
[image: image1.emf]
Mind the gap

Community development responses to Communities in Control
October  2008

Community Development Exchange

Scotia Works

Leadmill Road

Sheffield

S1 4SE
Mind the gap: 

Community development responses to Communities in Control
Introduction 

“This is an opportunity for community development that we cannot afford to let slip. We need to engage with the challenges.”

Consultation event participant
“This (empowerment) is the new political territory. Neither the right nor the left has yet, in truth, fully come to terms with it.”            

Alan Milburn

This report summarises responses from community development practitioners to the empowerment White Paper, Communities in Control. These practitioners were brought together by the Community Development Exchange (CDX) to discuss the measures in the White Paper in two main ways:

· An email discussion group was formed when the White Paper was first published, which became known as the DEWP Group (Discussing the Empowerment White Paper Group). Around 30 people joined the group, and discussed the White Paper chapter by chapter over the summer, supported by summaries of each chapter and discussion questions from CDX’s Research and Policy Officer.
· CDX held two dissemination and discussion events in early September, which attracted over 60 participants from the statutory and third sectors, all of whom working day-to-day to support communities across England. 
CDX would like to thank everyone who has taken part in these ongoing discussions about the empowerment White Paper for their time, commitment and expertise. 

Key points raised by participants
· Participants welcomed and shared the aspirations stated in the White Paper to shift power towards communities, and to increase the opportunities for more people to understand and influence local decision making and political processes. 

· However, there are significant gaps in the White Paper which threaten its successful implementation: 
· The paper does not sufficiently acknowledge the level of development and support for communities and public agencies required to implement the measures successfully and avoid reproducing existing inequalities in participation and influence. 
· Mechanisms or methods – such as participatory budgeting, community contracts, petitioning, the duty to involve – can all be delivered in disempowering or empowering ways, depending on the support and understanding made available. Top-down and bottom-up cultures can clash or pass each other completely without a layer of activity facilitating positive interactions and mutual learning. 

· The White Paper overlooks the collective dimensions of empowerment, and the need to encourage and facilitate collective community activity and dialogue. It focuses on individual citizens having their individual say, and overlooks the role of the community sector in collectivising and sustaining individual engagement. Measures that focus on individuals are more likely to favour the already more articulate and affluent members of communities, and reproduce current inequalities in influence and participation.  

· Community development practitioners share Government’s stated aim of making politics more relevant and accessible to a wider range of people. Helping people understand the relevance of local and national politics and facilitating the exploration of links between local concerns and wider processes is an important aspect of community development work. However, attention to political standards, the standard of debate and rising levels of inequality are felt to be more important to increasing voter turnout than providing stickers or prize draws. In addition, local party politics can be a powerful factor in dissuading activists from seeking elected office.
· Practitioners welcome the White Paper’s acknowledgement of the important role of community development workers in building community activity and empowerment, and the shortage of these workers at a time of increasing demand for their skills. Proposals to support other frontline workers to work more effectively with communities are therefore welcome.

· However, these measures must go hand-in-hand with investment in specialist community development work to help address the identified shortage. Other frontline workers, such as planners or housing officers, cannot be expected to provide the same level of focused support to communities and agencies offered by community development specialists. 
· Community development work - with its unique combination of skills, values and purposive interventions, and its focus on empowering both communities and the agencies that seek to work with them - is a vital ingredient in the implementation of the White Paper. 

Practitioner feedback

Reasons to be cheerful

Many participants welcomed the very existence of a White Paper focusing on empowerment, and reflected on the growing acceptance of the language of empowerment:
“I think back eight or nine years to when I was working for another council and was told I shouldn’t be using the word ‘empowerment’ in a paper I was drafting as it would scare the horses… So to have an empowerment White Paper, and have that word echoing around County Hall, shows some progress.”
Another participant said they felt optimistic that “empowerment is being given an official airing after years on the margins of touchy-feely”. Others commented on the validation for community development offered by the paper’s publication, and the opportunities for promoting community development:
“It will give us openings to raise community development so I’ll still try to use it to raise community development every chance I get.” 
“It has created discussion about community development and empowerment and has proved to be a useful tool and vehicle to start deeper conversation about community development in the council”
“It backs up our argument to retain community development within the city council”
But there were mixed feelings about the proposals in the White Paper 

“I veer between thinking ‘what a lot of rhetoric’ and then seeing some genuine desire to change how public agencies carry out their work”

We asked workshop participants what they were optimistic about in the White Paper. Their responses included:

“The fact that the UK is moving towards modes of participation that have been promoted in international development for years.

“It could open up local government”

“An opportunity to encourage active volunteers to progress along the local councillor route”

“A rebranding of what it takes to be a councillor and taking part in decision making process”

“It could demonstrate how things are amenable to change, make voting seem worthwhile”

“Quangos to be more accountable and transparent

“Provides an opportunity for scrutiny/closer examination of what the city/LA does”

“The potential of participatory budgeting to involve people in setting priorities and decisions about spending”
Participants were positive about measures including:

· promoting the scrutiny function within local government and taking this out into the community
· helping young people understand the role and relevance of local politics
· closer examination of what the council does and how decisions are made 
· duty on councils to respond to petitions: “a good opportunity to get issues on the local authority agenda if there’s enough support”
· promotion of parish and equivalent councils

· community contracts: “a good way of building mutual engagement and responsibility”

Shared aims

In the workshops we talked about Government’s aims for the White Paper and its concerns about declining participation and interest in local and national politics. For example, Hazel Blears has said: 

“I will count it as a success if in five years from now we have more people coming out to vote, more people understanding local politics, more people having a real say in decisions they care about, more people stepping up to stand as local councillors’


Hazel Blears, launching Communities in Control

Government aims underpinning the White Paper are said to be:

· to pass power into the hands of local communities
· to generate vibrant local democracy in every part of the country
· to give real control over local decisions and services to a wider pool of active citizens
Respondents largely shared these aspirations, and the desire to see more people involved in political processes and seeing the relevance of politics to their lives:
“I do like the fact that this paper tries to think of ways to make politics fun and something to be proud of engaging with, rather than the topic that turns everyone off.”
This shared agenda was also suggested when we asked participants to discuss their own measures of success for a White Paper promoting empowerment. It’s unlikely that Government would disagree with the responses:
What would you include as measures of success for an empowerment White Paper?

· More individuals and groups involved in positive community activities
· Local people challenging with confidence and accountability
· More people coming out to vote
· People voting out of passion – not just to win a lottery 
· Local people will be demanding or expressing their needs - whatever they may be - and decision makers will be enthused and receptive to this
· Democracy is taken for granted
· Greater level of community activity and critical awareness
· More people understand what voting is for and what politics is about
· There are more candidates than places for town and parish council elections

· Inequalities are addressed
· Increased well-being – is happiness linked to empowerment?
· Votes are cast on the basis of informed choices
· More social capital, more community groups and activity
· People have more say in everyday life, more local control
· More local concerns influencing local elections, i.e. a move away from the situation where local election results reflect peoples’ views about national government

· More voluntary and community organisations delivering services, fit for procurement
· More groups and organisations have greater sustainability, capacity and lifespan and are responsive to community needs
· Giving voice to people who don’t have one/are disadvantaged
· There is long term investment in community development work, as a foundation for the above
Democracy and politics
As mentioned above, participants shared Government’s enthusiasm for finding ways of encouraging more people to get involved in decision-making and for helping people understand the relevance of local politics to their everyday lives. 
“It’s good to see Government recognition that it’s not apathy but disillusionment and the ‘structure and culture of politics’ that prevents participation. It’s also good to see explicit reference elsewhere to ‘participative democracy’, which previously I’ve usually seen only in community development literature.”

However, concern was expressed about the focus on voting as an expression of participation. For example:  
“This needs to be about more than voting, it needs to involve active decision making and control”

“I agree with the concern, but worry about any narrow focus on voting.”

In addition, many participants challenged the reasons the White Paper gives for people not taking part in formal politics: 
‘Increasingly… voting is seen as an arcane and alien process, which deters many people from taking part.’   (Communities in Control)
This was seen as a simplistic analysis which did not reflect participants’ experience of working with communities who were often those least likely to vote or participate in formal politics: 
“The increase in social inequity lies at the base of decreasing participation. Seeing MPs’ salaries go up and expenses paid without receipts puts people off - especially if they struggle to make ends meet or work with a community that has to beg for every £50 or £500 to work with.”
“Why are people disillusioned? Increases in councillors’ expenses anywhere between 47% and 94%, with a wage cap of 2.45% on their workers…. Basically modern capitalism as presently structured is totally opposed to community.”

“People don’t believe in any of the parties making any difference”
“I am not sure empowerment will increase voting. That has a lot more to do with politicians’ standards.”

Participants noted that these concerns about the relationship between inequality and disengagement from politics are echoed in national and international research. As one participant argued:
“A wider discussion about social justice and power is needed… Current discussions about democracy reinforce a political agenda about voter apathy. The discussion needs to evolve.”  

Reflecting their doubts about the White Paper’s analysis of the reasons for disengagement, many participants were critical of the proposal to allow local authorities to offer incentives for voting, such as entry into a prize draw: 

“Incentives may devalue democracy – true democracy will increase with people feeling their vote makes a difference.”
“Will a voting incentive really release the voice of the community or just pay homage to a consumer society?”
“Incentives for voting might take away the real issue – people would vote if there were real issues out there and possibilities for change.”
“The best voting incentive is that their vote makes a difference.”
“Incentives to participate may not take into account cultural needs or bias.”

Participants clearly felt that offering incentives for voting were simplistic and risked devaluing the process of political engagement. They argued instead for processes of supporting and encouraging people to explore the political dimensions of their everyday lives, and understand where power lies and how it can be shifted – a core purpose of community development work: 

“A crucial aspect of opening up democracy is intervening professionally to encourage people to see how their everyday lives are political and that local councils do affect them and their communities – that they’re not just the bottom of a hierarchy leading up to Parliament. So we need community work intervention and people to talk about, think about and reflect on power.”
“I am keen for community workers to organise and deliver educational opportunities for people to reflect on how politics mesh with their everyday lives.”
Participants also argued that the issue of engagement and participation was broader and more complex than simply whether people vote or not. They noted that shifting power is a challenging and long-term process, and that empowered communities are not uniformly welcome:

“I firmly believe that in practice that… turkeys do not vote for Christmas and we should always remember that power will never be given away - it has to be taken away.”

“I don't hold out any great hopes of things really changing as a result of this paper as I can see little evidence that those with the power have any intentions of giving some of it up.”

“Low level engagement or involvement is OK and to be encouraged, but truly empowered communities are a threat!”
“Local authorities are already responding to Duty to Involve before guidance is ready, therefore they are focusing on community engagement because it is safe, not community empowerment.”

Community development work, by working with public agencies as well as communities, can help reduce the ‘either/or’ tensions between representative and participatory democracy, and help maximise opportunities for mutual benefit for community activists, councillors and officers. 

Recognition of community development?
Participants were naturally very pleased to find explicit support in the White Paper for the role of community development work in stimulating and supporting community activity and active citizenship:


“Community development seeks to empower individuals and groups of people by providing them with the skills they need to effect change in their own communities. 

We support the role of community development workers as a catalyst for active citizenship. However there are too few specialist community development workers to carry out this work on the scale needed.”
(Communities in Control, section 2.24)
This recognition and acknowledgement that there are not enough specialist community development workers to meet the demand for the skills and approaches they provide was also warmly welcomed.

“I read with enthusiasm the bit about too few specialist community development workers and really believed I was going to read that the Government was going to commit to the training of more.”

However, there was considerable disappointment that instead of investing in specialist community development work, the White Paper commits instead to supporting the ‘community building’ role of other frontline workers:   

“We are therefore keen to support local authorities and Local Strategic Partnerships who want to prioritise community development, by enabling other frontline workers to do more community building.”

(Communities in Control)
While participants support the idea of increasing the ability of other frontline workers to work effectively with communities, and are very keen to see a greater number of practitioners from other fields taking a community development approach to their work, they argued strongly that this cannot provide a replacement for specialist, generic community development workers (CDWs):

“There is a need to support and develop other workers in working with communities. But it appears here that this will be to compensate for ‘too few specialist community development workers’ when what’s needed is more investment in community development workers.” 
“Its good to ‘educate’ non-CD staff on CDW principles and ways of working, but this must be as an add-on – not instead of specialist CDWs”

“Need to invest in community development practitioners alongside raising awareness and understanding in other practitioners roles” 

“Must give funding to specialist CDWs plus other frontline staff.”

People felt that there is an underestimation of the specialist skills, knowledge and approaches required to do effective community development work, leading to an assumption that it can be easily added to other frontline workers’ roles: 

“The White Paper yet again seems to presume community work is easy and something anyone can do.”

“Often it’s seen that anyone can do community engagement and consultation - but community empowerment needs community development workers.”

“Proper, actual mainstreaming of community development will take a generation, if not more. It is not just about changing skill sets but also, and perhaps more challengingly, it is about changing attitudes.” 

Other comments from participants indicated that organisations such as CDX need to do more to raise awareness of community development:

“I do feel that the empowerment White Paper is an indication of the scary nature of our role - everyone thinks they know what community development is, many think they are doing it, some think they do it best and everyone should do it like them - it has become a confusing area.”

“Unless councillors have an appreciation of community development benefits, principles and values, then we will never get the culture shift needed in local authorities to support community development rather than community engagement.”

“Community development as a subject is being watered down because people do not understand the fundamentals of community development principles.”

Where is the collective?
There was a clear message from our respondents in these discussions about the need for the Government’s empowerment agenda to pay more attention – and offer more support – to collective community activity. It was noted that while the first chapter of the White Paper highlights the importance of community members having opportunities to come together to reflect on and collectivise their understandings and ideas, the actual measures and proposals in the paper are aimed at individuals – helping individual citizens have their individual say. 

“My constant concern about the White Paper is that it might go some way to empowering individuals, which of itself is no bad thing, but it should stop pretending that it is offering solutions around community empowerment.”

“Actions like petitioning are seen to stand alone, not part of collective consideration of issues. Raising local issues should be a process of collectivisation and reflection.”

Participants felt strongly that individual engagement is much less empowering and sustainable than processes of collective reflection, dialogue and action:

“There are some potentially useful things in here for individual community activists but I wait to see how much of it actually empowers the frontline community and voluntary groups who sustain the individual and help articulate their needs.” 

“Engaging as an individual is much less powerful than as a collective, and improving understanding happens so much better when we can reflect collectively.”
“Politics should not be just for individuals – it should be based on a group or collective concern or otherwise it can be time wasting or irrelevant.”

“Influence needs to go beyond individual agendas.” 

Without support for opportunities for dialogue and collective reflection, participants felt that the new opportunities for involvement or influence are unlikely to reflect a broad base of community feeling or experience. For example, although participants largely welcomed the new duty on councils to respond to petitions, they felt that there were dangers, such as:
“Petitions which target excluded communities getting more weight.” 
“Petitions not enabling both sides to be aired.”

“Giving a voice to people who have no wish to be representative of their community, but just have a personal axe to grind.”
Empowering processes

This concern about the lack of recognition or support for collective community activity is part of a broader message from participants in these discussions – empowerment is about processes and how things are done, not just about what is done: 

“It talks about mechanisms but it doesn’t seem to recognise that the ways those things are put in place and carried out could be more, or less, empowering, depending on the approach taken. In fact there is the potential for disempowerment and disengagement if some of those things are delivered badly.”

“Poor delivery of all these incentives will negate the opportunities for community empowerment.” 
Participants’ enthusiasm for many of the proposals in the White Paper were tempered by their concern that they may not be delivered in empowering ways: 

“Models of Community Contract or Charter are available, but if they are not to be simply tokenistic pieces of paper, they will take months or longer to be owned by the wider community in which they are placed.”

Participants pointed out that without attention to ensuring that processes are inclusive, accessible and supported, any new opportunities for involvement or influence are likely to continue to be taken up by people who are relatively affluent or confident:

“The already powerful people in society will take advantage of promoting democracy and the already less powerful will be left behind again.”

“There’s a danger of engaging with those young people who are already part of the process.”

The proposals in the White Paper around providing more and better quality information about local public services and local government provide a good example of these concerns.

Participants noted that the focus of the measures is on providing information to be consumed by individual citizens, with no attention to the need to support people to come together and share, discuss, understand or use information: 
“What this section of the White Paper fails to provide… is any hint of how people might be supported to discuss information, share perspectives on it and have the confidence to use or challenge it.”
Without support, participants felt that there is little chance of the current inequality in the use of information – particularly online – being overcome: 
“Experience would tell me that there is a relatively small percentage of people, usually the already articulate, who will undertake their own research and then campaign for their rights to have access to information.”
“The crux is in the first heading, ‘Information is power’… Having said this, 90% of the rest of the chapter talks about electronic communication as the saviour.”
“I am concerned that social exclusion and internet exclusion will completely disenfranchise some families.” 

Simply providing information does not confer understanding or challenge current patterns of exclusion and disengagement:

“Understanding is so much more important than knowledge when trying to do complicated processes like change power relationships.”

Structured support
The need to provide development support to facilitate the successful implementation of proposals in the White Paper is eloquently summarised by one participant in the DEWP group discussions. She describes how her experience as both a civil servant and community activist has highlighted the need for a layer of activity – a ‘social infrastructure’ – operating between the two cultures of community and policy to maximise the likelihood of mutually beneficial interactions. As she notes: 

“We have broadly two very different organisational cultures and power systems interacting, with some dire effects.”
Top-down institutions have a hierarchical and departmental system, managed increasingly tightly around budgets, and are trying to recruit community representatives to help reach the ‘holy grail’ of improved service delivery. Meanwhile, the system in communities is quite different: “a collection of individuals and small groups… just getting on with their integrated lives… interacting ad hoc, usually as little as possible with the top-down structures.” 

No matter how well meaning the policy makers and providers of public services, the differences between these two cultures means that 

“There needs to be an extra layer of activity designed to help nurture the fit between the top down systems and community systems. That is where the skills and understandings in ‘community development’ can play a real role.”
There is a need to “develop ways that communities and neighbourhoods can be supported to strengthen their own community social infrastructure and dynamics for its own sake, but that will also enable them to interact much better when and where necessary with the top-down institutions.”

She argues that skilled community development workers and community organisers can fill this role, but that “such skills are often now made available only to help communities get organized to help the top-down institutions improve their service delivery.”

As she notes:
“It is all such a circular route to continued failure.”
When describing the need to develop more collective and inclusive processes of community empowerment, another participant said:
“That won’t just happen on its own… There needs to be mechanisms to develop relationships and dialogue within and between groups and organisations.”

Another participant shared his frustration at “the assumption that groups and other elements of the third sector are miraculously there and will remain”. Community development workers are at the frontline of helping to stimulate and support the community activity which forms the foundation of a vibrant third sector, but he felt this was badly overlooked in the White Paper proposals. 
“Words are good, funding is better” (discussion group participant)

“If a community development worker or community group read the ambition of the paper for ‘communities in control’ and call us to ask where they fit in and what funds they will get, then I’m unsure what our answer is.” 







DEWP group participant

The quotes above reflect widespread concern among participants about the resources outlined in the White Paper. Firstly, it was noted that there seems to be very little new funding – both the Empowerment Fund and the Communitybuilders Fund use money that has been previously announced or committed through CLG’s strategic partners funding programme or the community anchors funding programme. 

In addition, there was considerable concern that the funds would be inaccessible to smaller groups and organisations, including groups working with the most disengaged communities. 

“I think there is a danger that the fund will be focused on larger community organisations and therefore smaller or rural communities may miss out on this opportunity.”
“Larger, already well-established groups will hoover up the funds. It means decisions on funding will be made too far away from the neighbourhood level where the actually knowledge of need and aspiration is embedded.”

The fact that the Empowerment Fund is only open to national organisations with an income of at least £400,000 caused a great deal of concern among participants:

“I do have to say I doubt the Government's intentions towards community empowerment as I often feel that they are well intentioned but that they miss the point somehow - such as their intention to give monies to larger community groups with turnover in excess of 400k.”

“Are resources being targeted at the right level?”

“What money is there to do operational work?”

“How will money reach down to local community based organisations that work with communities?”

At the time of the discussions, there wasn’t a great deal of information about how the new Communitybuilders Fund would operate and who it would be open to. Initially, participants were pleased that the fund was described as focusing on community groups and activities, rather than specifically mentioning community anchors and assets: 

“My understanding is that this was previously going to be a programme focused on community anchors – organisations with an asset that support the local community… I’m pleased that the focus for this fund is on ‘community groups’ and that the need for groups to own an asset to access this fund does not seem to be mentioned.”

“I actually like the change of name to Communitybuilders as opposed to community anchors. I think it focuses things more on the functions or activities that such groups provide rather than just a more static definition. I think this actually levers open more space for a variety of organisations to benefit.”

But concerns grew about the apparent focus of the fund on helping community organisations become “economically viable social enterprises”. It was felt that this focus could exclude many groups and promote a narrow model of community activity based on social enterprise, which paid too little attention to community needs:
“Community access to buildings will be a liability without resources to pay for the costs. I’ve helped communities campaign for community centres with loads of passion and commitment in their hearts, and even they find it a headache after a few years… Hubs should be resourced, so that other community activity stands a chance.” 
“The emphasis on asset transfer is great but from my experience… there tends to be little focus on what community groups - the users – want or receive from these anchors.”
Participants were keen to see the fund develop in a way that allows for diverse interpretations of ‘community building’ and for diverse community groups – big and small – to access it:

“Issues that I think we need to watch out for: 

· that the fund not only goes to those already doing these things but also those who, with support, aspire to do so
· that the distribution makes a real effort to go out to big and small, rural and urban, community groups and development trusts
· that there is room for a number of different 'answers' to the question of how such 'anchoring' or 'commmunity building' functions can be delivered”

Some participants also warned against seeing social enterprise as a solution to all funding needs, arguing that this is wishful thinking and that there will always be a place for grant funding for community groups:
“Social enterprise is not an excuse to stop grants.”

“The difference between grants and contracts seems so minimal and yet one is considered enterprising and the other almost a drain on society.”

“I’m concerned about mixing social enterprise and empowerment – they’re both OK but they’re not the same.”
The Grassroots Grants fund was generally welcomed as a positive response to concerns about small groups needing easily accessible small pots of funding, but it was recognised that this was a programme already underway, funded by the Office of the Third Sector. It was felt that there is a funding gap between the small groups who can apply for Grassroots Grants and the much larger groups which are likely to benefit from the Empowerment Fund and Communitybuilders. 

Other funding streams related to empowerment that are mentioned in the White Paper include funding to RIEPs and REPs:

· Regional Improvement and Efficiency Partnerships (RIEPs) - partnerships of local authorities and other public agencies committed to improving the quality of public services and making efficiency savings

· Regional Empowerment Partnerships (REPs) - cross-sector partnerships focusing on mapping, co-ordinating and supporting empowerment activity as measured by the national indicator NI 4

Only a minority of participants were aware of these partnerships, and the prevailing response was the requirement for more information and awareness raising to help practitioners understand how the partnerships could support them and the communities they work with. There was some optimism that these regional bodies could have an important co-ordination role and help avoid duplication, and that funds might ‘trickle down’ to support community development work and community groups. 

Participants hoped that the partnerships would draw on credible understandings of empowerment and empowering approaches to engagement, and work hard to ensure that these take the place of the superficial or disempowering engagement approaches which many public agencies may be tempted to use as a short cut. The other concern expressed was that:

“depending on the leadership, most of the money and efforts might end up on executive level, without filtering through to communities”

Conclusions
While not wanting to be cynical or pessimistic, the experience of many participants has been such that they concluded that the White Paper would bring about little change in the fortunes for community development – and therefore was unlikely to bring about the changes in power and influence that Government claims to want: 
“The context of the White Paper is to get involvement and participation on the cheap. Community-led planning is a case in point. The concept is good, people like it, it works. But investment is required to employ good facilitators - community development workers - and this does not figure in the equation. The idea in the White Paper seems to be to add these extras to the work remit of – who? Existing workers within local authorities perhaps? The paradox is that at the very time when more communities are wanting community-led planning and asking rural community councils (RCCs) to help them, funding has been withdrawn because Defra has had to make cuts. The skilled, experienced workers who have developed trust and links are no longer employed at RCCs.”

“What is lacking is that vital bridge between centralised bureaucracy spewing out policy statements and new ideas and local knowledge and activity. That bridge is the community development workers, trust-based local volunteers, activists and community groups. With more and more funding going to infrastructure that does not do ‘delivery’, that gap is widening.”

“My main thought is that the money will go to large organisations and not to the vital missing component in all of this – community development workers at the frontline with long-term funding, who are building trust-based relationships and challenging the status quo.”
Others, however, found more room for optimism, reflecting on progress and the persistence of community development through less welcoming times:
“We’ve come a long way and this is a major opportunity to have another push forward. It’s up to us to make the most of it - through the nationals at Government level and through managers and practitioners from all sectors at local level.”
“In the past we’ve had to operate within policies which made community development look like complete nonsense. Nothing’s impossible if we are creative and resilient.”
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