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Community Planning under the Community Empowerment 
(Scotland) Act 2015:  Consultation on Draft Guidance 
 
Questions 
 
Q1:  The guidance identifies a series of principles for effective community planning. 
Do you agree with them? Should there be any others?  

Please explain why. 
Community participation and co-production 
Principles concerning community participation and Section 4(6) of the Act have 
commendable criteria for CPP decision-making, which have the potential to increase 
participation among persons and communities experiencing socioeconomic 
disadvantage, reduce inequalities and improve health and wellbeing.  
 
We welcome the inclusion in paragraph 63 of Participatory Budgeting (PB) as a tool 
for engaging community participation and deepening local democracy. The GCPH’s 
research undertaken with What Works Scotland highlights that good quality PB can 
be effective in achieving these aims. However, we caution that paragraphs such as 
12 and 164 of the regulations may unintentionally limit effective community 
participation in community planning because they place the power with CPPs to 
decide “appropriate” resources and methods. While we acknowledge the pressures 
faced by CPP partners to deliver integrated services in the face of budget 
constraints, we propose that community bodies are included in decisions made 
about how to engage with them especially since working in this way can deliver 
more effective and sustainable collaborations for all parties.  
 
Inclusion of the third sector in this section is welcomed and we further recommend 
this sector is also recognised by the Participation Request and Asset Transfer 
regulations. This sector has invaluable expertise in supporting and empowering 
communities, which would be an asset to community planning. 
 
Tackling inequalities 
We welcome the emphasis on tackling inequalities within the Act and regulations. 
The Act and regulations emphasise the importance of local efforts in tackling 
inequalities and we advise that the regulations also acknowledge that inequalities 
also manifest due to structural factors. While the regulations acknowledge the 
impact structural factors have on Scotland’s communities through UK legislation and 
policy, we advise that the regulations also acknowledge other factors (economy, 
employment markets, education) so that they do not unintentionally place a policy 
and delivery burden on CPPs to solve factors which are not in their power/control to 
achieve. 
 
Prevention 
We fully support the focus on prevention, engaging communities and locality 
planning. 
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Governance and accountability 
Paragraph 32 of the regulations endorses discussions in “private settings” but this 
contrasts with Scotland’s general commitment to open and transparent governance. 
We recommend that this paragraph is removed. 
 
Paragraph 45 – the term “area committee” needs to be explained because its 
definition and purpose remains unclear. 
 
We commend that CPPs are asked to report on their progress to communities. In 
pragmatic terms we propose that the regulations allow for flexibility because, 
depending on CPP and community collaboration, it may be more sensible for a CPP 
to report more, or less frequently, than the current annual requirement. We advise 
that the format, and means, of communicating progress is comprehensible by 
communities, is in Plain English and that methods used to publish it include a 
mixture of online and offline methods including: websites and a hard copy in local 
libraries/community venues. 
 
The current wording places a strong emphasis on monitoring and scrutiny. We 
recommend that this is balanced with effective action so that CPPs are not 
unintentionally encumbered by onerous paperwork. It is our view, in line with the 
current draft of the revised National Standards for Community Engagement, that 
effective action necessarily involves communities in determining how progress, 
performance and evaluation will be measured and reported. Performance and 
evaluation frameworks need to allow for community engagement on expected 
outcomes, and views on how these outcomes have been met, and to give these 
sufficient weight alongside routine data and other metrics.  
 
Understanding of local communities’ needs, circumstances and opportunities 
We welcome the requirement for CPPs to make decisions based on appropriate 
data and evidence from partners and communities. We recommend that CPPs are 
encouraged to consider quantitative evidence and qualitative understandings of who 
communities are and what they aspire to (as inferred in paragraph 74). It would be 
helpful to explicitly promote data sources which are available and can help in 
understanding aspects of community contexts (e.g. ScotPHO; community profiles).  
 
Q2:  The draft guidance sets out common long-term performance expectations for all 
CPPs and community planning partners.  Each CPP will adopt its own approach 
towards meeting these expectations, reflecting local conditions and priorities.  Even 
so, do you think there are common short- or medium-term performance expectations 
which every CPP and partner should be expected to meet?  If so, what are they?   

 
We advise that the principles outlined in the regulations form an effective base 
against which CPP performance can be measured. Since the Act brings into force 
the duty for CPPs to have in place Local Outcome Improvement Plans by October 
2017, we recommend that CPPs are encouraged to focus on local action rather than 
expending onerous efforts to manage performance. 
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Q3:  The 2015 Act requires CPPs to keep under review the question of whether it is 
making progress in the achievement of each local outcome in their LOIP and locality 
plan(s).  CPPs must from time to time review their LOIP and locality plan(s) under 
review, and to revise them where appropriate.  Even with this, do you think the 
statutory guidance should require CPPs to review and if necessary revise their plans 
after a specific period of time in every case?  If so, what should that specific period 
be? 

 
 Yes    No   

Please explain why. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Q4:  What should the statutory guidance state as the latest date by which CPPs 
must publish progress reports on their local outcomes improvement plans and 
locality plans? 

 
4 months    6 months    Other     
 
If other please provide timescale. Please explain why. 
 

Considering the October 2017 deadline for CPPs to have LOIPs in place, we 
recommend that they be given the flexibility to publish progress reports. 
 
It is especially important that progress reports are published in an accessible 
format and using accessible methods. While we welcome the endorsement of 
social media we caution that many disadvantaged residents do not have access to 
digital media and we advise that CPPs publish progress in accessible public 
venues such as libraries and community centres. 

 
 
 
Q5. Do you have any other comments about the draft Guidance?  
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Q6. We propose that the draft regulation for locality planning should set one criterion 
only, which is a maximum population permissible for a locality.  Do you agree?  What 
are your reasons? 

 
Locality plans can be an opportunity to build on the assets, aspirations and local 
concerns of disadvantaged communities. Clearly locality plans may struggle to be 
effective if too small or too large populations were chosen. However, defining 
localities is not just about numbers – as the Act recognises, communities can 
comprise diverse definitions as too do localities. In short, locality size as perceived 
by communities may not be the same as a population chosen by CPPs. CPPs may 
also therefore need to work across locality boundaries to effectively engage with 
communities of interest who may not have a sole geographical base. 
 
As we caution above, the root causes of inequalities experienced by such localities 
are not solely geographical, just as the Act acknowledges that communities 
themselves may not be geographically defined. While we commend that CPPs are 
encouraged to target resources for disadvantaged localities, we also advise that 
locality plans need to be understood within the context of their potential limits – 
they may achieve substantial outcomes for localities but may not solve inequalities 
perpetuated at structural levels.  
 
Some localities seem better connected with CPPs than others. Locality plans may 
provide a mechanism to redress the balance, especially to ensure that the most 
disadvantaged localities flourish. 

 
Q7:  The draft regulation sets a maximum population size for localities subject to 
locality planning of 30,000 residents.  It also proposes an exception which allows a 
CPP to designate a local authority electoral ward as a locality even where its 
population exceeds 30,000 residents.  Are there circumstances in which these 
criteria would prevent a CPP from applying a reasonable approach to locality 
planning?  What difference would it make to how localities were identified for the 
purposes of locality planning in the CPP area(s) in which you have an interest, if the 
maximum population size were set at (a) 25,000 residents or (b) 20,000 residents? 

 

Defining localities is not just about numbers. The CPP may require flexibility to 
define a locality larger than the proposed size to enable effective partnership 
working in this geographical area. The CPP may need to work with communities to 
define localities in order that they are locally defined.  
 
We have no view on the maximum population size, but for the purposes of 
monitoring and evaluation, CPPs should consider defining localities in terms of 
data zones. These are the small area geographies for which local data are most 
readily available and data at this level are commonly aggregated to produce 
indicators for larger areas within health profiles. There are numerous examples of 
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such profiles published by GCPH and by others, such as ScotPHO. Specific 
examples are the Glasgow Neighbourhood profiles 
(http://www.understandingglasgow.com/profiles) published by the GCPH, which 
cover 56 areas across the city which range in population size from 1,800 to 20,000. 
These localities have been used in Glasgow for 15 years and were originally 
devised by staff in Development and Regeneration Services, Glasgow City Council, 
in consultation with housing associations. They are designed to reflect real 
neighbourhoods which residents would recognise. Many of the neighbourhood 
boundaries are delineated by roads, railways or river systems, which create 
natural/man-made barriers between communities. 
 
Defining localities on the basis of data zones would enable CPPs to use routine 
statistics and locality profiles to both assess both local needs and to monitor 
change over time. The guidance on locality definition understandably focuses on 
community identity and need. In practice, we recognise that localities may not 
match with standard administrative geographies. However, this may result in 
making the provision of bespoke small area intelligence challenging and increasing 
the risk of identification of individuals due to the small numbers involved in the 
data. 
 
On this basis, we would recommend that locality intelligence is reported to data 
zone best fit in cases where data zones have not been used to define a locality. 
We also recommend that there is guidance on the frequency at which CPPs can 
review their locality boundaries, and that locality boundaries are aligned with those 
defined by Health & Social Care Partnerships where feasible (Audit Scotland 2016; 
Bynner & Whyte 2016). 
 
Whatever the size of locality planning areas, CPPs will need to think through how 
they integrate neighbourhoods, communities of interest and particular 
groups/households at risk of or experiencing inequalities of outcomes that may not 
be geographically/spatially specific. 

 
Q8:  Do you have any other comments about the draft Regulation?  

In line with our response to the consultation on Participation Requests, we would 
welcome further clarity about the outcome improvement process. Specifically, we 
note that the Act and draft regulations stipulate an “outcomes improvement plan” 
for Community Planning and an “outcome improvement process” for Participation 
Requests; it would be helpful if further clarification could be provided about these 
processes and if they refer to the same thing using differing terminology. 

To avoid ambiguity and promote accessibility, a definition of “outcome” would be 
welcomed. 

 
Q9:  Are there any equality issues we should be aware of in respect of local 
outcomes improvement plans and locality plans? 

The regulations and guidance as they stand are fairly vague in defining equality 
issues. It may be helpful for the regulations and guidance to reference equality 

http://www.understandingglasgow.com/profiles
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issues articulated in the draft revised National Standards for Community 
Engagement. These draft standards define equality issues as including 
“socioeconomic barriers, age, disability, gender, gender reassignment, pregnancy 
and maternity, race, religion or belief and sexual orientation”. 
 
As with our response to the Participant Request consultation, we advise that the 
regulations consider the ways equality issues can impact on participation in 
community planning. Again, the draft National Standards for Community 
Engagement articulate a range of issues which may be helpful to reference. These 
range from “poverty” to “socioeconomic barriers, age, disability, gender, gender 
reassignment, pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief and sexual 
orientation” as well as language, literacy barriers and caring responsibilities.  
 
Further, it may also be helpful for the draft regulations and guidance to outline 
ways in which those experiencing equality issues can be supported to engage in 
community planning. The draft National Standards for Community Engagement 
articulate such methods well and we recommend referencing them in your 
regulations and guidance. The methods include “impartial professional support” for 
community groups and also the need to ensure “reasonable adjustments are made 
to ensure that participants are able to participate on an equal basis”.  
 
These adjustments may include:  
o Suitable transport  
o Care of dependents (childcare, care of older people, etc.)  
o Suitable venues/catering  
o Access to interpreters  
o Communication aids  
o Meetings/events organised at appropriate times  
o Access to social media, video conferencing and/or online resources where 
appropriate  
o Addressing financial barriers  
o Accessible and appropriate engagement methods. 
 

 


