

 re
vi

ew
ed

 
th

e 
ef

fe
ct

iv
en

es
s 

of
 re

po
rt

in
g 

ar
ra

ng
em

en
ts

.

Th
er

e 
ha

s 
be

en
 n

o 
re

vi
ew

 o
f w

he
th

er
 

th
e 

C
PP

 it
se

lf 
is

 o
pe

ra
tin

g 
ef

fe
ct

iv
el

y.
 

Th
er

e 
ar

e 
lim

ite
d 

ar
ra

ng
em

en
ts

 fo
r 

sc
ru

tin
y 

of
 th

e 
pa

rt
ne

rs
hi

p.

Th
e 

C
PP

 h
as

 s
om

e 
aw

ar
en

es
s 

of
 w

he
re

  
it 

ne
ed

s 
to

 im
pr

ov
e 

its
 e

ffe
ct

iv
en

es
s,

 
an

d 
bu

t l
itt

le
 a

ct
io

n 
ha

s 
be

en
 t

ak
en

. 
Sc

ru
tin

y 
ar

ra
ng

em
en

ts
 a

re
 a

d 
ho

c.

Th
e 

C
PP

 h
as

 re
vi

ew
ed

 it
s 

ow
n 

ef
fe

ct
iv

en
es

s,
 a

nd
 t

ak
en

 s
te

ps
 to

 
im

pr
ov

e.
 T

he
re

 a
re

 c
le

ar
 a

rr
an

ge
m

en
ts

 
fo

r c
ha

lle
ng

e 
an

d 
sc

ru
tin

y 
of

 a
ct

io
n 

pl
an

s.



138. This study provides an overview 
of community planning in Scotland 
and identifies where changes need 
to happen in order for community 
planning to progress. Audit Scotland 
will continue to report to the Accounts  
Commission results from the audits of  
Best Value and Community Planning,  
which will increasingly hold individual  
councils to account for their 
performance on community planning. 

Full list of recommendations 

139. The Scottish Executive and 
CPPs should agree:

•  a small number of strategic 
priorities where CPPs can add  
value through partnership 
working

•  how to measure performance 
against these policy areas.

140. The Scottish Executive, with 
executive agencies and other 
central bodies, should: 

•  improve coordination and 
integration among initiatives 

•  rationalise the different 
funding streams accessed by 
partnerships 

•  develop a more standard 
approach to monitoring  
spend against individual 
funding streams.

141. Nationally accountable 
partners (eg, Scottish Enterprise, 
the NHS and Communities Scotland),  
supported by the Scottish Executive,  
should set clear guidelines for their 
local organisations (eg, NHS boards,  
LECs) on what they expect to be 
achieved through local partnership  
working. This should be supported 
by allowing greater flexibility and 
autonomy to accommodate local 
CPP priorities when responding to 
national priorities.

136. Community planning has an 
important role in improving public 
services and community well-being 
in Scotland. In these early days 
CPPs have concentrated on putting 
structures and arrangements in place 
to deliver these aims, and there is 
limited information available about 
their achievements. It is now time 
for them to move on to demonstrate 
improvements for local communities 
and in service delivery.

137. However in order for community 
planning to progress significantly, 
there needs to be agreement 
nationally and locally about the 
focus and priorities for community 
planning, and the extent to which 
CPPs should exercise control over 
resources. This would provide the 
basis for measuring progress in the 
long term. The Scottish Executive 
with its executive agencies and 
other central bodies need to actively 
support such an agreement. 

34
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recommendations
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142. The Scottish Executive should 
review the number of partnerships 
it requires local authorities and 
other partner organisations to 
establish, and ensure there are 
clear remits and no duplication.

143. Local authorities and partner 
organisations should: 

•  develop schemes of delegation  
to streamline decision-making 
within CPPs 

•  ensure that all relevant priorities  
and related actions agreed by 
the CPP are incorporated into 
their corporate plans

•  consider providing an annual 
statement to the CPP 
explaining how the community 
plan is reflected in their own  
corporate plans

•  contribute to joint risk registers 
related to community planning.

144. CPPs should:

•  ensure the CPP board 
is clear on its remit, role 
and responsibilities, and is 
structured to fulfil these

•  define clearly the role for 
elected members and members  
of other partner governing 
bodies within their community 
planning arrangements 

•  ensure that community 
engagement becomes more 
sustained and systematic 
across partners and champion 
the use of the National 
Standards for Community 
Engagement 

•  review and rationalise structures  
to focus on delivering services 
that add value

•  consider developing a 
partnership guide which 
describes the roles and remits  
of each element of their structure

•  agree a shared vision and 
a manageable number of 
priorities for their community plan

•  develop processes for 
managing performance and 
agree indicators to track 
progress on key local issues

•  develop their arrangements for 
scrutiny of community plans  
and expenditure

•  develop their approaches to  
risk management

•  review how effectively they are 
operating as a partnership.

145. The priority which CPPs may 
wish to give to implementing 
these different recommendations 
will depend on their individual 
circumstances. Using the 
evaluation framework in Exhibit 14  
(page 30) may assist CPPs in  
identifying which areas for 
improvement they wish to prioritise.
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Appendix 1. Scottish Executive funding 
intended for partnership working in 
2004/05 and 2005/06

Name Recipient(s) Other partners Overall amount 
2004/05

Overall amount 
2005/06

Active Schools LAs
19

Scottish Executive, NHS 
Health Scotland, Scottish 
Road Safety Campaign, 

Sustrans

N/A – new 
funding stream in 

2005/06

£12m

Anti-Social 
Behaviour

LAs Courts, police,  
housing, VOs

20
£23.62m £26.33m 

Autism Initiatives Greater 
Glasgow and 
Lothian NHS 

boards

LAs and VOs Estimated 
at £0.4m for 

development and 
start up costs in 

2004/05

Estimated  
at £1m

Better 
Neighbourhood 
Services Fund

12 of the  
32 LAs 

All community  
planning partners

£31.2m Incorporated 
into Community 

Regeneration 
Fund in 2005/06 

Biodiversity Action 
Grants Scheme

Some are LAs, 
some are VOs

(Other) VOs and  
‘biodiversity partners’

Estimated at 
£0.15m 

£0.3m

Care Services 
Equipment and 
Adaptations

LAs NHS N/A £5m

Changing Children’s 
Services Fund

Usually LAs Health, VOs, police, SCRA
21

 £60.5m £65.5m

Child Protection 
Committee Funding

LAs All others on CPC £0.32m £0.064m

Childcare Workforce 
Development

LAs For LAs/Childcare 
Partnerships to determine but 

frequently VOs

£6m £6m

Cities Growth Fund Six city-based 
LAs 

Community planning partners, 
neighbouring local authorities 
and other stakeholders across 

each City-Region 

£30m  
(capital)

£40m  
(capital)

Community 
budgeting

LAs All community  
planning partners

£0.549m to close 
programme 

N/A – funding 
stream had 

ceased

19 LAs – local authorities.
20 VOs – voluntary organisations.
21  SCRA – Scottish Children’s Reporters Administration.
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Name Recipient(s) Other partners Overall amount 
2004/05

Overall amount 
2005/06

Community 
Empowerment 
Fund

LAs as 
accountable 

bodies for SIPs

Other Social Inclusion 
Partnership (SIP) partners

£2.88m Replaced by 
Community 

Voices 
Programme

Community 
Regeneration Fund

LAs, but 
allocated to 

CPPs

All community  
planning partners

N/A – this fund is 
an amalgamation 
of prior funding 

streams

£104.5m

Community Safety 
Partnerships

LAs Police, fire, NHS, private and 
voluntary sectors

£4m (includes 
some capital)

£4m

Community Voices 
Programme

LAs, but 
allocated to 

CPPs

All community  
planning partners

N/A – successor 
to the 

Community 
Empowerment 

Fund

£3.12m

Delayed Discharge NHS boards LAs £30m £29m

Determined to 
Succeed

LAs (schools) Scottish Executive and 
business community

£13m £17.8m

Domestic 
Abuse Service 
Development Fund

LAs VOs £0.590m £0.695m

Drugs misuse 
(health 
improvement 
budget)

DAATs
1
  

via LAs
Health, LAs, VOs £7.1m total but 

includes central 
funding for 

information and 
advertising

£7.3m

European Regional 
Development Fund

LAs  
(not exclusively)

Varies, often VOs, LECs, FE 
and private sector

£45.8m £40.6m

European Social 
Fund

LAs 
(not exclusively)

Varies, often VOs and private 
sector

£18.6m £16.6m

Financial Inclusion LAs Other CP partners, banks, 
credit unions, and VOs 

N/A £5.3m

Glasgow Hostels 
Decommissioning

LAs VOs £6m £15m

22 Drugs and Alcohol Action Teams.
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Name Recipient(s) Other partners Overall amount 
2004/05

Overall amount 
2005/06

Health 
Improvement/ 
Promotion

NHS boards 
and LAs

23
LAs and VOs £51.8m 

(includes a 
small proportion 

spent directly 
by Scottish 
Executive)

£56.154m

Homelessness Task 
Force

LAs VOs and health £19.5m £20m

Intensive Support 
Fund

LA VOs £1m £1m

Local Action Fund LAs Community safety partners £5m £5m

Mental Wellbeing 
Fund

NHS boards 
(usually)

LAs and VOs £7m (includes 
some spent 

centrally by NHS 
Scotland)

£5.922m

Modernising 
Government Fund

LAs  
(usually but not 

exclusively)

Various, including health MGF3 £13.8m  
in 2004/05.  
Also carried 

forward some 
MGF2 money

£24.9m

Money Advice LAs (usually but  
not exclusively)

VOs £1m £1.1m 

Money Advice 
CSOs DAS

LAs Scottish Executive, 
Accountant in Bankruptcy, 

VOs

N/A £2m

New Futures Fund Scottish 
Enterprise 

and Highland 
& Islands 
Enterprise

LAs and VOs £5m 
estimate

£5m 
estimate

Refugees and 
asylum seekers

LAs VOs £0.360m £0.497m

Scottish Forestry 
Grants Scheme

LAs Community groups and VOs £0.5m £1m

Scottish Rural 
Partnership Fund

LAs as 
administrators 
for community 

groups  
and VOs

Other community groups and 
VOs

£5.27m across all 
three funds

£3.0m

23 Funds for health improvement may be distributed to NHS boards or to LAs. This funding may be further broken down into separate streams, such  
 as Hungry for Success and Suicide Prevention (Choose Life).
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Name Recipient(s) Other partners Overall amount 
2004/05

Overall amount 
2005/06

Skills for Work LAs through 
schools

Colleges N/A – new 
funding stream in 

2005/06

£6.5m

Social Inclusion 
Partnerships

LAs as 
accountable 

bodies for SIPs

All involved in SIPs £62.8m Became part 
of Community 
Regeneration 

Fund in 2005/06

Starting Well NHS LA, local community and 
voluntary organisations

£1.6m  
(transition year)

£1.6m  
(Phase 2)

Strategic Waste 
Fund

LAs Other LAs, community 
groups

£80.5m (includes 
some capital)

£101.3m (includes  
some capital)

Urban 
Regeneration 
Companies

URC LAs, other community 
planning partners, private 

sector partners

£8.8m £11.2m 

Tackling Drug 
Misuse

LAs as 
accountable 

bodies for SIPs

All involved with SIPs £3m Became part 
of Community 
Regeneration 

Fund in 2005/06

Vacant and Derelict 
Land Fund

Glasgow City 
Council, North 

Lanarkshire 
Council, 

Dundee City 
Council 

Local partnerships  
including LECs, Communities 

Scotland

£8m  
(capital)

£12m  
(capital)

Violence 
against Women 
Development Fund

LAs VOs £0.160m £0.152m

Well Man Clinics NHS LAs and voluntary  
service partnerships

£1.74m £1.4m

Woods In and 
Around Towns 
(WIAT) additional 
funds released 
August 2005

LAs Community groups and VOs N/A £0.3m

Working for 
Families Fund

LAs NHS, Scottish Enterprise, 
VOs, Careers Scotland  

and colleges

£10m £10m

Youth Crime Action 
Plan

LAs (VOs 
sometimes)

Courts, police, education, 
social work, VOs

Approx. £14m to 
LAs (excluding 

Intensive Support 
Fund)

£15m
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The chart below indicates the 
extent to which different types of 
community engagement activities 
are used by CPPs to support the 
work of some of their theme groups.

Examples of different approaches to 
community engagement include:

• Protocols detailing the nature of 
consultation between the CPP 
and communities. The North 
Lanarkshire CPP is one of several 
with a Community Engagement 
Strategy which includes a ‘Schedule  
of Consultations System’ to  
coordinate and plan community 
consultation exercises by individual  
partners or the CPP as a whole.

• Voluntary Action East 
Renfrewshire, with assistance 
from the local authority’s 
community workers, has held 
events on regeneration and 
community involvement in 
community planning. The aim 
was to raise awareness of 
community planning among 
voluntary organisations and 
volunteers and to begin to look 
at how they can work together 
to shape, implement and monitor 
community planning.

• Community planning conferences 
to provide a public forum for 
debating community planning 
issues and to celebrate 
achievements. Angus CPP has run  
conferences annually since 2003.

• In Stirling, staff promoted the 
involvement of young people in  
local community planning by 
recruiting six of them to act as 
agents. They organised an event 
for over 100 young people where 
they planned for the future and 
worked with the CPP to secure 
resources for youth services in 
the area.

Appendix 2. Methods of community 
engagement

Source: Audit Scotland
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Appendix 3. Publication dates of 
community plans and period covered

CPP Community 
plan published

Period covered by 
community plan (years)

Current status

Aberdeen City Nov 2001 10 Being reviewed

Aberdeenshire Mar 2006 4  Using current plan

Angus Dec 2000 10 Using current plan

Argyll & Bute Sept 2001 3 To be reviewed in 2006

Clackmannanshire Feb 2006 3 Using current plan

Dumfries & Galloway Apr 2004 5 Using current plan

Dundee June 2005 5 Using current plan

East Ayrshire April 2003 12 Using current plan

East Dunbartonshire June 2001 5 Being reviewed 

East Lothian June 2001 5-10 Being rewritten 

East Renfrewshire Dec 2002 Not stated Being reviewed

Edinburgh Aug 2005 5 Using current plan

Eilean Siar (Western Isles) April 2005 Not stated Using current plan

Falkirk Mar 2006 4 Using current plan

Fife Jan 2004 3 Using current plan

Glasgow Feb 2006 4 Using current plan

Highland Dec 2004 3 Using current plan

Inverclyde June 2003 10 Being reviewed

Midlothian Aug 2002 18 Using current plan

Moray Mar 2001 5 Finalising new plan

North Ayrshire Mar 2000 10 Finalising new plan 

North Lanarkshire Apr 2004 4 Using current plan

Orkney Apr 2003 17 Being reviewed

Perth & Kinross July 2004 4 Being reviewed

Renfrewshire Apr 2001 10 Using current plan

Scottish Borders 2000 10 Finalising new plan 

Shetland Jan 2000 10 Using current plan

South Ayrshire Mar 2006 5 Using current plan

South Lanarkshire Sept 2005 10 Using current plan

Stirling May 2002 2 Being reviewed

West Dunbartonshire June 2000 Not stated Consultation draft

West Lothian Dec 2000 10 Being reviewed
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Appendix 4. Theme performance 
indicators

Theme Range of performance indicators

Community safety Some common community safety indicators:
• Incidents of anti-social behaviour.
• Fear of crime.
• Road accidents.
• Accidents in the home.
• Accidental fires in the home.
• Drug and alcohol abuse.
• Reported crimes, by type (most commonly housebreaking, violent crime, 

autocrime).
• Domestic abuse.

Other performance indicators include:
• Cost of crime related to council property. 
• Incidence of trespass and vandalism on railways. 
• Number of offences for premises selling alcohol.
• Number of people who think their neighbourhood is a better place to live in than 

five years ago.
• Number of referrals by Reporter to the Children’s Panel for the following reasons: 

failure to attend school without reasonable excuse, committing an offence, misuse 
of drugs, alcohol or volatile substances.

• Percentage increase in youth facility provisions and activity uptake.

Economic Some common economic indicators:
• Average earnings. 
• Destination of school leavers.
• Unemployment.
• Job vacancies.
• Employment. 
• Sickness Benefit/Incapacity Benefit/Jobseekers Allowance/Income Support.
• Vocational qualifications. 

Other performance indicators include:
• Employment rates of disadvantaged groups, such as lone parents and ethnic 

minorities, who are relatively disadvantaged in the workplace.
• Number of people receiving job related training.
• Hard to fill vacancy rate.
• Skills shortage vacancy rate.
• Increase the proportion of working age people contributing to a non-state pension.
• Stock of VAT registered companies. 
• Rate of business formation and small business survival against the national average.
• Availability of commercial units.
• Increase in the local authority area’s share of Scottish tourism expenditure.
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Theme Range of performance indicators

Environmental Some common environmental indicators:
• Waste recycled/sent to landfill.
• Use of public transport.
• Fuel poverty.
• Scottish Housing Quality Standard. 
• Water and air quality.
• Derelict land.
• Natural and semi-natural habitats/biodiversity.

Other performance indicators include:
• Volume of waste to incineration.
• Annual traffic volume at key sites.
• Miles of path and cycle network in the council area.
• Percentage decrease in energy consumption and carbon dioxide emissions. 
• Energy efficiency in domestic dwellings, as measured by the National Home 

Energy Rating model. 
• Amount of renewable energy produced in the council area.
• Proportion of electricity demand which is met from local renewable energy sources.
• Percentage of new housing developed on brownfield land.
• Percentage increase in the number of new buildings that have actively followed 

sustainable construction procedures and principles.
• Number of companies with environmental management systems.
• Number of organisations with Green Travel Plans.
• Number of businesses in the Green Tourism Business Scheme.
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Theme Range of performance indicators

Health and well-being Some common health and well-being indicators:
• Physical activity/exercise.
• Diet.
• Low birth weight.
• Dental disease in children.
• Teenage pregnancy.
• Breastfeeding.
• Smoking.
• Drug and alcohol abuse.
• Mortality rates (cancer, coronary heart disease, stroke).
• Community care.

Other performance indicators include:
• Healthy life expectancy figures.
• Percentage of population with self-reported good health.
• Immunisation uptake.
• Childhood mortality.
• Percentage of population with limiting long-term illness.
• Standard mortality rate for alcoholic liver disease/cirrhosis.
• Proportion of population being prescribed drugs for anxiety or depression  

or psychosis.
• Hospital admissions – suicide/deliberate self harm per 100,000.
• Incidence of sexually transmitted diseases.
• Incidence rate of work related ill health.
• Number of delayed hospital discharges (all client groups).
• Households assessed as homeless or potentially homeless.
• Free school meals – percentage of register entitled.
• Number of cases dealt with by Family Support Services.
• Children on the Child Protection Register.
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Theme Range of performance indicators

Lifelong learning Some common lifelong learning indicators:
• Pre-school provision.
• Educational attainment (percentage of S4 roll).
• Working age adults with no qualifications.
• Employees accessing lifelong learning.
• Literacy and numeracy programmes.
• Vocational training opportunities.

Other performance indicators include:
• Attendance rates (primary and secondary school).
• Total number of exclusions (primary and secondary school).
• Teacher/pupil ratio (primary and secondary school).
• Computer/pupil ratio (primary and secondary school).
• Standard Grade achievement of the poorest performing 20 per cent pupils, 

compared to the performance of all pupils.
• Number of young people leaving local authority care with at least English and 

Maths Standard Grades. 
• Destination of school leavers.
• Proportion of 16-19 year olds who are not in education, training or employment.
• Number of over 25 year olds who have undertaken a programme of Further or  

Higher Education.
• Number of people returning to learning in the Further or Higher Education sectors.
• Percentage increase in uptake to Further or Higher Education through Wider  

Access Programmes.
• Number of adult learners per area.
• Number of adult learning opportunities per area.
• Numbers of people taking up Individual Learning Accounts. 
• An increase in the number of learners progressing from non-accredited to 

accredited learning.
• Percentage of population registered to use library facilities.
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Robin Benn   Head of Community Planning Team, Scottish Executive

Liz Bogie   Senior Manager, Scottish Enterprise

Jane Broderick  Community Planning Team, Scottish Executive

Jon Harris   Strategic Director, CoSLA

Heather Koronka  Head of Performance and Improvement Division, Scottish Executive

Colin Mair   Chief Executive, Improvement Service

Stephen Maxwell Associate Director, Scottish Council for Voluntary Organisations

Alasdair McKinlay Regeneration and Empowerment Manager, Communities Scotland

David Mellor   Deputy Chief Constable, Fife Constabulary

Douglas Sinclair  Chief Executive, Fife Council and Chair, SOLACE

Andrew Spowart  Head of Central Policy Unit, South Lanarkshire Council

Jennifer Wallace  Policy Manager, Scottish Consumer Council

Appendix 5. Study advisory group 
members
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