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Supporting Skillsand Knowledge to Deliver Sustainable Communities:
An Exploration of the Conceptual and Policy Context

Julie Newton, Terry Marsden, Alex Franklin and Andrea Callins

Abstract

Delivering ‘sustainable communities is increasingly recognised as an implicit
component of the wider goal of sustainable development. Within the UK, sustainable
communities are currently understood as “ places where people want to live and work,
now and in the future” (ODPM, 2005). However, a lack of appropriate skills as well
as an understanding of which skills are necessary has remained a significant obstacle
to attaining this goal. This has been highlighted by the Sustainable Communities Plan
(2003) in the UK followed by the Egan Review on Skills (2004). This paper responds
to a growing academic and policy interest in the role of skills in delivering sustainable

communities.

It briefly explores the conceptual underpinnings of sustainable communities and
makes links to issues of community governance and engagement. It then provides an
overview of the wider policy context underpinning the growing interest in skills for
sustainable communities. It concludes with an introduction to a new project funded by
the Economic and Socia Research Council and the Academy for Sustainable
Communities at the ESRC centre on Business Relationships, Accountability,
Sustainability and Society (BRASS) on ‘Motivating, Engaging, Leading and
Supporting Skills and Knowledge for Sustainable Communities- Applying Models of
Sustainable Localised Economies'.



1. Introduction

The concept of ‘sustainable communities has gained increased attention from
academia and policy over the past few decades. It has become intrinsically linked with
the wider goal of sustainable development and the UK government’s ‘place-making
agenda’. In the UK, both the Sustainable Communities Plan 003) and the Egan
Review on Skills (2004) have raised the profile of sustainable communities and the
skills debate at a policy level. These have offered a new understanding of sustainable
communities as “places where people want to live and work, now and in the future”
(ODPM, 2005). On the ground, however, alack of the appropriate skills as well as an
understanding of which skills are necessary has remained a significant obstacle to

achieving sustainable communities.

This paper briefly explores the building blocks behind the concept of sustainable
community and discusses how the pursuit of sustainable communities is embedded in
broader issues of community governance (i.e. engagement). It then provides an
overview of the wider policy context of sustainable communities and sets the scene
for a growing interest in the role of skills in delivering sustainable communities. The
paper then turns to a discussion of the relevance of ‘ sustainable consumption debates
to the sustainable skills agenda. It concludes with an introduction to a new project
funded by the Economic and Socia Research Council and the Academy for
Sustainable Communities a the ESRC centre on Business Relationships,
Accountability, Sustainability and Society (BRASS) on ‘Motivating, Engaging,
Leading and Supporting Skills and Knowledge for Sustainable Communities
Applying Models of Sustainable Localised Economies'.

2. Conceptualising Sustainable Communities

There is currently no single agreed definition of a sustainable community. Although
most approaches tend to explore it in the context of a community of place, it remains
a contested concept which broadly captures the notion of a ‘community’ adhering to
the principles of sustainable development. Therefore, any discussion of sustainable
communities needs to consider the equally elusive concepts of sustainable

development (SD), sustainability and community.



2.1 Sustainable development and sustainability

The most widely used and cited definition of sustainable development (SD) originates
from the Brundtland report at the World Commission for Environment and
Development in 1987. Sustainable development is defined as ‘ devel opment that meets
the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to
meet their own needs’ (WCED, 1987: 43). This definition revolutionised subsequent
approaches across the world following the Rio Summit in 1992 making SD one of the
key policy agendas of the 21% century. Rather than a narrow focus on environmental
sustainability, the Brundtland report emphasised a more holistic approach to
sustainability that considers environmental factors together with socia and economic
factors (Littlewood & While, 1997).

Thisis concisely captured by Agyeman et al (2002:78) who state that:

“...austainability...cannot be simply a ‘green’, or ‘environmental’ concern, important though
‘environmental’ aspects of sustainability are. A truly sustainable society is one where wider
guestions of social needs and welfare, and economic opportunity are integrally related to

environmental limitsimposed by supporting ecosystems” .

Although SD and ‘sustainability’ are often used interchangeably, they mean different
things. SD can be considered more action-oriented and dynamic (i.e. the process of
achieving sustainability) whilst sustainability in turn refers to an ideal dynamic state
(Agyeman, 2005; Lozano, 2007). Baker (2006) further explains that sustainability has
its roots in ecology and was used to describe how an ecosystem can sustain itself over
time. In this respect, the addition of ‘development’ to sustainability (i.e. SD) has
served to focus the attention on ‘steering societal change’ to include environmental

considerations by focusing on the interface of the social, economic and ecological.



2.2 Community

The concept of ‘community’ has along history of theorisation and debate®. It isalso a
notoriously contested concept that can either be geographically specific, efer to a
local social system or a type of relationship and mutual identification/identity
(Hillery, 1955). Mayo (1994:51) warns that community ‘seems to describe
everything, and therefore nothing’. Nevertheless, Day (2006: 1) describes
‘community’ as one of the “most common points of reference” for socia scientists,
policy makers and the wider public. He also notes that there is consensus that it
“represents a particular kind of socia bond, involving direct personal relations and
intimate knowledge of others” (Day, 2006:19). The emphasis on relationships is
shared by others. For example, Nisbet (1967: 47) describes community as all forms of
relationship which are characterised by a high degree of personal intimacy, emotional
depth, moral commitment, social cohesion and continuity in time”. Similarly, Lee &
Newby (1983: 52) note how the term is often used to indicate

“...a sense of common identity, enduring ties of affiliation and harmony based upon personal
knowledge and face-to-face contact” .

Gilchrist (2000: 147) encompasses all these aspects into her definition of community

asthe:

“...layer of society in which interaction takes place between people who are neither close
family and friends nor yet total strangers. Community is neither private nor fully public. It

shapes our social identity and helps us make sense of a complex and dynamic world” .

Marsden & Hines 008)? note that communities involve people, socia interaction,
interaction between people and their physical, social or economic environments, and

can be interpreted as fixed to a place or relating to groups or communities of interest.

Much ‘community’ theorisation revolves around discussions about a loss of sense of
community and place attributed to processes of modernisation and industrialisation
linked to the urbanisation and globalisation in the 20" century. Toénnies's (1955)

! For a comprehensive account of the theorisation of community see Day (2006).
2 |t broadly captures the idea of acommon sense of identity shared between individuals based onsite
specific knowledge and face-to-face contact (Marsden & Hines, 2008).



distinction betweengemeinschaft (community) and gesellschaft (society) is often used
to describe the transition from a rural-type community to an urban society where
relationships were not close or enduring, but heterogeneous, distant and highly

mobile.

More recently, postmodernists dispute the ‘loss of community’ and more extreme
‘death’ of community, arguing instead that modernisation in the 20 century has
transformed the nature of communities (Lash & Urry, 1994; Massey, 1994; Urry,
2000; Bauman, 2000; Harvey, 2000). The result is a more fluid and hybrid notion of
community that is not necessarily place-based but can emerge from shared interests
and more complex and mobile identities. This is attributed to the rise of
‘hypermobilities associated with the multi-dimensional mobilities and flows of
people, goods, services, knowledges and peoples (Scheller & Urry, 2006). Barton
(2000) and Taylor (2000) note that these changes have had profound impacts on
economic structures and lifestyles that manifest themselves differently across
different production/consumption spheres with notable environmental repercussions.
The rise in car ownership linked with increasing mobility, increasing size of retail

centres and changing labour markets are all key examples of this.

Some scholars link this to the emergence of the ‘New Economy’ ® and the growth of
‘alternative economic spaces (Leyshon et al, 2003; Daniels et al, 2007). The concept
of New Economy originated in the US and describes the rise of the information
technology, accelerating globalisation, new entrepreneurialism and new political
neoliberalism (Martin, 2007). Some have characterised this shift as involving the
replacement of physical and human capital with knowledge and creative capital asthe
drivers of wealth and prosperity (Burton-Jones, 1999). The result is a new ‘creative
capitalism’ driven by anew class of knowledge-intensive and enterprising individuals
(Florida, 2003). Examples include the rise of media, film, fashion, film, music,
architecture and design. A key concern of these changes is the ‘death of distance
where geography no longer matters (Cairncross, 1997). Quah (1996) attributes this to

¥ Martin (2007:23) explains that there are several different models of the new economy: “ those that
focus on arenewal of macro-economic performance; those that emphasize the reconfiguration of
micro-economic structures and processes, those that point to an historic informati on-based
technological revolution; those that detect the emergence of a new post-industrial ‘ dematerialized’
cultural capitalism; and those that stress the shift to a new neo-liberal political-ideological mode of
socio-economic regulation”



the rise of the ‘weightless economy’ where dematerialised commodities (i.e. goods
that can be consumed by other simultaneously) have no respect for space or
geography. With the rise of information communication technologies (ICTs) and the
internet, there is no longer the need for a physical proximity between the client and
service. Martin cites Cairncross (1997: xii) to explain that the New Economy with its

host of online services:

“ de-spatialises labour markets and communities of practice in that the ‘horizontal bonds
among people performing the same job in different parts of the world will strengthen.
Common interests, experiences and pursuits rather than proximity will bind these

communities together” .

Martin concludes (2007: 32) that the new informational tchnologies of the New
Economy “confer functional propinquity without the need for spatial proximity”. He

continues to describe a central characteristic of the New Economy as the:

“...delocalization of socio-economic activity, the lifting of economic relationships out of local

knowl edge networks and circuits of exchange” .

In spite of these trends, the importance of space, place and distance continues to
matter (Perrons, 2007). Socia scientists have been quick to note the inequalities
arising from new forms of non place-based mobilities caused by uneven devel opment
linked to a highly mobile form of neolibera capitalism and state (Daniels et al, 2007).
These have real and stark geographical manifestations. Indeed, the UK government is
repeatedly using the discourse of ‘placemaking’ in relation to community
regeneration (ODPM, 2003). Perrons (2007) adds that these widening social divisions
are gendered and take spatial form. As a result, community is no longer defined or
characterised by a sense of loss, a critique of modernisation or planning. Rather, it has
become intrinsically embedded within social and civic relationships which are
perceived as central for tackling the maor social problems (e.g. social exclusion and
deprivation) including unsustainability (Marsden & Hines, 2008). Observers have
described these changes as the rise of a new communitarianism and growing



popularity of localism and localisation (Barton, 2000). Etzioni (1995) has written
extensively on the need to recapture communitarian social values that emphasise the
moral dimension and a move away from radical individualism towards the need for a
collective responsibility. He advocates a shift towards communitarianism which
adopts a more balanced approach between personal autonomy and respect for others.
However, the problem with such an approach as noted by Day (2006: 246) and others
(Young, 1990) is that the ideal notions of community described by theorists rarely

match the reality of communities on the ground as revealed by empirical research.

Nevertheless, there is agreement within that literature that there is a need to address
the ‘decay of the community’ through revitalising active citizenship. Social capital
and community engagement have subsequently emerged as critical to securing
community regeneration and SD (Marsden & Hines, 2008). Indeed, Giddens (1998:
79) argues that the theme of community is key to the welfare reform programmes in
the UK and Europe:

“ The theme of community is fundamental to the new politics, but not just an abstract slogan. The
advance of globalization makes a community focus both necessary and possible, because of the
downward pressure it exerts. ‘ Community’ doesn’t imply trying to recapture lost forms of local
solidarity; it refers to practical means of furthering the social and material refurbishment of

neighbourhoods, towns and larger local areas’

2.3. Sustainable communities

The sustainable communities movement is regarded by many as a reaction to the
inability of planners to manage urban sprawl which has been accompanied by arange
of social and environmental problems (Agyeman & Angus, 2003; Hempel, 1999;
Marsden & Hines, 2008). It is a'so embedded in backlashes at the local level (often
kickstarted by communities themselves) as a reaction to the effects of globalisation
and capitalism and also a concern for the environment. The emphasis on communities
being ‘sustainable’ is now centre stage due to the increasing threat of climate change
and calls to reduce carbon emissions and ecological footprints. Currently, the UK is
said to be consuming three planets worth of resources (WWF, 2006; nef, 2007).
Strategies to mitigate and adapt to climate change are calling for radical changes in

behaviour at individual and community level to secure a goal of ‘one planet living’



(i.e. living a lifestyle that is consuming one planet’s worth of resources rather than
three) with mixed reception This has been accompanied with growing recognition
that there is a need to understand the choices people make and the lifestyles they
adopt (Jackson, 2005). It isin this context that the concept of ‘community’ has risen
up the policy agenda and its association with ‘sustainability’ has become increasingly

salient under the banner of ‘ sustainable communities

At a conceptua level, the emphasis on sustainable communities represents ashift
from a narrow focus on environmental sustainability towards a more holistic
recognition of the environmental, social and economic principles of sustainability and
the role that communities play in this. Agyeman and colleagues have written
extensively on the need to shift focus away from an exclusive focus on environmental
sustainability (as advocated by the New Environment Paradigm) and move towards a
more inclusive and balanced approach enshrined within the Just Sustainability
Paradigm (JSP) *. This draws on an earlier definition of sustainability as:

“the need to ensure a better quality of life for all, now and into the future, in a just and
equitable manner, while living within the limits of supporting ecosystems” (Agyeman et al
(2003: 5).

Agyeman (2005) explains that such an approach prioritises justice and equity but also
acknowledges the crucia role of the environment in supporting life. Marsden and
Hines @Q008) note how these arguments riterate the importance of using a broad
interpretation of sustainability in communitiesand this has been echoed by others. For
example, Roseland (1998: 14) recognises that a sustainable community is “continually
adjusting to meet the social and economic reeds of its residents while preserving the
environment’s ability to support it”. This supports Hempel’s (1999: 48) earlier
assertion that a community is sustainable where “economic vitality, ecological
integrity, civic democracy, and social wellbeing are linked in complementary fashion,

thereby fostering a high quality of life and a strong sense of reciprocal obligation

* The Just Sustainability Paradigm (JSP) introduced by Agyeman and colleagues (2003) emerged as a
bridge between a continuum of Environmental Justice Paradigm (EJP) and the New Environment
Paradigm (NEP). EJP can be described as aframework that integrates environmental concerns with
class, race, gender and social justice concerns (Taylor, 2000a). The NEP (Catton & Dunlap, 1978)
characteristics much of the current sustainability agendawith afocus on environmental stewardship
and little mention of justice or equity.



among its members”. Less understood is the role of skills in knowledge in stimulating

behaviour change that will secure the goa of sustainable communities.

Marsden & Hines (2008) argue that it is useful to explore sustainable communities
aong three different dimensions/parameters. The first distinguishes between
gpatia/geographical communities and communities of interest. The former describes
communities that are usually identified as a physical entity or delineated by physical
boundaries (e.g. a particular village or town). The latter describes communities that
are not necessarily bound by geography or social structures but emerge from a
shared/common feeling or thought in response to a certain issue (e.g. a community
group concerned with waste or an online forum discussing renewable energy).
However, communities of interest can also exist within a specific location or
organisation/ingtitution (e.g. community group focused around issue of waste

focusing in a particular local authority/town/village).

The second dimension involves focusing on the relationships between the state,
businesses or firms and communities in the management of natural resources within a
geographical area or local scale ‘interest’ group. This recognises that communities do
not operate in a vacuum and that each of the aforementioned stakeholders plays a
different role in the economic, environmental and social sustainability of the

community.

The third dimension involves an investigation of the degrees of governance and
engagement of the community and will be explored in the following section. This
aspect is important for determining how actions at the community level are equitable,
inclusive, strategic and sustainable. It considers the extent to which interventions
aimed at sustainability are ‘top down’ or ‘bottom up’; and explores how these affect
the levels and quality of engagement and their implications for sustainability.

3. Sustainable Gover nance: Engaging Communities to Become M ore Sustainable

Much of the discussion on sustainable communities at both the conceptua and policy
level has raised the centrality of governance, particularly in relation to community
engagement and public participation. Social capital is often identified as playing an

important role in this process.



3.1. Defining sustainable governance

Although the balancing of environmental, economic and equity concerns are key
elements of sustainable communities, they are useless without ‘ democracy’ to manage
the process (Agyeman & Evans, 2003). This echoes earlier assertions of the
Brundtland report that the participation and empowerment of citizens is a crucial
component of sustainable development and sustainable communities as illustrated
below:

“The law alone cannot enforce the common interest. It principally needs community
knowledge and support, which entails greater public participation in the decisions which
affect the environment. Thisis best secured by centralising the management of resources upon
which local communities depend, and giving these communities an effective say over the use
of resources. It will also require promoting citizens' initiatives, empowering people’s

organisations, and strengthening local democracy’ (WCED, 1987: 63).

Governance® for sustainable development can be described as the “ processes of socio-
political governance oriented towards the attainment of sustainable development”
(Meadowcroft, 2007: 299). Agyeman & Evans (2004) explain that good governance
is essential for ‘just sustainability’ and this requires the deliberate involvement of
citizens and stakeholders to ensure that all voices are heard. However, this relies on a
range of practical skills to facilitate and manage successful partnerships which are
essential for good governance (ASC, 2006).

3.2. Role of social capital in building sustainable communities
The debates above are often linked to discussions of the role of social capital in

building sustainable communities (Stewart, 2000; Purdue, 2001; Taylor, 2000b).
Indeed, many have argued that the regeneration of social capital is an essentia

prerequisite for sustainable communities (Agyeman & Angus (2003). Stewart (2000)

has noted that socia capita lays the foundations for a more reciprocal and supportive

® |t isworth noting that the term ‘ governance’ is commonly used in debates of changing patterns of
state/societal interaction (Meadowcroft, 2007). Meadowcroft exp lains that governance refersto the
practices through which societies are governed.  Good governance’ is linked to arange of different
characteristics such effectiveness and efficiency, rule of law, participation, accountability,
transparency, respect for human rights, absence of corruption, toleration of difference and gender
equity. Stewart (2000: 178) describes it as the “ process of multi-stakeholder involvement, of multiple
interest resol ution, of compromise rather than confrontation, of negotiation rather than administrative
fiat”.

10



approach to governance. Here, social capital® is broadly understood as the “glue
which holds communities together” (Selman, 2001:14). It includes the norms and
networks of social relations characterised by norms of trust and reciprocity that
facilitate collective action (Coleman, 1988; Putnam, 1993). Drawing on Putnam’'s
original distinction of bonding and bridging socia capital, Woolcock (2001; 1998)
identifies a third type: linking social capital. Bonding social capital describes the
connections between groups characterised by ‘internal strength’ and a strong sense of
identity (i.e. within family, between friends and neighbours). Bridging socia capital
describes weaker and more cross-cutting relationships between people within and
outside a community (i.e. between different communities). Linking social capital
describes hierarchal relationships between people of different status and power (i.e.

between a community and the state or a business).

Why is the engagement of citizens of vital importance to building sustainable
communities? And what does the role of socia capital play in this? Many of the
explanations are embedded within wider debates of behaviour and attitude change
linked to the rise of consumerism and a highly individualistic society in the West
driven by materialist values. Selman (2000) explains that in order to stimulate citizen
engagement on sustainability, it is necessary to generate a sense of ‘ownership’ and
empowerment. As a result, increased local level decisionmaking (often under the
rubric of civic renewa and engagement) where people participate as competent
citizens is offered as an essential pre-requisite for sustainability. Increased stocks of
social capital are perceived as crucial for facilitating/lubricating this process. Church
& Young (2001) argue that building social capital is an essential component of
sustainable communities because it revolves around building trust and confidence in
institutions. Jackson (2005) relates these arguments to behaviour change by
emphasising the role of social norms. He concludes that social support (which can be
built through strengthening social capital) is crucia for shifting unsustainable norms,

but this change is most effective at the level of groups and communities.

® It is beyond the remit of this paper to give a comprehensive account of social capital. It is a contested
term with along history of theorisation dating back to Durkheim and Marx. The works of Putnam
(1993), Coleman (1988) and Wool cock (2001) are often cited. For auseful overview of key arguments
see Lehtonen (2004).

11



The recognition of the importance of public participation to the local sustainable
agenda has resulted in a proliferation of what Agyeman & Angus (2003) call “the
politics of inclusion”. The rise of sustainable communities is a key manifestation of
this. Indeed, Raco (2005; 2007ab) notes that that the emphasis on sustainable
communities has been accompanied by a broader shift in the nature of governance
away from direct government intervention towards the mobilisation of communities
and citizens to take on more responsibility for their own socio-economic wellbeing.
He also recognises that the new emphasis on community-focused citizenship has
profound implications for the form and character of loca governance within the
planning process (Raco; 2007a: 308).

Most attempts to promote environmental citizenship have focused on promoting
greater awareness of responses to sustainability or focused on directly involving
citizens in decision making and practical action (Blake, 1999; Evans & Percy, 1999;
Sdman, 2001). In spite of the recognition of the importance of public participation,
many attempts to date are largely top-down and expert led in nature. Sceptics have
also questioned whether meaningful citizen participation does take place when it is
devolved to communities (Abel & Stephan 2000; Yaffee & Anderson, 1998).
Advocates of the environmental justice movement have argued that it shifts the

responsibilities to those who are disadvantaged (Agyeman, 2005).

3.3. Models of public participation

In the literature, two models of public participation in environmenta policy prevail:
informational deficit model and the ‘deliberative and inclusionary processes and
procedures’ (DIPS). Each has different implications for the pursuit of sustainable
communities and subsequently requires different skills. Agyeman & Angus @003)
warn that they should not be considered as polar opposites but reflect different needs
of the public and environmental planning system. The key features of these models, as

described by Agyeman and Angus (2003), are summarised below:

The information deficit model is based on the assumption that transfer of
information promotes greater environmental values and pro-environmental behaviour.
It provides people with knowledge ard confidence to access the policy arena as

‘change agents'. It is the dominant model used by environmental organisations who

12



believe that providing information is sufficient to trigger activism. The mode
assumes that people have no knowledge of environmental issues and when they have
the knowledge they will act appropriately. It focuses on the right of the citizen to have
access to information and the policy making process (Rydin & Pennington, 2000).
However, it is criticised for failing to create the transformative politics required to
move from an exclusively environmental focused sustainability to a more holistic
consideration of sustainability (Burgess et al, 1998; Blake, 1999). Another problem is
that such an approach is rarely trandated into meaningful action as illustrated in the
context of the Going for Green initiative in the UK (Blake, 1999; Collins, 2004,
2008).

In contrast, the deliberative and inclusionary processes and procedures (DIPS)
model represents a more active attempt to engage the public in all areas of policy
formation and implementation. It adopts more inter-linked social, economic and
environmental ideals of a sustainable community and advocates more work on
planning, collaboration, communicative approaches and deliberation (Innes, 1996;
O'Riordan & Burgess, 1999; Forester, 2000). This approach explicitly recognises
that information based approaches have many flaws and consequently includes a
range of new techniques such as citizen juries, consensus conferences, future search
conferencing and round tables (Bloomfield et al, 1998). DIPS concentrates on opening
up the decision making process and making it more transparent and accountable
focused on hearing different perspectives. It includes more responsive forms of
decision making based on institutional transparency and accounts for a diversity of

values

The significance of this shift from information deficit to DIPS is important because it
recognises that knowledge is insufficient on its own, and there are a host of barriersto
action which are not reliant on filling a knowledge gap (Owens, 2000). Rather, there
is a range of social, political and institutional constraints. Indeed much of the
sustainable consumption literature is useful in elaborating on these and highlighting
the importance of habitual behaviour as a key constraint for meaningful change.
Jackson (2005) discusses in depth the different ways in which we are ‘locked’ into
unsustainable behaviour. Agyeman and Angus @003) aso note that these ‘other’

13



factors are best understood by exploring the difference between ‘broad’ and ‘ narrow’

focus of civic environmentalism.

Civic environmentalism emerged in the US as a framework to explore different forms
of public participation in the environmental movement. Layzer (2002:2) defines civic
environmentalism as “using local, collaborative decison making processes to
generate innovative nonregulatory solutions to a host of environmental problems’.
Agyeman & Angus R003) explain this is closely related to the European notion of
‘civic science’ which emphasises that science needs to incorporate a more interactive
process of knowledge exchange between experts and the public. Warburton (1998: 3)
adds that science needs to engage more with transfers of power and respect through
empowerment and activism. These debates relate strongly to the different rungs of
Arnstein’s ladder of citizen participation (1969) which describes the different forms
and levels of participation that range from providing information to citizen control.

Agyeman & Angus (2003) proceed to identify two types of civic environmentalism:

Narrow focus. Emphasises the complex, interdependent and place-based-nature
of contemporary environmental problems. Barriers to meaningful behaviour
change include time and resource constraints, collective action and free-rider
problems. This approach focuses more on reform and policy change to incorporate
community perspectives with limited power delegation. It can be equated with the
lower rungs of Arnstein’s (1969) ladder of citizen participation based on limited

citizen power (i.e. often tokenistic).

Broad focus. Emphasises the interdependency of contemporary environmental,
social and economic issues that are the focus of sustainable communities, calls for
a civic renewa and power sharing between communities and local governments
with new forms of public participation to create innovative solutions. This can be
equated with upper rungs of Arnstein’s ladder of citizen participation involving

more partnership, delegated power and citizen control.

The main lesson to take from these debates in relation to skills is the recognition that
providing people with knowledge and information is not sufficient on its own to
stimulate behaviour change to create sustainable communities. What is needed is an

approach that is more characteristic of the ‘broad’ focus civic environmentalism

14



which adopts a holistic approach to sustainability which is nore participatory and

inclusive.

Agyeman & Angus (2003: 348) argue that:

“...civic renewal and regeneration of social capital is an essential prerequisite for any
sustainable community and that only the political analysis and approaches to public
participation presented by ‘broad focus' civic environmentalism can fully contribute to this
process of civic renewal” .

Selman’s 001) argument for a ‘learning society’ has particular relevance to this
paper’s focus on skills. Selman 2001) makes the case for ‘learning society’ where
responsible citizens are assisted to build the capacity for adaptation. He explains that
this requires ‘social learning’ in both formal and informal arenas. Social capital is
identified as key in promoting this process of social learning and the learning process

itself will reinforce and produce socia capital. He concludes that:

“...communities-of common-interest and communities-of-place will co-operate with external
institutions where there has been sufficient trust-building to assure them that a shared,

consensual and mutually beneficial approach will be pursued”. (Selman, 2001: 16)

In summary, community engagement is clearly an important ingredient for creating
and maintaining sustainable communities. However, Marsden & Hines (2008) argue
that there remains a need for ongoing work to investigate different modes of
community engagement. Equally important is an exploration of the barriers of
effective community engagement and an understanding of how more participation and
motivation can be instilled.

4. Sustainable Communitiesin Policy& Practice

The rise of sustainable communities within the wider policy context internationally,

within Europe and the UK has advanced in paralel with its academic conceptual
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development. This section gives a brief overview and then provides some examples of

different approaches to sustainable communities in practice.

4.1.Internationa policy context: Brundtland report and Local Agenda 21

The Brundtland report was crucial at the international level in emphasising a more
holistic approach to achieving sustainable development. This was trandated into a
programme of action for SD with the launch of Local Agenda 21 (LA21) at the Rio
1992 Earth Summit. LA21 emphasised that SD had to begin at the local level and the
local participation was essential for its success (Warburton, 1998; Barton, 2000). It
contained numerous references to the importance of community participation,
empowerment and capacity building. LA21 was adopted by over 178 governments
across the world with the notable exception of the US. At the follow up to the Earth
Summit in Johannesburg in 2002, Local Action 21 was launched to move local
authorities from ‘agenda to ‘action’ to ensure accelerated implementation of
sustainable development. The overarching aim was to strengthen the abilities of local
governments across the world to create sustainable communities and cities and protect
global common goods’. This shift emphasised that local governments are the level of
governance closest to people and therefore have a crucial role in driving the adoption
of sustainability principles at the local level. Agyeman 005) describes how these
changes culminated in a worldwide local movement for sustainable communities.
Some have described this as the rise of new localism (Marvin & Guy, 1997; Gibbs,
1998)

Krueger & Agyeman (2005) describe the US response to the call for action as
schizophrenic. The Bush Administration’s approach to sustainable development
focused primarily on greening its foreign aid with little attention to its domestic SD
agenda. Critics argue that this negligence is largely due to the reluctance to change
American lifestyles and curb consumption. Nevertheless, there have been more
positive attempts to strive towards sustainable communities. Key examples include
smart-growth programmes, individual municipality programmes and ICLEl's
Communities 21 Programme (Agyeman, 2005). Although there are many examples of

individual case studies in the US of individual sustainable community development,

7 See http://www.iclei.org/index.php?id=802
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there remains a gap in the literature that explores federa level attempts to implement
sustainability. Chifos 007) provides a detailed account of the US government’s
attempt to adopt the concept of sustainability after 1992 .She explores three prominent
federal-level sustainable community programmes® in the US and concludes that in
spite of serious efforts to instil sustainability within federal programmes, there
remained significant barriers. Most notable were the lack of political will and a lack
of engagement from the planning profession. Nevertheless, Chifos (2007) argues that
these initiatives did set the scene for arenaissance in community planning with a new
emphasis on addressing linked objectives related to sustainable communities such as
improved natural environment, job creation and equity. More examples of local
initiatives aimed at delivering sustainable communities in the US can be found at the
Sustainable Communities Network website®. The network was founded in 1993 by
CONCERN and the Community Sustainability Resource Institute to identify

resources on sustainability and disseminate them to the public.

4.2. UK policy approach to sustainable communities

In the UK, LA21%° stimulated various initiatives that broadly tackled aspects of
sustainable communities (although they were not specifically named as such at the
time). For example, in 1995 the UK government launched a SD public awareness
campaign ‘Going for Green' in an attempt to promote a community approach to
sustainable development with 6 pilot sustainable community projects (Smith et al,
2000; Blake 1999; Coallins, 2004, 2008). In 1997/1998 the government published
guidance notes for local authorities preparing LA21 strategies that included a list of
characteristics of sustainable communities. Building sustainable communities was
also specifically mentioned within the consultation paper for the first sustainable
development strategy in 1998 (DETR, 1998).

8 The department of energy’s Centre of Excellent for Sustainable Development (CESD), the EPA’S
Sustainable Development Challenge Grants (SDCG), and the department of Transportations’
Transportation, Community, and System Preservation Programme (TCSP). These examples were
selected as they have been the most discussed in the US context.

9 hitp://www.sustainable.org/index.html

19 Church & Y oung (2001) note that any discussion of the impacts of LA21 needs to consider the role
of social capital and civil society. Social capital isanother contested term but broadly refersto trust.
Building social capital isan essential component of sustainable communities because it revolves
around building trust and confidence in institutions.
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“Building sustainable communities involves considering how to encourage employment,
decent housing, good health, and access to services and recreation, in ways which make good
use of natural resources, protect the environment, promote social cohesion, and contribute to
local, regional and national prosperity. It brings together matters such as land use planning,
an integrated transport policy, housing and construction, and regeneration of cities, towns
andrural areas’ (DETR, 1998: 18)

It was not until the election of the new Labour government that sustainable
communities were considered a key policy instrument. Its rise up the policy agenda
was closely linked to the urban regeneration policy of the new Labour government
(Raco, 2007a; Colomb, 2007; Thomas & Littlewood, 2007). What followed was a
multitude of urban policies and interventions focused on the ‘urban renaissance’ of
British cities. These tackled issues of urban decline and deprivation with a firm
commitment to social and economic regeneration. This agenda was closely tied to the
wider problem of a lack of housing in the UK. Most notable amongst these were the
report of the Urban Taskforce titled ‘ Towards an Urban Renaissance’ (1999) and the
Urban White Paper ‘Our Towns and Cities: The Future-Delivering an Urban
Renaissance’ (2000). Raco (2007a:306) notes how these policies promised:

“ high-quality urban design, a new awareness of environmental responsibilities, a focus on

social well-being, and effective and accountable systems of local and regional governance” .

These policies lay the foundations for a focus on sustainability and sustainable

communities as akey element of spatial and urban planning in the 2000s.

Sustainable communities came to the forefront of UK policy in 2003 with the
publication of the government's ‘Sustainable Communities PlanSustainable
Communities: Building for our Future’ (ODPM, now the Department of Communities

and Local Government)'’. This committed the government to adopt a holistic

™ Much of the focus was on the housing crisis. Thisincluded tackling low demand, which affects
850,000 homes in the North and Midlands housing shortages in the wider South East. Four ‘ growth
areas’ and ‘new growth points’ were identified to play akey role as national priorities for regeneration
and growth. These include the Thames Gateway, Ashford in Kent, London-Stansted-Cambridge-
Peterborough (L SCP) and Milton Keynes/South Midlands (MK SM).
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approach to create and maintain sustainable communities. At its core was the

recognition to simultaneously promote strong local economies, address environmental

impact and encourage a sense of community.

" A wider vision of strong and sustainable communities is needed to underpin this plan,
flowing from the Government’s strong commitment to sustainable development. The way our
communities develop, economically, socially and environmentally, must respect the needs of
future generations as well as succeeding now. This is the key to lasting, rather than
temporary, solutions; to creating communities that can stand on their own feet and adapt to

the changing demands of modern life. Places where people want to live and will continue to

want to liveé' (ODPM, 2003: 5)

The plan identified twelve key requirements of sustainable communities covering a
range of different issues such as a flourishing local economy, good public transport,
diverse vibrant culture and a ‘sense of place’. These are detailed in Figure 1 of the
Appendix. This was followed by two five-year plans in 2005 (‘Homes for All’ and

‘People, Places and Prosperity’ 12

) which presented a strategy for delivering
sustainable communities. More importantly they offered the first concrete definition

of a sustainable community as.

“ Places where people want to live and work, now and in the future. They meet the diverse

needs of existing and future residents, are sensitive to their environment, and contribute to a
high quality of life. They are safe and inclusive, well planned, built and run, and offer quality

of opportunity and good services for all” (ODPM, 2005).

The plans also unpacked the following eight components of sustainable communities
in detail. While all sustainable communities are diverse and differ according to local

circumstances, all sustainable communities should reflect the following components

1. Active, Inclusive and Safe- fair, tolerant and cohesive with a strong local

culture and other shared community activities,

12“Homes for All’ focused on the original theme of the Plan which involved promoting more choice
and affordability in the housing market. ‘People, Places and Prosperity’ widens the Government’s
focus on sustai nable communities to recognise the role of better governance, strong leadership and the
revitalisation of neighbourhoods.

19



2. Wel Run- with effective and inclusive participation, representation and
leadership;

3. Environmentally Sensitive- providing places for people to live that are
considerate to the environment;

4. Well designed and built-featuring quality built and natural environment;

5. Well connected-with good transport services and communication linking
people to jobs, schools, health and other services

6. Thriving-with aflourishing and diverse local economy;

7. Weéll served-with public, private, community and voluntary services that are
appropriate to peopl€’ s needs and accessible to al; and

8. Fair for everyone-including in other communities, now and in the future.

Throughout the development of the Sustainable Community Plan, a lack of skills was
identified as a significant obstacle to the goal of attaining sustainable communities.
The Egan Review was commissioned by ODPM (2004) in an effort to find out how
serious a constraint this was and identify the range of skills that were necessary to
build and maintain sustainable communities. The review played an important role in
distilling the definition of sustainable communities and identified seven key
components of sustainable communities which closely overlap with the components
later agreed by the ODPM in 2005 as illustrated in Figurel below3. The remainder of
the paper uses the definition proposed by ODPM in 2005 as described earlier.

13 More detail about these components can be found in Table 1 and 2 of the Appendix.
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Figure 1: Components of sustainable communities
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In parallel, the UK Government’s Sustainable Development Strategy: Securing the
Future (2005) coordinated by the Department of Environment, Food and Rura
Affairs (Defra) emphasised sustainable communities as one of its four key priorities
for action® and used the ODPM’s definition and sub-components of sustainable
communities'®. In 2005, ‘community action2020-together we can’ was launched to
re-energise community action in the delivery of sustainable development and building
upon the LA21 experience. This was later replaced by Defra’ s Every Action Counts

campaign®®.

The recent local government white paper Srong and Prosperous Communities (2006)
has further revitalised the sustainable communities movement and linked it closely to
the social cohesion agenda. It has re-emphasised the duty of local authorities to
prepare ‘Sustainable Community Strategies which provide a strategic sustainable
vison for the area. These are delivered through Local Area Agreements (LAA)
which are the plans for delivering the strategy. These are managed by county and

1% The other three include sustainable consumption and production, climate change and energy, natural
resource protection and environmental enhancement.

15 http://www.communities.gov.uk/communities/sustai nablecommunities/whatis/
18 hitp://www.everyactioncounts.org.uk/
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unitary authorities in consultation with local partners. The whole process is overseen
and managed by the Local Strategic Partnership (LSP’) which brings together the
views of local private, voluntary and community sectors. Lambert Q006) explains
that LSPs and Sustainable Community Strategies play an important role in the wider
goal of democratic renewal by facilitating greater involvement and engagement of the

community in local decision making.

The recent approval of the Sustainable Communities Act (2007) is further testament to
the importance of sustainable communities. It is premised on the belief that “local
people know best what needs to be done to promote the sustainability of their area”
and provides a channel for communities to request action from central government
(DCLG, 2008). The main thrust of the act is to give loca authorities more influence
and financial control of various issues that may be threatening or challenging their
communities. It will enable local authorities to request centra government to take
action on a range of issues that local authorities believe will enhance the economic,
social and environmental wellbeing of their area. For example, it will permit local
authorities to request local spending plans to help prioritise actions. The Act has also
been designed to strengthen the role of communities through a new process of passing
on ideas generated by the community to central government. Efforts are aso being
taken to ‘better inform’ local communities about how public funding is spent in their

area through new ‘Loca Spending Reports'.

Much of the Labour policy discourse on sustainable communities is spatial. Raco
(2007b) explains that the government understanding of what a sustainable community
comprises represents a hybrid of sustainable development principles and pro- growth
strategy for global economic competitiveness where spatial planning is presented as
the panacea for making space and place more functional, cohesive and competitive.
Raco (2007b: 172) draws on key policy documents (ODPM, 2003, 2005) to describe a

sustainable place as one where a:

17 LsPswere originally created to act as akey driver of the neighbourhood agenda. Their aim wasto
stimulate a more joined up and integrated approach to local policy, with a particularly focus on
neighbourhood renewal (Lambert, 2006)
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“...balance of employment, housing, and social facilities are co-present and available to a
range of socio-economic groups. It is populated by sustainable citizens who are politically,
socially, and economically active and self-reliant. They are ‘non-dependent’ of the state and

provide for themselves through private sector (market) provision” .

Raco recognises how the rhetoric of sustainable communities is commonly used by
policymakers as atool to address social exclusion and promote social cohesion whilst
simultaneoudly creating new forms of place competitiveness. Strengthening social

capital is frequently portrayed as the bridge that connects the two.

Indeed, a recent report by the Academy of Sustainable Communities (ASC, 2007a)
identifies building sustainable communities and community cohesion as cross-cutting
policy themes. Communities with strong social capital are presented as being more
cohesive and sustainable. The Faiths and Cohesion Unit within DCLG (ASC 2007a:

11) defines a cohesive community as one where:

There is a common vision and a sense of belonging for all communities,

The diversity of people’'s different backgrounds and circumstances is
appreciated and positively valued;

Those from different backgrounds have similar life opportunities and

Strong and positive relationships are being developed between people form
different backgrounds in the workplace, in schools and within

neighbourhoods.

These overlap strongly with some of the key components of sustainable communities
as advocated by the ODPM (20058). For example, the need for communities to:

Be fair, tolerant and cohesive with a strong local culture and other shared
community activities,

Have a strong sense of community identity and belonging;

Respect and engage with people from different cultures, backgrounds and
beliefs;

Be socially inclusive with good life chances for all;

18 (See Table 1, Appendix).
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Have a sense of civic values, responsibility and pride; and

Respect the rights and aspirations of others

4.3. European policy approach to sustainable communities

In Europe, the concept of sustainable community has aso gained currency. The way it
has been used in policy discourse shares many similarities with the UK. There is
agreement that it “encapsulates a vision for what sustainable development means in
respect of the particular characteristics of places’ (ASC, 2006: 8). The Aalborg
Charter'® (1994) laid the foundations for a vision of sustainable communities. The
first reference to sustainable communities and skills®® was made at the Rotterdam
ministerial informal in 2004 resulting in the ‘Urban Acquis (Thomas & Littlewood,
2007).

However, it is the more recent Bristol Accord®! signed in 2005 by all member states
towards the end of the UK presidency which is of greater significance. The Bristol
Accord was a landmark event resulting in the endorsement of the eight sustainable
communities characteristics advocated in the UK Sustainable Communities Plan
(2003). It is aso worth noting that the Accord recognised the importance of
governance as a prerequisite for creating sustainable communities (ASC, 2006) and re-
emphasised the importance of skills for sustainable communities. Sustainable
communities were subsequently recognised as a key mechanism for securing the
wider goa of sustainable development within the ‘renewed EU sustainable
development strategy’ (2006).

However, Evans 007) concludes that the overall impact of the Bristol Accord on
European member states within European Policy was limited for a number of reasons.
Namely, the UK-centric nature of the policy agenda where the key sustainable
community characteristics were drawn from UK examples and were mainly urban
focused. This point has also been raised by Thomas & Littlewood (2007) in relation to

19 The Aalborg Charter (1994) launched the European sustainable Cities and Towns campaign and
committed 38 countries across Europe to avision of sustainable community as a key tool for
implementing LA21 action plan

20 Although this was in the context of urban development

21 The Bristol accord complements the Rotterdam Urban Acquis which provide basis for coherent
approach to urban policy on five key areas: development priorities, mechanisms for successful urban
policy, engaging stakeholders, achieving the right spatial balance, encouraging good practice, policy
learning and capacity.
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the two day Symposium on skills for Sustainable Communities held in Leeds (2006).
Evans also blames the wide-ranging nature of the sustainable communities’ agenda
which arguably makes it difficult for policy makers to engage with. The failure of
member states to submit good practice case studies was also a significant factor
behind its limited impact. He speculates that the skills agenda may be the part of the
Bristol Accord that will have the longest lifespan.

Nevertheless, these events have put ‘ sustainable communities back on the EU policy
agenda. Prior to the Bristol Accord, countries within the EU had no agreed definition
of a sustainable community. Similar to the UK, much of the policy discourse was
linked to the wider agenda of urban regeneration and territorial cohesion (Thomas &
Littlewood, 2007). A variety of studies carried out by the European Spatial Planning
Observation Network (EPSON) have noted that in spite of the positive economic
outcomes associated with the growth of capital cities and ‘Metropolitan European
Growth’ areas, there have been negative outcomes. These include increased
inequalities and negative environmental impacts linked to increases in work-related
travel. The rise of trans-national and intra-regional movements of goods and people as
key features of globalisation and European integration has aso had an undeniable
impact on communities. These include a range of environmental and social problems
related to spheres of production and consumption (ERBEDU & CUDEM, 2007). The
sustainable communities agenda in Europe is widely regarded as a means to dedl

with this rapid change which clearly has spatial dimensions.

To date, there have been a variety of different initiatives used across Europe
emphasising different pillars of sustainability that engage with the community. For
example, the new ‘Thematic Strategy on the Urban Environment’ (2006)%? aims to
facilitate better implementation of EU environmental policies at the loca level
through the exchange of experience and good practice between Europe’s local
authorities. One of its key proposed measures is further training and capacity building
for local authorities to develop the skills necessary for managing the urban
environment. The URBAN Community initiative encouraged an integrated approach

to urban development tackling issues of social and economic cohesion, barriers D

22 The strategy is one of seven under the 6" Environmental Action Programme.
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employment and investment whilst also dealing with social and environmental goals.
This has been followed by URBACT? .

4.4. Sustainable communities in practice

The ecovillage movement at an international scale and the ‘Transition Towns and
ecotown movement within UK can be regarded as attempts to put sustainable

communities into practice.

At the global level, the *ecovillage’ movement is a key example of an attempt to attain
sustainable living (Barton & Kleiner, 2000; Bang, 2005). It also provides an
illustrative example of the backlash of local communities against the effects of
globalisation and capitalism at the local level combined with a concern for the

environment. An ecovillage can be defined as:

“..urban or rural communities of people, who strive to integrate a supportive social
environment with a low impact way of life. To achieve this, they integrate various aspects of
ecological design, permaculture, ecological building, green production, alternative energy,

community building practices and much more” . (Global Ecovillage Network website*)

Although ecovillages did not receive widespread recognition until the 1990s, earlier
examples enshrining these principles were found in the 1960s with the spiritual based
projects such as Findhorn in Scotland, Auroville in India and the Farm in Tennessee,
USA in the 1960s. The movement really gained momentum in Denmark in the early
1990s following support from the Gaia Trust resulting in the Global Ecovillage
Network (GEN). In 1998 they were named among the United Nations top rated
models of sustainable living. The ecovillage approach adopts a holistic approach to
sustainable living along three key dimensions. social/community, ecological and
cultural/spiritual. These dimensions are embedded within a wider commitment to
reverse the environmental degradation and preserve supportive social/cultura

structures to live in aworld with environmental limits (See Figure 2)

2 The URBACT Programme aims to develop exchanges of experience between European cities and the
actors, which have been involvedin the URBAN Programmes, initiated and implemented by the
European Union since the late 1980s (URBAN Pilot Projects and URBAN | and I1),
http://urbact.eu/urbact-programme.html

24 http://gen.ecovillage.org/ and http://www.ecovillage.org/ [ accessed January 2008]
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Figure 2: Ecovillage principles

Social/community

Ecological

Itural/spiritual

Recognising and relating
to others

Sharing common
resources and providing
mutual aid

Emphasizing holistic and
preventive health
practices

Providing meaningful
work and sustenance to
all members

Integrating marginal
groups

Promoting unending
education

Encouraging unity
through respect for
differences

Fostering cultural
expression

- Growing food as much as

possible within the
community bio-region

- Supporting organic food

production there

- Creating homes out of locally

adapted materials

- Using village-based

integrated renewabl e energy
systems

- Protecting biodiversity
- Fostering ecological business

principles

- Assessing thelife cycle of all

products used in the
ecovillage from a social and
spiritual aswell as an
ecological point of view

- Preserving clean soil, water

and air through proper energy
and waste management

- Protecting nature and

safeguarding wilderness areas

Cu

Shared creativity, artistic
expression, cultural
activities, rituals and
celebrations

- Sense of community unity

and mutual support

- Respect and support for

spirituality manifesting in
many ways

- Shared vision and

agreements that express
commitments, cultural
heritage and the uniqueness
of each community

- Flexibility and successful

responsiveness to difficulties
that arise

- Understanding of the

interconnectedness and
interdependence of all the
elements of life on Earth and
the community's place in and
relation to the whole

- Creation of a peaceful,

loving, sustainable world

Adapted from Global Ecovillage Network (2008)

The ecovillage movement has gained global popularity and there are also examples of
such communities in the UK. There are two in Wale (Anglesey ecological village and
Brithdir Mawr) and four in Scotland including one of the world pioneers at Findhorn.
In England, there are nine examples of ecovillages at various stages of development.
These include Braziers Park in Oxon, Camphill: Ochil Tower scholl in Perthshire,
Dorscoh in Dorset, Eco-spiritual community Rosehill in Lyme Regis, Eco-Village
Network in Bristol, Groby Ecohamlet in Grooby, Isle of Avalon Foundation in
Glastonbury, and the Sunrise Project in Y ork?.

Within the UK, the Transitions Town movement pioneered by Rob Hopkins?® shares
some of the same principles of the ecovillage movement. It is based on the belief that

communities are on a threshold of ‘peak oil’ and need to prepare for life after oil.

2 For more detail, see http://www.ecovillage.org/

26 Rob Hopkins has an academic background in sustainable living specialising in permaculture and is
taking an active role in pioneering sustainable living in Totnes http://transitionculture.org/about/ . He
first piloted this approach in the town of Kinsale in Cork, Ireland.
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Totnes in Devon is the first example of a UK town claiming it is preparing for a

‘carbon constrained, energy lean world’ ?’

. It is underpinned by the following beliefs:
The need for a move away from oil dependency is urgent;

That aworld consuming less oil could, if properly thought out and planned, be
apreferable place to the present; and

That creating a ‘roadmap’ to a sustainable future is a process that can unleash

acommunity’s creativity and collective genius.

Key strategies towards achieving this centre around community change with an
emphasis on ‘relocalising’ food, energy, transport and wider economies (Ferry,
2007%®). A key mechanism of enforcing ‘economic localisation’ has been the launch
of the ‘Totnes Pound’ in March 2007 with the aim of strengthening the local economy
and preventing the leakage of money from the community. Anticipated benefits
include a more resilient local economy which will foster new community
relationships; get people to think abut how they spend their money and reduce food
and trade miles by encouraging local trade and encouraging tourists to use local

business.

Governments are increasingly recognising the need to engage with the drive for
sustainability on a spatial scale. In the UK, the 2003 Sustainable Communities Plan
followed by the designation of growth points, and more recently Prime Minister
Gordon Brown’s commitment to build ‘ecotowns’, represent key strategies dealing
with the threat of climate change at the ‘local level’. In May 2007, Gordon Brown
committed the Government to build new free-standing settlements of between 5000

and 20,000 new homes. Ecotowns are described as:

“...a complete new settlement to achieve zero carbon development and more sustainable

living using the best new design and architecture” (DCLG, 2007).

27 http://www transitiontowns.org/Totnes/
28 http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2007/apr/19/energy.ethicalliving
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They differ from ecovillages in the respect that the initiative tends to be top-down and
the emphasis is biased towards the physical design of the settlement using
sophisticated building technology aimed at zero carbon living.

The overarching aim is to build new communities that are resilient to climate change.
However, Shaw (2007) warns about the tensions between actions aimed at ‘ adapting’
to climate change and those aimed at ‘mitigation’. The latter includes a range of
actions such as renewable energy, cooling networks to improve efficiency of energy
supply, energy efficiency of buildings, promoting the use of public transport, walking,
cycling etc. The former includes green space planning measures. On the whole, most
advocates of ‘eco-towns believe that they represent an opportunity to adopt a more
holistic approach to sustainability which combines the three pillars. economic,
environmental and social. They also offer a pioneering opportunity to test and pilot
different ways of delivering zero-carbon developments. Shaw (2007:6) argues that
there are two key elements that need to be addressed in creating eco-towns:
adaptability and integration. New developments need to provide space for adaptation
that go beyond the predictions of future climate-change scenarios. For example, they
should allow for adaptations related to more frequent and intense rainfall, higher
temperatures and unknown societal change. Second, an ‘integrated’ approach is
required to respond to the four key climate change risk areas of high temperatures,
flood risk, water resources and quality, and ground conditions. Of particular

significance to this paper is Shaw’s (2007: 8) conclusion that

“to be successful in dealing with the challenges of housing growth and climate change,
planning must attract and retain high-calibre people not just with appropriate skills but also
with an ability to look beyond the bounds of planning as an individual discipline. They must
be able to see planning as an activity at the heart of delivering a sustainable future, and they

must be able to inspire othersto view it in the same way”

There is concern that current efforts to create sustainable communities in practice (as

illustrated by ecotowns) remains biased on the physical planning and housing
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aspect®®. In particular, there is a real danger that the social dimensions of sustainable
community are ignored (i.e. generating a sense of community and place). The recent
protests against ecotowns by communities living near proposed ecotown sites in
January and February 2008 echo these concerns®. Protestors argue that extensive
funding would be required to provide the infrastructure necessary to make these
communities viable. Unease about proposed ecotowns has also been expressed by the
Sustainable Development Commission, the government watchdog on sustainable
development. A recent report recommends that the next phase of delivering the
Sustainable Communities Plan needs to focus on integrating the social, environmental
and economic components (SDC, 2007). These issues highlight the importance of the
roles of skills for creating and maintaining sustainable communities. This will be

explored in the following section.

5. Skills for Sustainable Communities

There is consensus that the policy context has played an important role in broadening
the debate on skills from an exclusive focus on professionals and practitioners
working on sustainable communities to fostering the wider engagement of community
members (Peel, 2005). This section begins with an exploration of policy agenda
driving skills for sustainable communities in the UK and Europe and then focuses on

the problems with such an approach.

5.1. Wider policy context

A lack of appropriate skills, knowledge, learning and training has been identified as
key obstacles to the sustainable communities agenda in the UK and Europe. Key
issues that have been raised include questions concerning the types of skills and

competencies that are absent and how these can be acquired. Indeed, a recent report

29 Currently, the Town and Country Planning Association (TCPA) together with the assistance of
Professor David Lock, have been commissioned by the DCL G to provide advice to potential bidders
and local authorities on how to go about delivering eco towns (TCPA & Lock, 2007). A series of
consultations with academics and policymakersis underway to identify key criteriafor building eco-
towns. Efforts are being made to learn from existing examples of settlements built for sustainable
living including BedZed in Sutton, UK and Vauban, Freiburg, Germany. Key conclusions will be
offered in early 2008. Other examples include: Hammarby Sjostad, Stockholm, Sweden; Northstowe,
Cambridgeshire, UK; Mamd, Sweden; Kronsberg, Germany; Upton, UK; Great Linford and the
Energy Park, Milton Keynes, UK; Letchworth Garden City, UK.

30 http://www.24dash.com/news/Housing/2008-02-04- Vil agers-stage-protest-march-over-proposed-
eco-town
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by the Academy of Sustainable Communities (2006) identified that there is a major
skills gap in the UK and insufficient people with the appropriate skills in the right
places to create sustainable communities. This gap has aso been highlighted as a
significant issue across Europe during the signing of the Bristol Accord (2005) and at
the recent symposium on Sustainable community skills held at Leeds involving
European Member states (2006).

Severa key policy documents have been influentia in bringing the skills gap to the
forefront of the UK sustainable communities agenda. The Urban Task Force (1999)
was the first to make a big impact by highlighting the problems of uneven and
segmented skill- sets including the institutional divisions between different professions
working on regeneration (Turok & Taylor, 2006; Rogers, 1999). It advocated the
creation of a network of Regiona Centres of Excellence (RCE) to:

“...act as a resource to the public, private and voluntary sector, to raise standards across the

board and fill gapsin existing provision” (Rogers, 1999: 165).

However, it was heavily criticised for placing too much emphasis on skills necessary
for physical design-led regeneration as opposed to social and economic solutions
(Bailey, 2005; Turok & Taylor, 2006). Nevertheless, the Urban Task Force report

was the first to make a case for a more integrated and holistic approach to the skills

gap.

Shortly after, the Social Exclusion Unit (2000) carried out its review on training for
regeneration and socia inclusion. It included a number of recommendations which
emphasised that formal training was not necessarily the key route to acquiring new
skills and that there needed to be more emphasis on informa learning. A key
outcome was the creation of the National Centre for Neighbourhood Renewal (later
called the Neighbourhood Renewal Unit NRU) with the remit to promote improved
skills, a knowledge management system sharing best practice ad research and
improved leadership (Bailey, 2005; Pemberton, 2006).

In 2002, the NRU published the knowledge and skills strategy called The Learning

Curve which was significant on two accounts. First, it recognised the importance of
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addressing the needs d all stakeholders and sectors involved in regeneration (i.e.
residents, civil servants, policy makers, professionals and practitioners). In doing so, it
went beyond a focus on the built environment to integrate social and economic
dimensions of community regeneration. Second, it went beyond developing skills and
building knowledge to include behaviour change. Further, the report identified three
approaches to learning: training (formal), doing (action learning) and observing others
(socia learning). However, a subsequent review of the strategy concluded that there
was little clarity of the specific skills required for those involved in regeneration
(MacDonald, 2003).

In 2004, the ODPM commissioned a review of skills (Egan Review) required to
implement the Sustainable Communities Plan (2003). It was a landmark document in
the skills debate. Although it’sinitial focus was on the built environment (in response
to the housing shortage crisis), it subsequently broadened its remit to explore the
skills, training, knowledge and behaviour of over 100 occupations. It also explored
the overall process of delivering sustainable communities, highlighting the major role
of Sustainable Community Strategies. It reiterated many of the recommendations of
previous reports, for example, the emphasis on greater collaboration between key
stakeholders (employers, professional institutions, educators and government
agencies), and the role of employers in continuing professional development. It
reasserted the role of RCEs in disseminating good practice (Turok & Taylor, 2006).
By far it's most important finding was through the assertion that although core
occupations are important, stronger generic skills, knowledge and training are
required to deliver sustainable communities. These include skills such as inclusive
visioning, project management, leadership and so forth.

From its analysis of occupations, the report identified three groups of relevant
occupations which require specific skills®®:

Core occupations: people who spend almost all their professional time in
activities to do with planning, delivering and maintaining sustainable

communities. (E.g built environment professionals, regional and central

31 The full list of the core occupations and generic skills identified as necessary to build sustainable
communities is available in the Appendix (Table 3 & 4).
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government, developers and investors, staff from voluntary and community

associations).

Associated occupations: individuas whose contribution is extremely
important to creating sustainable communities but who are not involved full
time in the development process (e.g. police officers, educators, health
SErvices etc).

Wider public: people who have legitimate interest in sustainable communities
but are not necessarily employed in the sector (e.g. public, media, resident and

neighbourhood groups, students).

The emphasis on generic skills presented a crucial breakthrough in the sustainable
communities agenda. It raised the legitimacy of what can arguably be called
‘informal’ skills that are not necessarily taught through a formal teaching arena and
often gained through lived experience (i.e. people skills, leadership etc). The Egan
review recognised that skills were needed at varying levels and to different degrees.
Equally important was the recognition that providing skills to professionals alone
would not suffice. Rather, a fundamental change in behaviour, attitudes and

knowledge of all the key actorsis required as illustrated below:

“We firmly believe that attempting to upskill professionals in isolation will not produce the

outcomes we are seeking. Instead success will lie in changing the behaviour, attitudes and
knowledge of everyone involved, many of whom may not have realised in the past that they

have anything to do with each other, or with sustainable communities” (Egan Review, 2004:

13).

The review and subsequent reports argues that a ‘skills dividend’ can be secured by
providing the relevant occupations with the capacity (i.e. formal skills) and generic
skills to alow them to play their role in securing a sustainable community.
Underpinning this is the belief that a multi-disciplinary and collaborative approach
involving different stakeholders working together is crucial. However, generic skills
are essential for facilitating this process (ASC, 2007b). To coordinate the skills
agenda, the review recommended the formation of a coordinating centre. The result
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was the establishment of the Academy of Sustainable Communities (ASC) in 2005

with the mandate to ensure there are sufficient people with the right skills to create
and maintain sustainable communities.

The ASC has strengthened the work of the Regional Centres of Excellence (RCES)
which were set up in response to the lack of urban design skills following the Urban
Task Force report®. The RCESs currently play a crucid role in delivering the
sustainable communities skills agenda and work closely with the ASC (sometimes as

the delivery mechanism). They have also played an important role in raising the
profile of the sustainable communities in the UK 33

In Europe, there have been a range of policy drivers that have driven the sustainable
communities skills agenda. Many ae directly linked to the wider goa of creating
sustainable communities across Europe, with a specific focus on urban regeneration

and ‘place-making'. These are summarised in Figure 4 below.

Figure 4: Drivers of sustainable community skills agendain Europe

The Lisbon Agenda (2000) with an economic, social and environmental pillar®* aimed at
making the European Union (EU) the most competitive economy in the world and achieving
full employment by 2010. This was followed by a range of initiatives aimed at increasing the
focus on skills and employment

Review of European Cohesion Policy in relation to the EU Jobs and Growth Strategy (2005)*°
Community Strategic Guidelines (2006) guiding the National Strategic Referencing
Frameworks. These promoted an integrated approach to territorial cohesion and prioritised the
goal of making Europe a more attractive place to work

Growing urban emphasis of European Policy: e.g. URBAN | & Il programmes

Growing emphasise on sharing knowledge and experience on regeneration and sustainable
urban development. Culminated in the creation of new networks such as URBACT (Integrated
Urban Development Transnational Exchange) and the European Urban Knowledge Network
(EUKN)

Bristol Ministerial Informal resulting in the Bristol Accord (2005)

European Skills Symposium, L eeds (2006)

Source: ASC (2006, 2007c)

Section 4 has dready highlighted the influential role of the Bristol Accord in
committing EU member states to agreeing a common European approach to

sustainable communities and agreement on the eight characteristics. At this point, it is

32 Anoverview of the key policy drivers of the sustainable communities skills agendais summarised by
Bailey (2005) in Table 5 in the Appendix.

33 For more detail of their role see ASC (2006: Case study 7).

34 http://europa.eu/scadplus/glossary/lisbon_strategy _en.htm

35 http://ec.europa.eu/growthandjobs/index_en.htm




important to note that it also called for investment in new skills to create and deliver
better sustainable communities. It aso kick-started a European debate on skills for
sustainable communities through the European Skills Symposium: Skills for the
Future in Leeds 2006. The European Urban Knowledge Network (EUKN) is forum
that facilitates the transfer of knowledge and experience between policymakers,
practitioners, researchers etc on a range of uban issues. It works closely with the

ASC to advance the sustainable communities skills agenda at the European level*®.

Both the ASC and EUKN played an important role in organising the Symposium.
Research drawing on evidence from 17 countries was used to identify common issues
and transferable lessons on the importance of skills to the sustainable communities
agenda. A summary on the symposium compiled by the ASC (2007d, 2007c)
presents the following headline messages:

The European level debate on skills for sustainable communities is fuzzy. The
focus remains on the economic competiveness and innovation of the region.
Individual Member states recognise the importance of generic skills to their
wider goal of urban/territorial development and have taken a range of actions
on this front.

Multidisciplinary working, working across different occupations is an
important feature of a sustainable communities approach. Member states need
to develop clear strategies and structures to identify and react to need for
generic sKills.

Skills development has historically adopted a sectoral approach and there is an
opportunity to review existing evidence on skills gaps across sectors to inform

understanding and responses to generic skills gaps.

38 The ASC isthe National focal point for the EUKN in the UK. http://www.eukn.org/eukn/
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Further key themes are summarised in Figure 5 below:

Figure 5: Key themes emerging from European®’ Skills Symposium

Improving place-making skills is critical to successful achievement of the Lisbon and
Gothenburg agendas. If towns and cities are to remain globally competitive they need to
attract knowledge-economy investment and highly skilled individuals
Increasing urgency of the environmental sustainability agenda implies a need to increase
momentum for the skills for sustainable communities agenda. The rapid build up d
climate change evidence and arguments is forcing a compression of the time available for
decisions to improve place-making.
There is already a great deal of knowledge about skills for sustainable communities and
many examples of good practice. However not enough of this knowledge has been translated
into learning that is accessible and useful for practitioners.
This lack of knowledge suggests there is something wrong with ways practitioners learn
from others about what works in place-making in Europe. There is a deficiency in
learning styles and resistance amongst professions and employers to cross-disciplinary work
Main barriersto delivering skills for sustainable communities include:
- Skillsvocabulary: different views on defining and categorising necessary skills
- Resistance to current skills for sustainable communities agenda: the complexity of the
debate makes it difficult to translate to other languages and governance cultures. Some
believeit istoo driven by the UK agenda.
- Resources for skills delivery: there is widespread belief that there is limited resources to
invest in skills across Europe
- Inclusion and exclusion in the skills debate: questions about the inclusivity of the skills
debate, how the community is defined, whether they are key participants of ‘ place-making’.
- Strong sense of nostalgia for the present or past forms of places which can create

resistance to positive change: professions are presented as having a role in applying
positive emotional logic to counter nostal gic responses.

Source: ASC (2007d)

5.2. Problematising the current sustai nable communities skills agenda

In spite of the growing attention that the skills agenda for sustainable communities
has received, there have been a number of critiques. Most notable has been the issue
of terminology related to the concepts of ‘skills, ‘knowledge’, ‘learning’ and
‘training’. There has also been considerable debate on the process of acquiring skills
and knowledge (learning and training), particularly whether they have been gained
through formal or informal means. The following discussion explores these criticisms

in more detail .

37 For more information on the skills agenda in Europe see ERBEDU & CUDEM (2007) and the EU’s
website on the expert group for the urban environment which has details EU’ s current work on
sustai nable communities http://ec.europa.eu/environment/urban/expert_group_urban_env.htm#050517
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Beginning with the first major criticism related to the confusion of terminology, it is
important to note that ‘skills' are rarely defined in the strictest sense. Often the term is
used to broadly capture ‘a sense of methods acquired through learning or practice
and is ‘used interchangeably with capabilities, competences and attributes’ (Bailey,
2005: 342). Many of the reports highlighted so far, including the Egan Review,
broadly distinguish between generic and specific skills. The former refers to skills
that are transferable between different professions and disciplines and not confined to
a particular profession. These cover a range of skills which could be labelled
‘informal’ in the respect that they do not necessarily originate from the ‘taught’ arena.
Rather, they can be acquired through ‘lived experience’. The latter, in contrast, are

skills that are particular to a profession and as such, are of amore ‘formal’ nature.

It is important to recognise that these terms are used differently across different
disciplines such as management, education and psychology. For example, models of
learning within education paradigms and organisational change often daw on the
work of Penrose (1959), Rosner (1995) and Orr (1992) to explain that learning is a
process of acquiring knowledge that can originate within a formal arena (such as
teaching) or through life experience (Lozano, 2008). ‘Learning’ is identified as
something very different from training. The latter is described as the ‘inculcation of
rote habit and acquisitions of skills' whereas learning is much broader and comprises
the ‘increase in intelligence throughout teachings, theories and life experiences (Orr,
1992). These debates are accompanied by various models of learning such as linear
and circular learning (Posch & Seiner, 2006), individual, group and organisational
learning (Senge, 1999), single, double and triple loop learning (Argyris & Schon,
1978), lower and higher level learning (Dobes, 2003) and Doppelt’s (2003) typology

of adaptive, anticipatory and action learning.

It is beyond the remit of this paper to explore these various models in depth. What this
summary does serve to illustrate though, is the wealth of approaches focused on how
individuals and groups learn, gain knowledge and acquire skills. Yet there appears to
be gap in terms of applying these to the context of creating and maintaining
sustainable communities. Particularly in terms of exploring how people use their skills
and put knowledge into practice. The main challenge is to explore how existing

models of acquiring skills can be applied in the sustainable communities’ context and
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how these manifest across different spheres of production and consumption in place.
At this stage, the paper will rely on the broad notion of skills used in mainstream
sustainable communities discourse as described by Bailey (2005) above. As the Egan
review explains, these can be specific to particular occupations or be generic to
include awide range of attributes such as inclusive visioning, people skills etc.

A second major criticism is that there tends to be more emphasis on ‘skills' rather
than the process of learning and acquiring these skills (Bailey, 2005; Peel, 2005).
Bailey (2005: 342) argues that the current focus on skills deficiencies within policy
discourse has largely been biased towards practitioners perspectives with little
emphasis to how learning takes place, how skills are acquired and transferred and
‘which forms of learning are most effective in a complex organizational framework
and rapidly changing policy context’. Bailey (2005: 349) concludes that the:

“...debate about skills is biased towards the needs of employers, the assumption being that
new and improved skills can be ‘bolted on’ to practitioners through the establishment of
national and regional centres. Very little or nothing is said about how learning takes place,
what contribution higher education and other providers can make to increasing provision and
the extent to which organisation and cultural changes are needed within the world of practice

in order to reinforce the learning process” .

This concern is aso shared by Peel (2005) who has written about the skills debate in
the context of citizen training and capacity building. Peel supports the widespread
argument that the community governance and engagement agenda needs to connect
with the skills debate. She explains that the broadening of the skills debate to include
citizens (i.e. through the focus on generic skills) and build capacity has been
accompanied by an interest in ‘socia entrepreneurship’. This implies that
communities need to ‘develop the drive, commitment and problem-solving skills in
order to make a difference in neighbourhoods that need to be renewed (2005:444).
This is problematic on two fronts. First, it assumes that communities are homogenous

and ignores the tensions that exist in communities, which may result in a
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differentiation in skills. It is also embedded within a‘deficit model’ of learning (rather
than |earner-centred)8.

It assumes that communities do not have the skills or capacity to engage in
sustainability issues (Pemberton, 2006). This implies the *transfer of knowledge and
practices, and the replication of behaviours in the mode of the professiona’ which is
in stark contrast to local bottom-up generated solutions (Peel, 2005). It also suggests
that capacity is built to fit the view of external agencies perceptions of what a
community should be able to do. This ignores what motivates and supports adults to

learn and what makes learning personally meaningful.

Bailey @Q005) explores the debate on skills from the perspective of how higher
education can supply the right skills to professionals working to create sustainable
communities. Ped (2005) also explores these models in the context of citizen
training. Both Bailey & Peel comment on two models of learning: transfer and
dtuated learning. Transfer learning assumes that skills can be transferred easily
through a direct transmission of facts and knowledge usually through a formal setting
(teaching and training) where people are ‘talked at’ in class-room type format. The
situated learning model in contrast notes that learning takes place through
engagement in specific social contexts. Bailey (2005) cites Bennett et al (2000: 16) to
explain:

“...much of what is learned is specific to the situation in which it is learned, that is, the
nature of the situation and circumstances in which knowledge isacquired islikely to influence

the subsequent deployment of that knowledge in other situations and settings” .

For this reason an understanding of the particular social, cultural and technical context
iscrucial (Rose, 1991). It is under situated learning, those other concepts such as

‘active learning’ and ‘experiential learning’ have received increasing attention in a

38 Pegl (2005) draws on terminology used by London Regeneration Network (1999) working on
community skills. The ‘deficit’ model of learning assumes that a learner has gaps, weakness and
problems. The ‘learner-centred model’ views the individual awhole and does not perceive training as
an ‘add-on’, but is sensitive to the life world of the individuals. It advocates ‘ action learning’ which
emphasises |earning by doing. Such an approach supports Kolb’s (1984) work on linkages between
education, work and personal development. He believed that it is the dynamic interplay between
education, meaningful work and personal development that allows individuals to achieve their full
potential and it isthisthat isimportant in supporting active citizenship.
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range of formal and informal settings. This has been associated with the rising

popularity of ‘learning by doing’, which is important for engaging communities.

Although certain elements of transfer learning may be necessary in some contexts, the
importance of situated learning emphasises the necessity of exploring the ‘type of
training required by individuals, its content, how it is delivered, and by whom’ (Pesl,
2005:454). It also highlights the importance of exploring what motivates and supports
adults to learn as well as what makes learning personally meaningful. Underlying this
isacal for a greater understanding of how to empower the community by generating
a sense of sdf and on€'s intrinsic vaue as a person. This is in stark contrast to a
‘smplistic and instrumental interpretation of community training’, which is not
sensitive enough to the individual. These are components known to play an important
role in psychological wellbeing (Kasser, 2002, Kahneman et al, 1999).

More importantly, Peel*® also connects this argument to wider government policy on
learning and education. Various key policy documents® have linked learning and the
acquisition of knowledge to broader social goals which have been shown to be
important components of sustainable communities such as social cohesion, fostering a
sense of belonging, identity and developing values and attitudes of good citizenship.
Learning is subsequently presented as a key strategy for mitigating over-reliance on
the state and fostering independence. Learning fosters ‘ capacity-building’ which in
turn is important for creating sustainable communities because it promotes stronger
socia ties, trust and responsibility (Chapman & Kirk, 2001). Doing so, has the
potential to increase social capital and social cohesion. She concludes that these issues
highlight the importance of being sensitive to the diversity of learners involved in

community capacity building.

Although the policy activity around skills has generated consensus that there is a need

to move beyond an exclusive focus on professionals and practitioners working in

39 Peel also raisesimportant issues regarding the policy rhetoric of building community capacity:
Does/should capacity in communities exist to take on responsibility for particular activities
and public services
Does the emphasis on *building’ capacity appear patronising
Complexity of communitiesindicatorsthat skills of different groupswill overlap and generate
different skill patterns and potentials

“% Green Paper: the Learning Age: A renaissance for a new Britainand the Social Exclusion Unit's

report on ‘Learning Lessons'. For more detailed discussion, see Peel (2005).
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sustainable communities, to exploring how to encourage the wider engagement of
community members (Peel, 2005), a number of tensions remain. Bailey (2005:342)
argues that the policy activity around skills for sustainable communities has

insufficiently explored:

“...how learning takes place, how skills are acquired and transferred between practitioners
and which forms of learning are most effective in a complex organisational framework and

rapidly changing policy context” .

There is now growing recognition that communities can act as sites of innovation that
can generate their own solutions for sustainable development (Seyfang & Smith,
2007). This is reiterated by Turok and Taylor (2006) who agree that there is
consensus on the need to enhance the skills and competencies of different groups, but
a lack of understanding and detailed analysis of the actual learning needs of
individuals. Turok and Taylor's (2006) review of key skills for community
regeneration in Scotland, for example, concluded that the most important mechanism
of learning regeneration skills was fom observation (rather than formal training).
However, they warn that this should not discount a more structured approach to

learning. They support the call for more inter-disciplinary training.

Turok and Taylor Q006) provide a useful distinction of the four groups of skills
required for regeneration (strategic, process, practical and specific). Specific skills
describe the individual skills that are specific to their role and function in
regeneration. For example, these include the specialised technical skills of a
professional, or the unique place-based experience of a resident or expertise of a
political representative. Strategic skills help to initiate and promote change. They
describe the skill set of people who are responsible for the direction and management
of a regeneration programme (e.g. leadership, lateral thinking, ‘sound judgement’).
They are not necessarily restricted to positions of authority. Process skills play an
important role in enabling change to happen. They are also called ‘people «ills' or
‘soft skills' and include communication and negotiation, being adaptable, flexible and
understanding. Practical skillsare key to delivering change and contribute to the day-
to-day running of ainitiative (e.g. writing funding proposals, developing action plans,
managing projects, maintaining good administrative systems). What makes this

distinction of skills useful to a sustainable communities context is its recognition of
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how this connects to knowledge, behaviour and values (See Figure 6 below). The
details of the different ills within their case study are illustrated in Figure 2 of the
Appendix.

Figure 6: Broad skills and competencies for urban regeneration
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An additional tension highlighted by Turok and Taylor is of particular relevance to
this research. They note that the existing literature has failed to produce a ‘robust
evidence-based framework to locate the full range of skills and to understand their
relative importance’ (2006: 500). Most research tends to focus on skills gained for
particular professions related to sustainable communities that tend to be acquired
through forma means rather than through lived experience or ‘learning from doing'.
With the exception of the Egan Review, few have explored the importance of
‘generic’ skills which could be labelled ‘informal. Moreover, few have investigated
the link between learning generic skills and attitude and behavioural change. Indeed,
to our knowledge there is little research that explores the importance of skills over a

range of production/consumption areas or how this manifests itself at a spatial level.
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6. The Relevance of Behaviour Change and Sustainable Consumption to the
Sustainable Communities Skills Debate

The sustainable communities skills agenda is embedded within the broader goal of
stimulating pro-environmental behaviour change both a the individual and
community level. Over the last decade there has been widespread recognition that
understanding the choices people make, how they behave and the lifestyles they adopt
is central to securing sustainable development (Jackson & Michaelis, 2003; Marks et
al, 2006). As a result, any discussion of skills in sustainable communities needs to
give equal consideration to issues of sustainable consumption and behaviour change.
Indeed, consumer behaviour is widely considered an undisputed driver of
environmental degradation. Equally important is the task of relating consumption
back to production as the two are intrinsically linked (Tukker et al, 2006).

Tim Jackson at Surrey University has written extensively about these issues. At a
basic level and according to mainstream economics, consumption can be understood
as the provision of goods and services that meet people’s wants (needs) and desires
that subsequently improve individual and collective wellbeing (Jackson, 2005%%).
However, this view has been criticised by a number of scholars for not exploring what
motivations drive preferences and for failing to distinguish between a range of
different needs*”. Moreover, it has been argued that what we are currertly consuming
does not fully satisfy our needs and is actually fuelling environmental degradation and
deteriorating our wellbeing. This is linked to a wide-spread critique of consumer
society driven by materidist extrinsic values*® fuelled by commercia interests
(Kasser, 2002; Marks et al, 2006; Jackson, 2005; Csikszentmihalyi, 2006). Two main
points repeatedly emerge from debates on sustainable consumption (Jackson, 2005).
First, the fact that the consumption of material goods plays an important symbolic role
related to identity, status, social cohesion, group norms and personal and cultural
meaning. Indeed, the wellbeing literature has repeatedly shown how relative status

“1 Consumption is an extremely broad areaand it is beyond the remit of this paper to explore these.

“2 |t is beyond the remit of this paper to give afull account of these debates, for more detail see Jackson
2005).

23 Asopposed to ‘intrinsic values' which are said to be more rewarding on a number levels (less anti-

social behaviour, less unpleasant emotions, greater levels of satisfaction, pleasant emotions, self-

actualisation, vitality). More importantly, people who display higher levels of intrinsic values are said

to care more about the environment and have smaller ecological footprints (c.f. the work of

psychologist Tim Kasser (who has written extensively on thisissue)



(i.e. how we compare ourselves with others) is an important determinant of wellbeing.
Consumer goods play an important role in displaying status. Second, people may not
aways have an active choice in what they consume, but are ‘locked in" to
unsustainable behaviours because of institutional barriers, economic constraints,
inequalities in access and restricted choice. These can also arise from a combination
of habits and routines that are influenced by social norms, expectations and dominant
cultural values (Jackson, 2005). This then raises questions about what can be done to
change behaviour, make it more pro-environmental and what skills are necessary to

facilitate this process.

The role of the community in pro-environmental change is continually aluded to by
Jackson (2005) and by others (nef, 2006). It is aso the underlying principle of the
ecovillage movement. Jackson draws on a range of evidence and models of behaviour
change to emphasise the social processes underlying behaviour change which can
either work in a positive way to benefit the environment, or to its detriment. He
emphasises that there is strong evidence that consumer behaviours are socialy
negotiated and that pro-environmental change needs to be recognised as a sociad
process that cannot be achieved exclusively by focusing on individuals. This
reinforces the importance of community governance in creating and maintaining

sustainable communities.

Jackson’s review of sustainable consumption identifies a number of ways in which
people learn new behaviour: trial and error, persuasion and social learning (modelling
our behaviour on how we see others). Although these approaches do not use the
terminology of skills, they clearly have relevance to securing sustainable
communities. In particular, the literature on social learning emphasises how we learn
from observing others (Bandura, 1977). This shares some similarities with the
literature on sustainable community skills which emphasises ‘learning by doing'.
Literature on persuasion emphasises the importance of understanding the target
audience and using emotional and imaginative appeal. ‘Bad habits can be broken
and Jackson cites a number of approaches that may facilitate this process. These
include participatory problem solving (Kaplan, 2000) and community-based social
marketing (Kassirer & McKenzie-Mohr 1998). Both involve a bottom up approach to
identifying the roots of unsustainable behaviour and devising a response to dealing



with barriers to change. Drawing on Lewin (1951) and Spaargaren & van Vliet
(2000), these approaches are believed to ‘unfreeze’ existing behaviour and kickstart a
process of ‘discursive consciousness'; which can be described as an awareness that
existing beliefs and behaviours need to be examined and challenged. Because of the
role of socia norms in influencing behaviour, this process is more successful if it
takes place in a supportive group environment. Many of these arguments share
similarities with the public participation literature reviewed earlier. However, it is not
only individuals and communities that need to change; the state and businesses also
need to explore their current behaviour asillustrated by Marsden (2008).

“without that sense of collective purpose geared in particular ways around changing the
behaviour of firms, state policies and resources sectors, the anatomical structures for actions
towards sustainable goals will berestricted, partial and short lived” (Marsden, 2008)

In summary, research on sustainable consumption clearly has relevance to the
sustainable communities skills debate. However, there appears to be little
commentary on how learning new skills can promote pro-environmental behaviour
(behaviour change) which can support the creation/maintenance of sustainable
communities, how these relate to different spheres of production/consumption and

how they manifest themselves in space/place. The BRASS research aims to address
this gap.

7. Linking Production and Consumption Systems to Déelivering SUSTAINABLE
Communities. The BRASS Proj ect

This paper has summarised the key conceptual and policy debates on sustainable
communities and community governance and linked this to arising interest in the role
of skills in sustainable communities. Gaps have been highlighted in relation to the
absence of a robust evidence based framework to locate the full range of skills
necessary to build sustainable communities. Few studies have linked the role of skills
to the wider agenda of behaviour change in the context of consumption/production

spheres.

The am of the BRASS one year research project is to start addressing this gap by
exploring how production/consumption spheres manifest themselves in place at the



level of the community and what skills are necessary to be sustainable across those
spheres. Before the details of the project are described, it is necessary to explain why
we are focusing on spheres of production/consumption. This section begins with a
discussion of previous work on sustainable communities by colleagues at BRASS,
which will be published in an edited volume this year. Their work provides a useful
conceptual model that acts as a starting point to inform a new BRASS project on
‘Motivating, Engaging, Leading and Supporting Skills and Knowledge for
Sustainable Communities- Applying Models of Sustainable Localised Economies'.

7.1. The rise of a ‘relocalised eco-economy’ and importance of production and
consumption spheres

Section 2 introduced three different ways of exploring sustainable communities:
communities of place and interest; state, firm and civil society relationships tied to
resources, and engagement processes tied to combinations of top-down and bottom up
initiatives. Marsden & Hines (2008) argue that it is the coming together of different
combinations and interrelationships of these different parameters set in a spatial
context, which are important in progressing towards sustainable communities. They
draw upon a number of case studies from across the world where different production
and consumption networks have been modified to contribute more effectively towards
sustainable communities. The focus has been upon how resources are mobilised
across these networks. Their analysis reveas two important conditions required to
progress towards sustainable communities: i) ecologica and socio-economic re-

localisation and ii) the recalibration of productionconsumption networks.

The first point refers to the rise of the eco-economy as an important feature of
sustainability. This describes the rearrangement of local-external economic
relationships centred around the local economy in conjunction with the wider national
and global forces. The way in which these centre around different spheres of
production/consumption such as energy, food, the home and transport have important
implications for mainstreaming sustainable communities as demonstrated by Tukker
et d (2006).
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The second point concerns the impact of the ‘ecological re-localisation’ described
above on different production consumption networks. A key finding from the

forthcoming volume on sustainable communities is that:

“...enlarging the intensity of interactions (economic and social) particularly around
resource-based production-consumption chains, becomes particularly significant in creating

the economic and organisational capability to be more sustainable” .

Marsden (2008) subsequently concludes that the state should engage with local
communities and explore how to build the capabilities for people to build and enhance
these relationships. Ways forward include developing synergies between the
governance of markets and production and consumption chains, creating more
locally-based environmental goods and services firms, and developing facilitative
local and regional institutional arrangements of resource production and procurement
(Marsden, 2008). Equally important is the need to develop skills and social capital
within communities. This is currently recognised as a significant pillar of sustainable
communities in academia and policy. However, as this paper has highlighted, there
remains a lack of clarity of what skills are necessary and few studies connect this
explicitly to behaviour change, let alone the spheres of production and consumption.
The BRASS project seeks to address this gap.

7.2. Developing a conceptual modd of sustainable communities linked to spheres of
production and consumption

Marsden’s (2008) conceptual model of a ‘re-localised eco-economy’ embedded in
spheres of production and consumption presents a useful starting point for our
research (See Figure 7). The centre of the model depicts the building blocks of
sustainable communities as comprising: effective interactions between communities
of space and interest, a combination of bottomup and top down planning, and the
ability to expand the quality and density of interactions within and beyond the
locality; and the objective of increasing and readjusting the skill base required for a
re-localised eco-economy. The latter includes entrepreneurial, professional and lay
skills.
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Figure 7: Sustainable production and consumption spheres
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A key aspect of the model of relevance to this project is how these building blocks
engage with different production and consumption networks to promote sustainability.
The selected case-studies within the volume reveal six spheres of production and
consumption: waste, mobility, energy, amenity services, food and timber, and
information and communication. This supports a recent life cycle analysis** of
products consumed in the EU and paid for by private households and the public sector
(Tukker et al, 2006). This study revealed the following areas as having the highest
environmental impact®® in terms of consumption: food & drink, private transport and
housing (Tukker et al, 2006). Together, these account for 70 to 80% of the
environmental impact of consumption and 60% of consumption expenditure. This

suggests that focusing on promoting sustainability skills in these areas of

“ A life cycle analysis involves looking at the whole of product’slife cycle from cradle to grave. This
allows the identification of problems at different stages of the cycle.

“5 Environmental Impact was explored over the following eight categories: abiotic depletion,
acidification, ecotoxity, global arming, eutrophication, human toxity, ozone layer depletion and
photochemical oxidation.



production/consumption would have the greatest impact for stimulating pro-

environmental behaviour change.

Engaging loca communities in the process of modifying interactions along these
spheres of production and consumption is vital to secure long term behaviour change.
Marsden (2008) notes that:

“...these spheres interact both ways with the re-localised eco-economy in that the latter is
dependent upon effectively managing these resources spheres; at the same time the resource
spheres themselves rely upon the re-localised eco-economy in order to regenerate themselves

and progress mor e sustainabl e systems of production and consumption” .

Another important point is the dynamism of the spheres which are in constant state of
flux subject to adjustments and modifications by different interactions between the
community, firm and state.

A key finding of the research is the way in which various initiatives re-embed
production and consumption networks in places and in the interactions between places
and people. These result in the creation of new spatial relationships and geographies
with profound implications for the creation of sustainable communities. As a result, a
key aspect of this new research will be to go beyond a focus on the role of skillsin
generating sustainable communities across the different production/consumption
systems. It will expand the analysis to explore how these interactions manifest
themselves in place. In order to narrow the anaysis, the research will focus on the
four areas of production and consumption identified by Tukker et a (2006) as having

the greatest environmental impact: energy, food, the home and transport.

7.3.Project details and methodol ogy

The overarching aim of this new BRASS project is to develop a model to assist
communities to identify what they need to do to progress towards sustainability. It
will focus on the role of skills, knowledge and training along four spheres of

production and consumption: energy, food, the home and transport.
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The research is focused on developing an innovative and interactive approach to
identifying skills and training needs to build sustainable communities. The aim is to
develop a model and framework by which people and relevant organisations within
communities can question, or interrogate existing data to find out what is needed for
community to make progress in terms of key aspects of sustainable consumption.
Using four key areas of sustainable consumption (energy, food, home-based services
and transport), and built upon empirical case studies in these fields, the model will be
applied to a particular community. The gaps, synergies and skills needs and
opportunities between the model and the community will be identified through key
interviews and community stakeholder groups. The data gathered will be loaded into
the model in ways that will provide information and guidance to such communities on
specific areas of intervention and action needed for enhancing training, skills,
education and knowledge transfer to upgrade sustainable consumption practices. As
well as producing academic papers associated with the question of how to build more
sustainable consuming places, the research will provide a model and framework for
communities, professionals, stakeholder groups and others- which will identify the
priority learning, skills, training objectives and knowledge transfer needs required to

lead to more sustainable consumption.

Key research questions the project will seek to address include:

1 How can communities be engaged and motivated to participate in
developing sustainability strategies, actions and activities at the

community level in relation to food, energy, transport and the home?

a  What skills, training, learning and knowledge transfer approaches are
needed to support the engagement and participation of the
community in addressing key sustainability issues?

b. What skills, training, learning and knowledge transfer are needed to
ensure more effective leader ship, innovation, and management of

change necessary to address key sustainability issues.

2. What demands are likely to be made on the skills, education and

knowledge of people and organisations, to make progress towards
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5

sustainability objectives? How can these demands be identified, managed
and effectively addressed?

How can communities identify their current patterns of skills, training,
education and knowledge transfer in relation to specific sustainability
issues and objectives? How can communities be best supported to ask the
right questions to determine these patterns, their future needs and the right
ways to fulfil those needs?

Can an interrogative model assist communities to identify these
patterns and likely responses in order to address sustainability
issues/concerns? Can communities be supported to become more
sustainable through upskilling, training, education and knowledge transfer

through the use of an interrogative model and associated guidance?

The project draws upon a range of different empirical methods and
compliments new research initiatives with existing BRASS outputs. It is
specifically designed to build upon and add value to existing work and
data and integrate this with new thinking, ideas and knowledge in the
development of the skills and practices required for the pursuit of more
sustainable communities. This is being taken forward, primarily, through

the use of a case study research strategy.

A key innovation of the project includes the creation of a virtual community which
provides a snapshot of the key characteristics and sustainability issues/concerns likely
to exist in English communities. The model will allow the BRASS research team to
highlight a number of issues that communities consider important in addressing
sustainability. Key phases in the development of the ‘virtual community’ will involve
areview of relevant literature, case study of analysis of existing and new case studies,
and stakeholder interviews.

The knowledge and understanding gained from development of a virtual community
will be used to develop an interrogative model. This model will be designed for
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communities to interrogate existing data and information specific to their own case, in

order that they can then determine for themselves:

Current patterns of sustainability and objectives for future sustainability in
relation to the four aress;

Gaps in skills, education and knowledge, engagement and |eadership;

Needs for upskilling and training; and

The most effective interventions and routes to obtain and provide training and
education

This stage of the research will also be supported by ongoing key stakeholder
interviews to identify the most effective and relevant approaches. Once developed, the
model will be piloted in one selected community and if necessary, revised
accordingly. The results of the research will be evaluated and then used to produce
‘Guidance for Communities’ providing details of the framework, tools and techniques
and case studies. This guidance will be supported by a range of academic journal

papers, policy briefing and media outputs and afinal project report.

7.4. Summary

This paper has given an overview of key debates on sustainable communities and the
relevance of the skills agenda. It has aso introduced the BRASS project on
‘Motivating, Engaging, Leading and Supporting Skills and Knowledge for
Sustainable Communities’. We are currently in the early stages of the project focusing
on the analysis of our key case studies and are in the process of selecting our pilot
case study community. For more information and regular updates on the progress of

the project, please visit our website at:

http://www .brass.cf.ac.uk/projects/Sustainable Consumption and Production--
Sustainable Communities.html
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APPENDI X

Figure 1: Key requirements of sustainable communities

S

9.

10.

11.
12.

Flourishing local economy to provide jobs and wealth

Strong |leadership to respond positively to change

Effective engagement and participation by local people, groups and businesses, especialy in the
planning, design and long term stewardship of their community and an active voluntary and
community sector

Safe and healthy local environment with well -designed public and green space

Sufficient size, scale and density, and the right layout to support basic amenitiesin the
neighbourhood and minimise use of resources (including land)

Good public transport and other transport infrastructure both within the community and linking it
to urban, rural and regional centres

Buildings (both individually and collectively) that can meet different needs over time and that
mi nimise the use of resources

Well-integrated mix of decent homes of different types and tenures to support a range of
household sizes, ages and incomes

Good quality local public services, including education and training opportunities, health care
and community facilities, especially for leisure

Diverse and vibrant and creative local culture encouraging pride in the community and cohesion
within it

‘Sense of place

Right links with the wider regional, national and international community

Source: ODPM (2003)

Table 1: Components of sustainable communities advocated in by ODPM (2005)

Component Sub-components

Active, Inclusiveand A sense of community identity and belonging

Safe: fair, tolerant and Tolerance, respect and engagement with people from different cultures,
cohesive with a strong backgrounds and beliefs

local culture and other Friendly, co-operative and helpful behaviour in neighbourhoods

shared community Opportunities for cultural, leisure, community, sport and other activities,
activities including for children and young people

Low levelsof crime, drugs and anti-social behaviour with visible, effective
and community friendly policing
Social inclusion and good life chances for all

Well Run: with effective | Representative, accountable governance systems which both facilitate

and inclusive strategic, visionary leadership and enable inclusive, active and effective
participation, participation by individuals and organisations

representation and Effective engagement with the community at neighbourhood level,
leadership including capacity building to develop the community’ s skills, knowledge

and confidence

Strong, informed and effective partnershipsthat lead by example (e.g.
government, business, community)

Strong inclusive community and voluntary sector

A sense of civic values, responsibility and pride

Environmentally Actively seek to minimise climate change, including thorugh energy
Sensitive: providing efficiency and the use of renewables

places for peopletolive | Protect the environment by minimising pollution on land, in water and in
that are considerate to theair

the environment Minimise waste and dispose of it in accordance with good current practice

Make efficient use of natural resources, encouraging sustainable
production and consumption
Protect and improve bio-diversity
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Enable alifestyle that minimises negative environmental impact and
enhances positive impacts
Create cleaner, safer and greener neighbourhoods

Well designed and
built: featuring quality
built and natural
environment

A sense of place

User-friendly public and green spaces with facilities for everyone including
children and ol der people

Sufficient range, diversity, affordability and accessibility of housing within
ablanced housing market

Appropriate size, scale, density, design and layout, including mixed-use
development that complement the distinctive local character of the
community

High quality, mixed use, durable, flexible and adaptable buildings, using
sustai nable construction materials

Building and public spaces which promote health and are designed to
reduce crime and make people safe

Accessibility of jobs, key services and facilities by public transport,
walking and cycling

Well connected: with
good transport services
and communication
linking peopleto jobs,
schools, health and other
services

Transport facilities, including public transport that help people travel
within and between communities and reduce dependence eon cars
Facilities to encourage safe local walking and cycling

An appropriate level of local parking facilitiesin line with local plansto
manage road traffic demand

Widely available and effective telecommunications and internet access
Good access to regional, national and international communication
networks

Thriving: witha
flourishing and diverse
local economy

A wide range of jobs and training opportunities

Sufficient suitable land and buildings to support economic prosperity and
change

Dynamic job and business creation with benefits for the local community
Strong business community with links into the wider economy
Economically viable and attractive town centres

Well served: with
public, private,
community and
voluntary services that
are appropriate to
people’s needs and
accessibleto all

Well-performing local schools, further rand higher education institutions
and other opportunitiesfor life-long learning

High quality local healthcare and social servicesintegrated where possible
with other services

High quality services for families and children

Good range of affordable public, community, voluntary and private
services accessible to the whole community

Service providers who think and act long term and beyond their immediate
geographical and interest boundaries and who involve users and local
residentsin shaping their policy and practice

Fair for everyone:
including in other
communities, now and in
the future

Recogniseindividuals' rights and responsibilities

Respect the rights and aspirations of others (both neighbouring
communities, and across the wider world) also to be sustainable

Have due regard for the needs of future generationsin current decisions
and actions

Source: ODPM 2005
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Table 2: Egan Review components and sub-components of sustainable communities

Components

Sub-component

A common-sub component running across all
componentsis:

All provision and/or activity to be high quality

well designed and maintained, safe, accessible,
adaptable, environmentally and cost-effectively
provided

Social and cultural: vibrant, harmonious and
inclusive communities

A sense of identity and belonging

Tolerance, respect and engagement with people
from different cultures, background and beliefs
Friendly, co-operative and helpful behaviour in
neighbourhoods

Opportunities for cultural, leisure, community,
sport and other activities

Low levels of crime and anti-social behaviour with
visible, effective and community-friendly policing
All people are socially included and have similar
life opportunities

Governance: effective and inclusive
participation, representation and leadership

Strategic, visionary, representative, accountable
governance systems and enable inclusive, active
and effective participation by individuals and
organisations

Strong, informed and effective leadership and
partnershipsthat lead by example

Strong, inclusive community and voluntary sector
A sense of civic values, responsibility and pride
Continuous improvement through effective
delivery, monitoring and feedback at all levels.

Environmental : providing places for people to
livein an environmentally friendly way

Efficient use of resources now and in the future in
the built environment and service provision
Living in away that minimise the negative
environmental impact and enhances the positive
impact

Protecting and improving natural resources and
biodiversity

Having due regard for the needs of future
generationsin current decisions and actions

Housing and the built environment: aquality
built and natural environment

Creating a sense of place

Well maintained local user friendly public and
green spaces with facilities for everyone including
children and older people

Sufficient range, diversity and affordability of
housing with abalanced housing market

A hight quality, well deigned built environment of
appropriate size, scale, density design and layout
that complements the distinctive local character of
the community

High quality, mixed-use durable flexible and
adaptable buildings

Transport and connectivity: good transport
services and communication linking people to
jobs, schoals, health and other services

Transport facilities, including public transport to
help people travel within and between
communities

Facilities to encourage safe local walking and
cycling

Accessible and appropriate local parking facilities
Widely available and effective

telecommuni cations and internet access

Economy: aflourishing and diverselocal
economy

A wide range of jobs and training opportunities
Sufficient land and buildings to support economic
prosperity and change
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Dynamic job and business creation
A strong business community with linksinto the
wider economy

Services: afull range of appropriate accessible
public private community and voluntary services

Well-educated people form well -performing local
schools, further and higher education and training
for lifelong learning

High quality, local health care and social services
Provision of range of accessible affordable public,
community, voluntary and private services
Service providers who think and act long term and
beyond their own immediate geographical and
interest boundaries.

Source: Egan Review (2004)

Table 3: Egan Review classification of core occupations engaged in sustainable communities

Implementers and Decision Makers
- Local authority elected members
- Local authority chief executives and local
authority staff
- Members of Local Strategic Partnerships
- Regiona Assembly members and staff
- Chief Executives and staff of relevant

Environmental Occupations
- Environmental officers (conservation, tree, play)
- Environmental advisors (e.g. English Heritage,

Environment Agency, Forestry Commission)

- Environmental managers (e.g. nature

conservation, environmental health officers)

regional organisations (e.g. RDAS,
Regional Housing Board)
- Infrastructure provider and maintenance

Social Occupations
- Managers of housing and social services

mangers (e.g. transport, ICT, water and
sewage)

- Regeneration leaders

- Chief Executives and staff of relevant
national agencies (Environment Agency,
English Partnerships, Highway agency)

- MPsand civil servants with relevant

Economic Occupations
- Developers (e.g. housing and commercial)
- Investorsin property (e.g. institutional, private

and public)

- Economic development agency managers and

officers

policy responsibility (e.g. Home Office,
Defra, DTI, Health, Education, Transport,
Police)

Community Occupations
- Professional community and voluntary workers
- Community/nei ghbourhood wardens and

Community Support wardens

Built Environment Occupations

- Planners (e.g. urban, rural, highways,
transport, environmental)

- Urban designers

- Area masterplanners

- Architects (e.g. architects, architectural
technicians, architectural technologists,
landscape architects, police architectural
liaison officers)

- Engineers (e.g. civil, structural, building
services, geotechnical, highways,
transport, environmental)

- Surveyors (e.g. geomatic/land, valuation,
quantity, general practice, building,
building inspectors)

- Construction industry mangers

- Educators of built environment
professionals

Cross-cutting Occupations
- Neighbourhood renewal and regeneration

practitioners

Source: Egan Review (2004)
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Table 4: Egan review generic skills

Skills Behaviours Knowledge of
Ways of thinking Ways of acting:

Inclusive visioning Creativity Entrepreneurial The seven sustainable
community
components and how
they interact

Project management Strategic thinking Can-do mentality Sustainable

development including
best environmental

practice

Leadership Open to change Co-operation Housing and built
environment

Breakthrough Awareness of Ableto seek help Transport and

thinking/brokerage limitations connectivity

Team/partnership Challenging Humility Wider national and

working within and assumptions local economy

between teams, based on

shared sense of purpose

Making it happen given Flexible Committed to making it | Governance,

constraints happen citizenship and
processes associated
with local democracy

Process Clear Respect for diversity Spatial, planning and

management/change and equal opportunity master planning

management

Financial management Decisive Ableto take action Urban design and

and appraisal urban coding
Attracting financial
capital

Stakeholder management: | Respect for and Having ashared sense

including ability to work
with local
residents/community
groups

awareness of the
contribution of other
professionals

of purpose

Analysis, decision
making, evaluation,
learning form mistakes

Development processes

Conflict resolution

Customer awareness and
how to secure feedback

Source: Egan Review (2004)
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Table 5: Generic skillsidentified in four key reports discussing skills for sustainable communities

Urban task force
(1999)
Interdisciplinary
skills

PAT 16 (2000)
Skills

ThelLearning Curve (2002)
Coreskills

The Egan Review
(2004)
Generic Skills

Production of design
briefs

Coordination of
procurement
methods and
competitions to
deliver high-quality
design alternatives
Proactive use of
planning system
Community
involvement
Integration of
physical
development
programmes with
others

Land assembly

Land remediation
Project appraisal,
management and
finance

Provision of services
and infrastructure
Creating and
managing effective
arm’slength delivery
bodies.

Project management
Team building,
leadership,
management
Problem solving
Finance

Risk-taking
Listening/learning
Conflict management
Accessing
knowledge about
‘what works'
Working with
communities
Building skills with
communities

Residents:

Strategic skills
Performance management
Probity and stewardship
Listening, negotiation,
consensus building
Conflict resolution
Confidence

Analytical, interpersonal and
organisational skills
Professional/practitioners:
Analysing possibilities
Strategic leadership
Management of people
Valuing diversity
Working with partners
Working with the community
Communication

Conflict Resolution
Project management
Finance and budgeting
Research, monitoring,
evaluation

Risk assessment and
management
Mainstreaming

IT Kills

Civil servants/policy
makers:

Analytical skills

I deas leadership
Communication
Networking, coordinating
Influencing, negotiation,
brokering

Consensus building
Partnership working

Inclusive visioning
Project management
Leadership
Thinking/brokering
Team/partnership
working

Making it happen
Process/change
management and
appraisal
Stakeholder
management
Analysis, decision
making, learning from
mistakes, evaluation
Communication
Conflict resolution
Customer awareness

Source: Bailey (2005: 347)
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Figure 2: Detailed skills framework for broad skills and competencies for urban regeneration (based on
case study of urban regeneration in Scotland)

Source: Turok & Taylor (2006: 504)
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