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5.1 Introduction 

Chapter 5 addresses the same Fife case study as Chapter 4 but applies new tools 

for framing and analysing the data. A new 'rich descriptioný of the case is written 

up as a series of dialectical research cycles within the framework of a 

hermeneutic spiral as discussed in Chapter 2. This approach illuminates the 

impact of issues of process on the indicators selected for the purpose of recording 

and evaluating sustainable development practice in Fife Region. 

The new approach to framing and analysing the data coRected during the 

Sustainability Indicators for Fife project highlights the impact of the time frame for 

consultation, the institution's vision of the role of consultees and the resources 

devoted to the project as factors affecting the scope for genuine participation of a 

diverse range of stakeholders. These factors can shape which issues are chosen as 

locally important and the indicators that are used to determine sustainable 

development trends on the selected priority issues. These factors also have an 

important impact on the sustainable development framing of the indicators 

document as a whole. An ability to represent the iterative and cyclical nature of 

the influence of the process adopted to developing individual indicators (the 

parts) on the framing of the sustainability indicators report (the whole), and vice 

versa, is a key feature of the dialectical research cycle diagrams developed to map 

the processes of the project. 

Section 5.2 looks at the development of a single indicator - Sewage Treatment - 

using material available through the formal documentary processes of the pilot 

including notes of meetings of the Sustainability Indicators Working Group 

(SIWG), drafts of the Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report and comments from 

"official" consultees. 
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Section 5.3 contrasts a linear view of the development of the Sewage Treatment 

indicator with a cyclical view which recognises that the same stages of indicator 

development were revisited on several occasions before the indicator was 

finalised. A diagram is presented to show the development of the indicator as a 

series of micro-research cycles. This diagram is further developed using the 

research cycle stages, adopted by Rowan (1981) and Reason (198-8), assigning a 

colour code to the dialectical research cycle stages of PROJECT, ENCOUNTER, 

TFHNKING, MAKING SENSE and COMMUNICATION. The mapping of the 

development of an indicator as a series of dialectic research cycles gives a richer 

picture than the thin description used in the Study Report but still leaves 

important issues unexplained. These include the lack of time series data, changes 

in the evaluation of trend on the indicator, and the impetus behind the move to a 

more holistic and global framing of the Sustainability Indicators for Fife report in 

the final weeks of the pilot project. To gain a better understanding of these issues 

requires an examination of the development of the Sustainability Indicators for 

Fife report as a whole. 

Section 5.4 explores the patterns of the whole report, looking at changes in the 

'evaluation of trend' and length of time series data used in each draft of the 

Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report. This material highlights that issues raised 

with regard to the Sewage Treatment indicator also occur in the development of 

other indicators. These patterns cannot easily be explained by looking only at the 

'formal process& of the indicators pilot. 

Section 5.5 sets out a chronological overview of the pilot project process and 

includes a recognition of the influence of informal processes and unofficial 

consultees on the Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report. Using the dialectic 

research cycle framework the location of, and participation in, the processes of 

TF9NKING and MAIGNG SENSE are described and the impact of this on 
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COMMUNICATION is identified. This section uses the introductory material 

contained in each draft of the Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report to track the 

changing definition of sustainable development in use at each stage supplemented 

with notes taken in SIWG meetings, Interwoven with this process is my shifting 

role and identity (BEING) over the course of the project. This reflects the value- 

laden nature of undertaking research into sustainable development indicators, 

which becomes interwoven with the value-laden nature of sustainable 

development indicators themselves as measures of progress. Case Stories are used 

to illustrate my changing perspective as Researcher/ Consultant during the project 

process. The project is framed as four stages: Stage 1: Getting to grips with the 

pilot process; Stage H: Local Priorities or Local Agenda 21; Stage IM What to do 

about critical feedback; Stage IV Going for Global. This section concludes by 

summarising the the ways in which wider project process (the whole) influences 

the development of any individual indicator (the parts). 

Section 5.6 returns to in ividual indicator examples illustrating the way in which 

the dialectic research cycle diagrams can be used to map indicators- which had 

different patterns of development. 5.6.1 traces the development of the indicator 

which had the most stages of development: ; he Homelessness indicator. The 

mapping of this indicator includes the impact of informal processes and unofficial 

consultees, making it relatively straight forward to locate the processes of 

THINKING and MAKING SENSE. This highlights that location of the MAKING 

SENSE process outwith the SIWG for much of the later development of this 

indicator, one of the two examples chosen by the SIWG to represent the work of 

the Fife project in the LGMB Report of the Pilot Phase. Section 5.62 shows the 

much shorter cycle of the Tree Preservation Orders indicator which was rejected 

early in the pilot. Section 5.6.3 traces the multiple stages involved in trying to 

secure appropriate indicators for the issue of 'community decision making' 

demonstrates the extent of the "hidden workload' within the Fife project. 
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Considerable time and energy was invested by staff and consultees in seeking to 

shape indicators felt to be more appropriate than those originally pursued from 

the LGMB menu of options and in this case there was little to show in the final Fife 

report for this investment of effort. Section 5.6.4, the Energy indicator, shows the 

way in which new issues began to be introduced and indicators sought in the final 

weeks of the Fife project once the balance of indicators developed for inclusion in 

the report had been reviewed. 

The key findings arising from the use of the dialectic research cycle structure and 

mapping as a tool of analysis for the Fife Sustainability Indicators pilot are 

presented at the beginning of Chapter 6. 

5.2 Developing An Indicator: The Sewage 
Treatment Example 

The decision making process behind the development of each indicator sheet 

contained in the final 'Sustainability Indicators for Fife' Report can be traced using 

the documentary evidence from meetings of the SIWG and the consultation drafts 

of the Fife-wide report. This can be illustrated using the following example of the 

development of an indicator for pollution. 

Under Theme 2 Pollution is limited to levels which natural systems can cope with and 

without damage; the 15th August SIWG meeting selected as a category A indicator 

(for which information was thought to be readily available): 

2.5 Yonnes o sewage discharged untreated or incinerated. f 

This indicator was discussed at the 10th October SIWG as one which appeared to 

present difficulty as a source of appropriate data had not yet been identified (FRC, 

1994g). At the 7th November SIWG meeting an indicator sheet was presented. This 
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Figure 5.1 Sewage Indicator presented to the 7th November SIWG 
(FRC, 1994 k) 

SEWAGE SLUDGE DISPOSAL 
1990 

VAGE 
SLUDGE D9WOSAL 

OTHER 
60% 

Metric Tonnes 
Per Year 

AGRICULTURE 
40% 

DESCREMON 

Efficient and non polluting disposal of waste is essential to a sustainable society. A 
considerable volume of such- waste (both from households and from industry etc) is 
conducted by water and, following treatment, an inevitable result is a quantity of solid 
material, known as sewage sludge. which siodge has then to be disposed of harmlessly 
and efficiently. 

BACLCgRQUND 

Water-borne waste disposal (of which sludge is an integral part) is the responsibility, of 
Regional Councils in Scotland and is controlled by both UK and EU Legislation. In the 
past the majority of sludge has been dumped at sea but EU legislation will make this 
method illegal by 1995. Research is ongoing to develop other methods of disposal 
including spreading on agricultural sites, landfill and incineration. 

ANALYSIS 

Limited Information is available from published sources on sludge disposal in Fife. In 
1990 4,300 tonnes of dried sewage sludge were produced in Fife of which 40% was 
spread on agricultural land. A limited quantity was also incinerated at Methil Power 
Station (mixed with coal slurry) on an experimental basis. On the basis of this very 
limited evidence it can only be said, at present that the trend is neither toward or 
away from sustainability. 

Disposal of sludge at sea damages marine environments, fish and plant communities. 
Disposal to landfill can produce substantial quantities of methane -a greenhouse gas, 
whilst excessive spreading on land may lead to the build up of long lasting heavy 
metals (e. g. cadmium)and other toxic substances in soiL-, 

DATA AND UWORMATION SOURCES 

The Scottish Environment 
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included a pie chart which depicted the disposal route of sewage sludge in the 

year 1990. This was simply divided into 'Agriculture' 40% and 'Other '60% . (See 

Figure 5.1). Working Group members questioned whether it was useful to have 

only one year of data, giving no opportunity to identify any trend, and with 60% 

of the disposal route unidentified. No sustainability trend was identified for the 

indicator. The commentary under Background on this indicator text states that; 
"In the past the majority of sludge has been dumped at sea but EU legislation will make 
this method illegal by 1995. Research is ongoing to develop other methods of disposal 
including spreading on agricultural sites, landfill and incineration. " (FRC, 1994 k) 

However the indicator sheet did not quantify the proportion of Fife sludge being 

dumped at sea and therefore the scale of problem that would be faced in 

developing alternative routes for disposal. There was also an issue, raised by 

SIWG members, about the lack of clarity in the way in which the terms weight and 

volume were used in this indicator sheet. 

The 1st Consultation draft (Nov. 1994) used a bar chart of Metric Tonnes of Sewage 

Sludge disposed of to two routes (Agriculture and Land Reclamation) in the years 

1990 and 1994 (Figure 5.2a and b) In the 'Description' part of the indicator text 

figures were given for Scotland for the routes by which sewage was disposed of 

although no source of comparable data for Fife had been identified. Despite this, 

the trend for the indicator was stated as "Towards Sustainability". 

At the 28th November SIWG meeting members asked that the current indicator be 

replaced by identification of the percentage of the population served by primary, 

secondary and tertiary treatment over time (FRC, 1994j). As these figures had 

been published in the current copy of the Fife Regional Council in-house 

magazine, as one of the performance indicators on which the authority had to 

report to the Scottish Office, they were known to be available for at least one recent 

year. 
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Figure 5.2a Page I of the Sewage Indicator included in the I st Public Consultation 

Draft of the Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report (FRC, 1994 1 

POLLUTM 

SEWAGE SLUDGE DISPOSAL 
TDS (Thousands) 
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1990 1994 

YEAR 

M AGRICULTURE M LAND RECLAMATION ETC 

TDS: TONNES DRIED SOLID3 

DESCREMON 

SEWAGE 
SLUDGE MSPOSIAL 

Metric Tonnes 
Per Year 

Efficient and non polluting disposal of waste is essential in a sustainable society. A 
considerable volume of such waste (both from households and from industry etc) is 
conducted by water and, following treatment, an inevitable result is a quantity of solid 
material, known as dried sewage sludge, which has then to be disposed of harmlessly, 
efficiently and if possible productively. Water-borne waste disposal (of which sludge iF 
an integral part) is the responsibility of Regional Councils in Scotland and is controlleo 
by both UK and EU Legislation. In the past the majority of sludge has been dumped 
at sea but EU legislation will make this method illegal by 1998. Research is ongoing 
to develop other methods of disposal including spreading on agricultural sites, landfill 
and incineration. 

In Scotland, 10,000 dry solid tonnes of sewage sludge is applied annually to agricultura) 
to agricultural land. This represents approximately 15% of the 78,900 dry solid tonnes 
produced annually. Of the remainder, 75% is disposed of to sea; 9% goes to landfill 
sites and 1% is incinerated. The provisions within the Urban Waste Water Directive 
are forecast to produce an increase to 185,000 dry solid tonnes, per year (+134%) by 
2005. 

ANALYSIS 

Limited information is available from published sources on sludge disposal in Fife. In 
1990 4,300 tonnes of dried sewage sludge were produced in Fife of which 40% was 
spread on agricultural land. A limited quantity was also incinerated at Methil Power 
Station (mixed with coal slurry) on an experimental basis. In 1994,6,360 tonnes were 
produced of which 40% was again spread on a agricultural land. Almost all of the 
remainder in both years was used in Land Reclamation Schemes within Fife as a low 
yield fertiliser/soil improver. This method of disposal has increased in importance In 
response to new EU legislation. 

EVALUATION 

On the basis of this limited evidence it can be said, at present that the trend is 
towards sustainability. 
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Figure 5.2b Page 2 of the Sewage Indicator included in the Ist Public Consultation 
Draft of the Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report (FRC, 1994 1) 

Disposal of sludge at sea damages marine environments, fish and plant communities. 
Disposal to landfill can produce substantial quantities of methane -a greenhouse gas, 
whilst excessive and uncontrolled spreading on land may lead to the build up of long 
lasting heavy metals (e. g. cadmium) and other toxic substances In soils. If carefully 
managed- however, the use of- sewage sludge In Land Reclamation Schemes is an aged 
however, the use of sewage sludge in in Land Reclamation Schemes is an efficient 
means of disposal. 

In the context of this report this indicator is linked to Derelict and Contaminated 
Land, River Quality, Household Waste, Protected Habitat, Water from Local Resources. 

The- Scottish Envirownent 
FRC (Engineering; Water and Drainage) 

By Its nature, sewage sludge disposal can fluctuate considerably from year to 
year. Further data will be required to determine long-tetrn trends. 

Data on this indicator is important in relation to the development of alternative 
methods of sludge disposal., At a Regional level a land availability schedule is 
necessary, linked with the local waste management plans. 



Chapter 5 Sustainability Indiwtors for Fife: Rich Descrotion 253 

For the 2nd public consultation draft the graphic for sewage sludge disposal to 

agriculture and land reclamation was supplemented with a pie chart showing the 

proportion of the Fife population who were served by facilities for 'Full' treatment 

(15.6 %), Primary/ septic tank treatment (27.57o) and the proportion whose sewage 

went Untreated into the sea (56.99o') (Figure 5.3 a& b). No year is given for the pie 

chart data. A clear statement was made below this new graphic: 
"Almost 60% of Fife's sewage us (sic) discharged, largely untreated, into the sea. As 
this proportion is reduced ways will have to be found to dispose of more sewage 
sludge. " FRC, 1994 m 

The indicator text does not clearly differentiate between sewage and sewage 

sludge and between water-borneand land borne disposal routes. The statement 

could have been clarified by adding "... on the land or by incineration" to the 

sentence. However, the addition of this statement,, and the comments in the 

'Analysis' section of the text does at least highlight that there are problems with 

the recent sewage disposal strategy, which was not made clear in the previous 

versions of the indicator sheet. It is stated that: 
"This is unacceptable and the Regional Council have been undertaking measures to 
develop modem sewage treatment works to serve all major urban areas. Major new 
treatment works have been established, in the last five years, in the Kirkcaldy, 
Levenmouth and Dunfermline areas. " FRC, 1994 rn 

The 'Linkages' section was also stronger on the problems commonly presented by 

different sewage disposal routes. The 'Description' section of the indicator sheet 
had been rewritten, with the data for the EU ban on sewage disposal to the sea 

was now stated as 1998 and in the 'Comments' section it was identified that: 

"Further data will be required to determine long-term trends"; FRC, 1994 m 

Recognition that the snapshot presented in the pie chart, plus the early attempts to 

develop approaches to land based disposal werean insufficient basis for drawing 
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Figure 5.3 a Page I of the Sewage Indicator included in the 2nd Public Consultation 
Draft of the Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report (FRC, 1994m) 

UM OF RMOURM 

SEWAGE TREATMENT IN FIFE 

UNTREA7. =D SEA O/FALL 

SEWAGE TREATMENT: 
SEWAGE SLUDGE DISPOSAL 

Disposal of Sewage Sludge 
Metric Tonnes 

Per Year 

SEWAGE SLUDGE DISPOSAL 

PRIMARY'SEPTIC TANK 
27.5 

S POPULATION SIRVED BY TYPE 

FULL TREATMENT 
15.8 

Almost 6096 of Fife's sewage us discharged, largely 
untreated. into the sea. As this proportion is reduced 
ways will have to be found to dispose of more sewage 
sludge. 

DESCRUMON 

(Thousalm) 

S 

5 

0 
Im s4 

YEAR 

AGRICULTURE 0 LAND RECLAMATION ETC 

TO&TONUIS WHO wuDs 

Efficient and non polluting disposal of waste is essential in a sustainable society. A 
considerable volume of such waste (both from households and from industry etc) is 
conducted by water and by outfall to the sea without treatment. The remainder 
receives primary or secondary treatment before the waste water is discharged. 

An inevitable result of this process is a quantity of solid material, known as dried 
sewage sludge, which has then to be disposed of harmlessly, efficiently and if possible 
productively. Water, -borne waste disposal (of which sludge is an integral part) is the 
responsibility of Regional Councils in Scotland and is controlled by both UK and EU 
Legislation. In the past the majority of sludge has been dumped at sea but EU 
legislation will make this method illegal by 1998. Research is ongoing to develop 
other methods of disposal including spreading on agricultural sites, landfill and 
incineration. 

In Scotland, 10,000 dry solid tonnes of sewage sludge is applied annually to agricultural 
to agricultural land. This. represents approximately 15% of the 78,900 dry solid tonnes 
produced annually. Of the remainder, 75% is disposed of to sea; 9% goes to landfill 
sites and 1% is incinerated. The provisions within the Urban Waste Water Directive 
are forecast to produce an increase to 185,000 dry solid tonnes per year (+134%) by 
2005. 

ANALYSIS 

Currently, in Fife, nearly 60% of all sewage is discharged, largely untreated into the 
sea. This is unacceptable and the Regional Council have been undertaking measures to 
develop modern sewage treatment works to serve all major urban areas. Major new 
treatment works have been established, in the last five years, in the Kirkcaldy, 
Leverunouth and Dunfermline areas. 
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Figure 5.3b Page 2 of the Sewage Indicator included in the 2nd Public Consultation 
Draft-of the Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report (FRC, 1994m) 

Improved sewage treatment produces more sewage sludge but only limited information 
Is available from published sources on sludge disposal in Fife. In 1990 4,300 tonnes of 
dried sewage sludge were produced in Fife of which 40% was spread on agricultural 
land. A limited quantity was also incinerated at Methil Power Station (mixed with 
coal slurry) on an experimental basis. In 1994,6.360 tonnes were produced of which 
40% was again spread on a agricultural land. Almost all of the remainder in both 
years was used in Land Reclamation Schemes within Fife as a low yield fertillser/soil 
improver. This method of disposal has increased in importance in response to new EU 
legislation. 

ENALUATION 

On. the basis of the limited evidence It is not possible to say, at present whether the 
trend on this indicator is towards sustainability. 

LENKAGES 

Disposal of sludge at sea damages marine environments, fish and plant communities. 
Disposal to landfill can produce substantial quantities of methane -a greenhouse gas, 
whilst excessive and uncontrolled spreading on land may lead to the build up of long 
lasting heavy metals (e. g. cadmium) and other toxic substances in soils. If carefully 
managed however, the use of sewage sludge in Land Reclamation Schemes is an aged 
however, the use of sewage sludge in Land Reclamation Schemes is an efficient means 
of disposal. 

In the context of this report this indicator is linked to Derelict and Contaminated 
Land, River Quality, Household Waste, Protected Habitat, Water from Local Resources. 

DATA AND INFORMATION SOURCES 

The Scottish Environment 
FRC (Engineering; Water and Drainage) 
Fife State of the Environment Manual 

COMMENTS 

The volume of sewage slljdge produced and the means of its disposal are useful 
measures of sustainability. Since the volume of sludge produced will increase 
as methods of treatment and the volume of sewage treated increase. 

By Its nature, sewage sludge disposal can f lucEuate considerably from year to 
year. Further data will be required to determine long-term trends. 

Data on this indicator is important, in- relatioa to the development of alternative 
methods of sludge disposal. At a Regional level a land availability schedule is 
necessary, linked with the local waste management plans. 
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conclusions about a sustainability trend, meant that no trend arrow was now 

presented for this indicator. 

The responses to the questionnaire circulated with the 2nd consultation draft 

report included: 

17 where the Sewage Disposal indicator was felt to be useful and 1 where it 

was not felt to be useful. 

14 of the responses agreed that this was the best way to measure this issue 

and 3 did not, 

12 of the responses felt that the identified direction of trend as "Inconclusive" 

was appropriate, but 4 did not. 

The comments included with the questionnaire returns regarded the Sewage 

Disposal indicators as generally helpful but several respondents were keen to see 

more action on the issue: 
"Useful to know proportion of treated to proportion untreated" 

i I feel treatment of sewage is improvin g-, especially all the work on reed beds. " 

"We agree with this indicator. We would like the report to contain a section on 
indicators covering beaches and sea water quality which we believe is important in 
the Fife area. " 

"Long-term I 00,0/o treatment/recycling instead of 'dumpmg' in the sea. " 

"Reducing sewage and then recycling sewage produced as natural fertilisers. " 

"But could be dealt with in one of two ways - dried off or pumped ftu-ther out to sea" 

At the 9th January SIWG meeting the need for a longer time series on the Sewage 

indicator was again highlighted. However, the snapshot pie-chart remained in the 

final published version (Figure 5.4 a& b). The text of the indicator was 
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Figure 5.4a Page 1 of the Sewage Indicator included in the Sustainability Indicators 
for Fife Report (FRC, 1995a) 

Use of Resources 

SEWAGE TREATMENT IN RFE 

UNTREATED SEA 
OUTFALL 5&1 , 

MIMARY/SEPT 
TANK 27.5 

RXL TREATMENT 
15.6 

POPULATION SERVED BY TYPE 

Most of Scotland's sewage is disposed of into the 
sea, largely untreated. Even when sewage is treated 
the dry sludge which results from treatment has to be 
dealt with. At present 75% of diy sludge is also 
dumped in the sea. Of the remainder, 15% is spread 
on agricultural land. 9% goes into landfill sites and 
I% is incinerated. 

Each of the conventional methods of disposal of 
sewage has negative impacts on the environment. 

Disposal of sewage into the sea damages marine 
environments, fish and plant communities. European 
Union legislation will make dumping at sea illegal 
by 1998. 

Disposal to landfill can produce substantial 
quantities of methane - which incrcases global 
wanning. It also causes local crivironmental 
problems and takes up land. 

Incineration produces carbon dioxide which also 
increases global wanning, and incineration can also 
result in toxic air pollution. 

However. sewage does not havc to have negative 
environmental impact%, and can be a useful resource. 

Sewage can be treated using the "natural 
technology" of rced beds. Fife Regional Council has 
received funding from the EU through the LIFE 
programme for the development of the Malley-field 
reed beds. 

Percentage of the population whose sewage 
is discharged, untreated or partly 
untreated into the sea. 

Sewage sludge can be used, in combination 
with fly-ash, for land reclamation. In 1994 
approximately 4,000 tonnes of -sewage sludge 
was incorporated in land reclamation projects 
in Fife. This was an increase from 2,800 
tonnes in 1990. 

Sewage sludge can also be spread on 
agricultural land as a fertiliser, and 2,500 
tonnes of sludge was spread on agricultural 
land in Fife in 1994, an increase from 1,800 
tonnes in 1990. Using sewage sludge on 
agricultural land requires careful management 
as excessivc and uncontrolled spreading on 
land can lead to the build-up of long lasting 
heavy metals (eg cadmium) and other toxic 
substances in s; oils, as well as causing local 
nuisance (e. g. smell). However, it can replace 
fertilisers derived from non-renewable 
resources, which has global as well a-, local 
impacts. 

Sewage sludge can also be sprayed on 
forests as a fertiliser, composted with straw as 
a land improver. or made into bricks. Methane 
produced from decomposing sewage can be 
used as a fuel and this has been used for 
combined generation of heat and power, and 
in motor vehicles. 

Sustainabiliýv Indicworsfor Fife 1995 
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Figure 5.4b Page 2 of the Sewage Indicator included in the Sustainability Indica 
for Fife Report (FRC, 1995a) 

Currently, in Fife, only 16% of sewage is fully 
treated and nearly 60% is discharged, into the 
sea, having received only primary treatment. 
This is unacceptable and the Regional Council 
has been taking steps to improve sewage 
treatment and disposal methods. This has 
included the development of modern sewage 
works to serve all major urban areas. Major new 
treatment works have been established in the last 
5 years in the Kirkcaldy and Dunfermline areas. 

The Scottish Environment. 

Fife State of Environment Manual 

FRC (Engineering Department. Water and 
Drainage) 

Use qf'Resources 

Imondusive 

Disposal of sewage waste of all kinds is an 
environment issue and has definite implications for 
the future. 

No time-series data is available on this indicator 
and it is not possible, therefore, to determine a trend. 

Increase the proportion of sewage that receives full-treatment. 
Produce a land availability schedule to identify land suitable for treated sewage application. 

m Sustainability Indicaiors for Fife 1995 
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refonnatted to fit with the revised way each indicator sheet was to be presented 
but the data included in the commentary was largely unchanged from the 2nd 

consultation version. Because of the lack of time series data the indicator trend 

was stated as "Inconclusive". The indicator used in the final report was very 

similar to the choice originally made from the LGMB menu despite the digression 

into sewage sludge disposal. 

The stages of development of the sewage treatment indicator can be summarized 

and depicted as a flow chart (see Figure 5.5). This simplified linear view can be 

useful in that it emphasizes that the process was not as straightforward as 
identifying an issue, collecting data, and presenting it. However, because of the 
linear presentation it does not make clear that the process cycled around the same 

stages. several times and that these iterations were an important part of the 
indicator development process. 

5.3 Mapping the Iterative Stages of Indicator 
Development 

Chapter Two discussed the research cycle model developed by Rowan, and 

subsequently used by Reason and others- Reason (1988) observed that the research 

cycle diagrams developed by Rowan (1981): 

"do not really show the development of (the) projects through their multiple cycles of 
action and reflection. They tend to show inquiries as simple, linear affairs, rather than 
as the complex and at time chaotic webs of action and reflection, reason and 
emotion, individuality and collectively that they really are. " Reason, 1998: 227 

Reason does not really offer a solution to this problem other than to observe that 

the map of their inquiry made by Marshall and McLean "shows this complexity 

and multiple cycling rather well. " (See Chapter 2 Figure 2.4). Marshall and 
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McLean's research cycle is similar to that used by Gummesson (Figure 5-6) in 

describing the role of the Researcher/ Consultant working on a project. 

ReseaT*rl 
comsultant" 

I 

oIcoIwft2ty 

Figure 5.6 

Hi PROJECT 

Focusing on the present and future from the inside. 

Drawing on Gummesson's recognition that there is a temporal dimension and a 

process of cycling around recurring developmental stages within a research project 

the Sewage Treatment example can be depicted as a cyclical rather than a linear 

process. Figure 5.7 has been designed to provide a clear visual summary of the 

process upon which the final indicator Sewage Treatment indicator sheet was 

based. The process of selecting the initial indicator, presenting it to the SIWG and 

the public consultees and undertaking repeated revisions of the indicator sheet is 

shown as a series of micro-research cycles. The formatting recognises where 

similar stages are being revisited. 

The cyclical approach of Figure 5.7 illustrates much more clearly than the linear 

approach of Figure 5.5 that producing a single indicator sheet for the Sustainability 

indicators for Fife report on sewage treatment and disposal was a lengthy and 

complex process. This visual record of the requests for additional data, 

identification of additional and alternative data sources, repeated redrafting of the 
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text and later reframing of the whole report illustrate the lengthy and time 

consuming nature of developing suitable indicators. This mapping approach gives 

an accessible overview of a process previously presented in four A4 pages of notes 

and 7 pages of draft indicator sheets. Figure 5.7 also makes clear that in the early 
drafts of the report the trend of this indicator was evaluated as towards 

sustainability, in later drafts it was- felt that there was insufficient data on which to 

base a determination of trend. 

The format used to map the iterative stages of preparing an indicator can be 

straightforwardly adapted to reflect the research cycle stages BEING, TFHNKING 

PROJECT, ENCOUNTER, NLAXING SENSE, and CONDJUNICATION presented 
by Rowan (1981) and Reason (1988) by assigning a colour to each research stage 

using the key given in Figure 5.8. 

Figure 5.9 applies this colour key to the iterative cycle map of the formal process of 

developing the sewage treatment indicator. It is relatively straightforward to map 

the stages of PROJECT, ENCOUNTER, and COMMUNICATION onto the iterative 

cycle diagram. It is more difficult to be clear about the location of the stages of 

THINKING and MAKING SENSE. In this example the THINKING stage has been 

equated with the search for appropriate data sets which was generally carried out 

by the Research & Information Officer outwith SIWG meetings. However, at the 

28th November SIWG the data identification took place within the meeting which 

became an ENCOUNTER and a collective process of MAKING SENSE of the 

existing indicator sheet and of THINKING about how it could be improved. 
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'44 COMMUMCATION 

BEING 

Figure 5.8 Dialectical research cycle: colour key 

A 
ENCOUNTER 

The SIWG meetings are identified as the location of the MAKING SENSE process 

for the Sewage Treatment indicator although the development of the Sustainability 

Indicator for Fife report was not discussed at every SIWG. 

As with all models the quality of the data presented by the model is only as good 

as the quality of the data that goes into the model. Using the documentary 

evidence of the formal meetings of the SIWG, the comments from consultees and 

the various drafts of the indicator sheets gives a richer picture of the development 

of the Sewage Treatment indicator than the thin description contained in the study 

report. However, it still leaves important issues unexplained: 

PROJECT 
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9 why was a trend towards sustainability identified for the indicator used in 

the first public consultation draft even though no data for the parameters 

used was available for Fife? 

9 why does the indicator sheet move from a very positive analysis of the 

current position in Fife to a later recognition that Fife's sewage disposal 

strategy is unacceptable (although a trend cannot now be identified)? 

9 why was only one year of data presented in the final report when the 

indicator being used was a Scottish Office performance indicator for which 

several years of data would have been reported by Fife Regional Council and 

ought to have been available to the Research and Information Team? 

9 what was the nature of the revisions and reformatting made to the report in 

the final weeks of the pilot project period and what impact did this have on 

individual indicators? 

These issues, which are related to the location of the T1HM*-; KING and MAKING 

SENSE stages of the micro-research cycles of devisiong the indicator, cannot be 

addressed by looking at a single indicator in isolation. These issues can only be 

tackled by looking in detail at the process of the whole, the way in which the 

framing of the report changed over time and the kind of issues that influenced 

these changes. 

5.4 Exploring the patterns of the whole 

Looking at the evidence from the drafts of the Fife-wide report it can be seen that 

the issues raised by the sewage treatment indicator were not isolated examples. 
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5.4.1 Evaluating Trends Towards and Away from Sustainability 

Figure 5.10 shows that the proportion of indicators evaluated as having a trend 

towards sustainability varied considerably between iterations of the Fife wide 

report. In the first public consultation draft report 637o of the indicators were 

evaluated as having a trend towards sustainability. By the 14th February SIWG 

meeting this figure had fallen to only 9% of the indicators. However, by the time 

the report was published in June the proportion of indicatiors showing a trend 

towards sustainability had increased to 20 percent. This was partly because the 

number of indicators in the final report had been reduced from 23 to 20, and partly 

because the trend on the nursery education and infant mortality indicators had 

been reassessed as being towards sustainability rather than "inconclusive'. 

The highest proportion of indicators presented in which the evaluation of the 

indicator showed no clear trend was in the second public consultation draft, 

where 13 indicators comprising 54% ') of the total were deemed inconclusive. In the 

7th November draft one-third of the indicators had been labelled as inconclusive, 

and this dropped to just under one-quarter for the first public consultation draft. 

By the final published report only 30% of the indicators were inconclusive. This 

was partly because several of the indicators on which a data set could not be 

accessed were dropped from the main body of the report and were instead placed 

in an annex at the back of the report as "indicators (which) have still to be 

developed. " (FRC, 1995a: 61). 

In the early months of the project there were few indicators that were evaluated as 

having a clear trend away from sustainability. In the first three drafts less than 30% 

of the indicators were viewed as showing a trend away from sustainability, 

including only 157o of indicators in the first public consultation draft. However, in 

the later stages of the pilot this figure rose to around 507o, with 11 out of 23 
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indicators in the 14th February collation and 10 out of 20, exctly 50%, of indicators 

in the final published report having an evaluated trend away from sustainability. 

5.4.2 The Length of Timeseries Data Used in Iterations of the 

Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report 

There is a comparable pattern that can be identified regarding the length of 

timeseries data upon which the evaluation of trend is based. Figure 5.11 shows the 

percentage of indicators in each iteration of the Fife-wide report according to the 

length of timeseries used. In the earliest draft of the report it is perhaps 

unsurprising that data sets had not been identified for some of the indicators. At 

this stage just over a quarter of the indicators had no data set identified, and a 
further 307o used only a one year snapshot of data. However, for the remainder of 

the indicators presented only 77o had a timeseries of more than 10 years and none 
had a timeseries of more than 20 years. When dealing with issues of development, 

particularly sustainable development, temporal issues are clearly important. The 

formal notes of the early SIWG meetings show that working group members 

repeatedly asked for longer timeseries data to be obtained both for specific 

indicator examples and across the indicators for the report as a whole. 

By the first public consultation draft the proportion of indicators presented for 

which there was no data set had reduced to 11 %, and those with only a snapshot 

to 14%. The biggest increase was in indicators with a time trend of 2-5 years, 

which now comprised 37% of the total. This did, however, mean that 6217o of the 

indicators sheets were based on 5 years or less of trend data, yet as mentioned 

above 637o of the indicators in that first public consultation draft were evaluated 

as having a clear trend towards sustainability. This raises questions about the 

basis upon which the evaluation of trend is being made. 
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In the second public consultation draft the proportion of the indicators based on 5 

years or less of trend data was down to 457o, with 127o using 6-10 years data and a 

substantial increase to 337o in the indicators using 11-20 years data. There were 
two indicators using more than 20 years data. 

In the final published report one indicator (affordable warmth) continued to be 

included although there was no data available for Fife. Four indicators (alternative 

means of transport,, air quality, household waste and sewage treatment /disposal) 

comprising 2017o of the total had only a one year snapshot of information giving no 

opportunity for a trend to be evaluated. The proportion of indicators with data 

sets of 6-10 years had increased to 20% and the proportion with more than 10 years 
data was now at 4517o. Of this 2 indicators (10% of the total) offered a data set of 20- 

49 years (agriculture and fisheries) and a further two offered data for more than 50 

years (land quality and biodiversity) although both of these indicators were based 

on a very small number of data points taken over a long time period. The land 

quality indicator sheet used an assessment of the growth in urban areas as the data 

set and there is little doubt that the there has been a net increase. However in the 

case of the biodiversity indicator which used a data set of counts of submerged 

plant species at selected Fife lochs there are hazards in making a clear 

determination of sustainability trend based on three sets of readings spread over a 

period of over 80 years. With no data on the amount of annual variability over this 

period it is of questionable scientific validity to assume that drawing a line 

through three points constitutes a trend. 

However, the general point still holds that more effort was put into identifying 

longer timeseries for the indicator sheets presented in the later stages of the pilot 

period than in the early stages. Only 3317o of the indicators in the 7th November 

draft had a timeseries of more than 5 years and this figure had risen to 657o of the 

indicators in the published document Sustainability Indicators for Fife. 
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t 
Some of the discussion that drove these changes can be identified in the formal 

process of the SIWG meetings. Although, as the sewage treatment indicator 

illustrates, it was not as simple as other SIWG members asking the Research and 
Information team to identify a new data set or a longer time series. The same 

group of people were involved in the SIWG throughout the pilot period yet the 
indicator trends varied quite dramatically between reports and the emphasis of 
the report changed considerably. In order to understand the basis for the changes 
in the content of the report over time it is useful to explore the dialect and 
hermeneutic dynamics of the project process. 

5.5 Sustainability Indicators for Fife: Dialectic 
0 Research Cycles in a Hermeneutic Spiral of Inquiry 

As described in Chapter 2 dialectical thinking places all the emphasis on change. 
It explores process and movement and presents the way change takes place as 
through conflict and opposition. Dialectical theories are always looking for 

contradictions within people or situations as the main guide to what is happening. 

The Study Report did not reveal the discontinuities and disagreement that 

underlay the development of the document that became the sustainability 
indicators for Fife report. The hermeneutic process brings in the influence that 

that culture, timing and preunderstanding have on understanding, and the need 
to look at the relationship between the parts and the whole, and indeed the whole 

and the parts. 

In my role as Project Consultant I collected a wide range of data, written and 

experiential, quantatiative and qualitative, that can be used to develop a dialectic 

and henneneutic analysis of the Sustainability Indicators for Fife process. 
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p 

To understand why the emphasis changed so much over a relatively short time 

period it is necessary to explore the informal as well as the formal processes that 

took place. It is also necessary to look at the shifting location of the 'making sense' 

process in the development of individual indicators and for the report as a whole. 

Interwoven with these processes were my shifting roles and identity as Project 

Consultant. 

The data I will use to explore these processes will include: 

9 using the introductory material contained in each iteration of the Fife-wide 
report to track the changing definitions of sustainable development 
underpinning the report; 

41 using the detailed notes of meetings to identify the shifting location of the 
making sense process and the impact of authorship on the evaluation of 
trend towards or away from sustainabihty; 

* providing case stories that set out key incidents and exploring how these 
may have had an impact on the pilot project process; 

describing my perspective as researcher/ consultant and how this 
impacted on the development of the Fife-wide report and individual 
indicators, using the research cycle model stages; 

tracking the iterative development of another example indicator in which 
the informal processes, the role of unofficial consultees and 
unconventional ways of working played a significant role: the indicator 
for Homelessness. 
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5.5.1 Stage I: Getting to grips with the pilot process 
THINKING - The framing of the Fife-wide report and concepts of sustainable 

development 

The framing of the Fife-wide report in terms of the concepts and definitions of 

sustainable development which underpinned it can be described in terms of 

THINKING. However, as 10 people were involved in the SIWG and they were in 

turn influenced by official and unofficial consultees the THINKING stage became 

a heterogeneous and dynamic process. 

Figure 5.12 THINKING I 

COMMUNICATION 

BEING 
zý 

ENCOUNTER 

In the earliest meetings of the SIWG there was no specific mention of the 

definition of sustainability upon which the indicators project would be based. At 

the first meeting of the SIWG on 27th June the guidance notes to pilots were 

discussed. This included the statement that: 

"Indicators must have a reasoned relationship to sustainability at both a 
local and a global level; " LGMB, 1994b 

PROJECT 
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Nothing was included in the note of this meeting regarding discussion of this 

underpinning reasoning. 

At the 15th August SIWG, as well as selecting 39 indicators for monitoring, the 

group discussed the scoping report prepared by the Consultants to the LGMB 

project (LGMB 1994a). This document did contain discussion of different 

definitions of sustainable development and of the framing that had been adopted 

by the LGMB steering group prior to their selection of indicators to make up the 

menus being tested by the pilot local authorities. However, this comprised 2 pages 

of an 84 page document. There was no discussion recorded in the note of the 15th 

August meeting regarding the adoption of a specific definition of sustainable 

development for the Fife work. 

The briefing circulated at the beginning of September to the elected Fife Region 

Councillors sitting on the Policy and Resources Conu-nittee was based strongly on 

the material contained in the LGMB scoping report: 
"Sustainability indicators are a new approach to conventional thinking about ways of 
measuring progress. They address the key themes of environmental responsibility, 
social equity and economic opportunity. Quality of life is a uniting theme; human 
health, the environment and the economy are inextricably linked and should be 

reflected in the choice of indicators a community uses. The state of the environment 
will determine not only the health and safety of the current generation but also future 

generations. This is an important component of sustainability. ") 
(FRC, 1994f) 

The first draft of this briefing was written by the LGMB Consultant allocated to 

Fife so it is unsurprising that she had drawn on the scoping report for this 

definition. However, it does not necessarily mean that this definition was now 

owned by the SIWG members. The members' briefing was agreed by the Depute 

Director, rather than the whole SIWG, prior to being circulated. 
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A Fife Regional Council Policy on Sustainable Development was completed in 

August by the Planning Officer (Environment Services) for presentation to the 

Policy and Resources Committee (although it did not actually go to committee 

until 20th October). The paper included a 12 page appendix giving background 

information and relating sustainable development to the work of Fife Regional 

Council (FRC, 1994p). The policy paper states that: 
Cz Sustainable development is a very complex subject, which is continually evolving. 
Put simply sustainable development is about creating and maintaining a way of life 

which will not only allow for beneficial economical development but will also 
protect the environment. It should ensure that the natural resources we currently rely 
on for ourselves and our economy to function and prosper are not overused to their 
lasting detriment. It also means ensuring that the quality of the environment and its 
resources are maintained for future generations. 

It is the aim of the Regional Council to make Fife a better place in which to live and 
work. The concept of sustainable development is therefore fundamental to this. 
Sustainable development is about improving the quality of life for current and future 

generations. Sustainable development is most often defined as: - 
"Development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the 

ability of future generations to meet their own needs. ") 
(Brundtland Commission, 1987) 

The policy paper then goes on to say: 
"It is recognised that the Regional Council is limited in what it can do in Fife in 

making progress towards sustainable development by legislative and financial 

requirements enforced by Central Government and the European Union. However as 
a user of resources and a service provider the Regional Council can lead by example 
and can create the conditions for others to take action. " 

and: 
"The Regional Council will also want to consider the consequences of the weighting 
of decisions towards sustainable development principles in its decision making 
process. Due regard will have to be given to current economic and social 
considerations. " (FRC, 1994p) 

The appendix that was attached to the policy paper recognises the global 

dimensions of sustainable development and explores the concepts of inter- 
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generational equity and carrying capacity, and identifies that: 
"Sustainable development requires a change in values, in lifestyles and in levels of 
consumption". 

However, the policy statement which formed the substantive decision making 

element of the document was as follows: 

"THE POLICY 

(a) Fife Regional Council will support the concept on (sic) sustainable 
development 

(b) Fife Regional Council will adopt the following basic principles 
" to minimise the use of finite resources; 
" to minimise energy consumption; 
" to reduce,, reuse and recycle waste; 

to minimise pollution. 
(c) These basic principles will be applied to all of the Regional Council's 

activities and functions i. e. resource use, policy making and service 
delivery. 

(d) The Regional Council will strive for change and continual improvement in 
its activities and functions in line with the principles of sustainable 
development. 

(e) The Regional Council will implement the above by developing a 
programme of action which will be regularly monitored. " (FRC, 1994p) 

Comparing this, and the conceptual statements that preceded it, against the 

sustainability spectrum used by Pearce (1993,18-19) cited in Chapter 1 it appears 

to fit most closely with a 'Technocentric accommodating' position, also labelled as 
'Weak Sustainability. The policy statement focuses on a resource conservationist 

and 'managerial' position, and although there is recognition of intergenerational 

equity with its reference to the Brundtland definition, intragenerational equity is 

only recognised implicitly in terms of improved quality of life. The view of nature 
is instrumental - i. e. its value is determined according to its usefulness to humans. 

No clear statement is made regarding the impact of activity in Fife upon the social 

and ecological conditions elsewhere on the planet. 



Chapter 5 Sustainability Indicators for Fife: Rich Description 278 

The inu-ninent adoption of the Policy on Sustainable Development, and the time 

and effort put into drawing it up, meant that those members of the SIWG who had 

been most closely involved in drafting it (particularly the Planning Officer 

(Environment Services) the principal author, and the Depute Director who had 

approved the document to go to committee) felt it should be the basis for the 

framing of the Fife-wide document. 

I had been given a copy of the draft policy document at my interview in early 
September. I sought to discuss it with the Planning Officer (Environment Services) 

one-to-one meeting on the day I started my contract on 26th September. When I 

broached the subject of the 'weak' definition of sustainable development used I 

received a curt response that it had been agreed (although she did not say by 

whom), was going to committee., and wasn't going to be changed any time soon. 

I was torn between my feelings that a stronger definition was essential as the base 

of a strong sustainability document, and concern at the effects of pushing for this 

too early in the project for fear of alienating a key member of the SIWG team. This 

exchange with the Planning Officer (Environment Services) illustrates that relying 

on formally recorded notes of meetings and policy statements provides a trail of 

evidence of decisions but it only gives a limited picture of the processes 

influencing how these were arrived at as it omits the informal exchanges and the 

issues not minuted in meetings which can be very important in shaping the 

underlying ethos of a project. 

For this reason I will include a series of 'Case Stories' which are intended to give 

access to the informal processes and interpersonal interactions and recognise the 

roles I was seeking to balance as researcher/ Project Consultant. 
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Case Story One - Don"t Show Those to (the Depute Director) 

I had read the available background information on the LGMB pilot and the 

work undertaken by Fife on the pilot thus far in the period between being 

interviewed and starting my contract. I spent day one meeting some of the 

members of the SIWG based within the Economic Development and 

Planning Department individually and I was asked to participate in a 

meeting of all the ED&P staff involved in the project the following day. 

It was my understanding that I had been appointed to the role of Project 

Consultant largely on the basis of my contribution to the CoSLA conference 

'Reporting on Sustainability'. I wanted to try and transfer my learning 

leading up to that event. I also wanted to explore the scope for using more 

innovative approaches to community participation in the Fife pilot project. 

With this in mind, on the evening of my first day, I prepared a short paper 

for circulation and discussion at this meeting (Figure 5.13 a, & b). Keeping in 

mind my researcher role I also had a series of questions (Figure 5.14) which I 

hoped could be discussed. My PhD research had been discussed at my 

interview and I felt it best to been open about the areas I was seeking to 

cover. 

One of my SIWG colleagues, the Planning Officer (Environment Services), 

expressed surprise prior to the meeting when I said I had prepared a paper 

for discussion, as this was not usual practice for a new member of staff. She. 

asked to see it and I was happy to let her in the hope of gaining some 

feedback ahead of the meeting. When she had read through both she handed 

me the questions and said "Don't show those to (the Depute Director)". 

When I asked why she said he wouldn't like them and it would hinder my 

acceptance as part of the project team. This was the first of many times when 

I came up ajZainst the unwritten rules of enizaRement within the der)artment 
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Figure 5.13 a 27 September Paper shown to ED& P SIWG members Page I 

Issues behind Sustainability Indicators 
The role of indkators 
Indicators are basically infortnation which can 
from it and improve future performance. 

be used to understand past performance, learn 

Indicators provide feedback on the effects of the values and principles that organisations hold 
their policies and the actions they carry out. 

Values Rrinciples, -4Policies-4Actions-4Performance 
q1Z LZ Indicators 

The effects of indicators 
In many organisations, including local authorities, performance Indicators are often focused 
primarily ou efficiency of services in cost temis or on compliance with particular standards. 

The type of performance measure used can make a big difference to the achievement of 
sustainability. For "ample power utilities in the UK are obliged to use the amoot of energ 
they have sold as their most basic measure of performance. Energy utilities in other countries 
see their role differently, and therefore select different performance measures. They see their 
role as the Rjovision of energy services - beat, light, motive power for machinery and so on. 
This means that they can improve th performance without having to encourage increased 
energy consumption. This is good for the customers, who can get the same services while 
consuming less energy. It is good for the environment as less consumption should mean less 
environmental damage. It also makes very good economic sense for the energy companies, as 
energy saving measures are much more effective than building new generating capacity. 

For perfonnance indicators to avoid building in unsustainable practices they need to be based 
on values and principles wbich underpin sustainability. 

Uses of indicators in promoting sustainable practice 
The measures of performance used also need to recognise what the point of the particular 
service or project was in the first place, and what it is like to be on the receiving end. 
Increasingly local authorities are measuring.: 

Effectiveness - is the service doing what it is supposed to do? and 

User Experience - how does it feel to the public to use the service? 

These trends could be useful in developing partnerships with other departments. They will put 
more emphasis on meeting peoples needs and offer more potential for more creative ways of 
looking at issues. For example in Seattle the Roads and Transport now focuses primarily on 
mobility because that is the best way they feel they can meet peoples needs and tackle 
environmental Problems. 

Recognising existing 'good practice' 
Experience in other Scottish Local Authorities suggests that the ability to recognise and praise 
existing good practice (whether or not it was actually done for environmental/social reasons) is 
helpful in making people less nervous about change. If it can be shown that they are getting it 
at least partly right at least some of the time then they have some useful experience to build on. 
Indicators can be a useful part of this, identifying how the organisation is performing 
compared with those elsewhere, or compared to its own past record. This is should not be an 
excuse for inaction, but a way of building the measurement of sustainability into day to day 
practice. 

Communities, indicators and sustainabte develkWment. 
Active participation by local people is widely regognised as being essential to the achievement 
of sustainable development (eg Agenda 21). Getting people to identify the issues that affect 
them, and develop ways of monitofing whether these things are getting better or worse may be 
a good starting point in raising awareness and -helping people to believe that change is possible, 
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Figure 5.13b 27 September paper shown to ED&P SIWG members Page 2 

Methods of participation 
The other pilot/shadow authorities involved in the LGMB project do not seem to be doing 
anything very innovative in the way of community participation (press releases, community 
meetings and questionnaires) to test the usefulness of the menu of indicaton. 

Good work is currently being carried out in Scotland on community consultation, particularly 
in small rural communities. 

One option within the ustainability indicators pilot is to test the applicability of these 
techniques to work on sustainabifity. This learning process would be particularly valuable if the 
indicators project was being used as an integral part of the wider work on Sustainable 
DevelopmentlLocal Agenda 21. 

Using more participative approaches in the community consultation may still be of great value 
even if the indicators project is treated as separate. It would increase the possibility that the 
process would really be testing whether the indicators chosen are good measuring tools. The 
danger of a more traditional approach to the consultation is that it sinply assesses whether or 
not people understand what they are being asked. 

Figure S. 14 27 September Questions - not shown at ED&P meeting 

Questions 
Is the sustainabitity indicators pilot independent of or integral to the Local Agenda 21 process 
in Fife? 

Which approach is likely to be most effective in achieving an agreed set of values and 
principles, and ownership of the process of change towards sustainability: 

- identifying local issues and ways of measuring whether conditions are getting better 
or worse 

or 
- testing whether people will accept indicators chosen by othem 

What scope is there for innovative community consultation approaches? 

What scope is there for legitimate participation of young people in the consultation? 
they have local knowledge & local acceptability 
they can reinforce local people's interest in the work 
they are generally more aware of sustainable development issues 

What scope is there for working within existing initiatives and service delivery mechanisms? 
Can partnerships be negotiated which deliver improvements for all partners? 

Is there scope for a genuine shift in priorities - with a focus on equity of opportunity, quality 
of life and maintaining the local and global environment, or will standard of living/conventional 
economic growth continue to dominate? 
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in which the pilot was based. "We don't do it like that here"' became a 

recurring refrain. 

The Planning Officer (Environment Services) continued to assume a role as 

my advisor on matters of language, protocol and style within the 

DepartmenL I was grateful for this, especiaRy in the early stages of the pilot, 

as my strategy of engagement with the project made it essential that I gained 

acceptance with key members of the project team. But I also felt very 
frustrated at the number of constraints I was expected to work with whilst 

seeking to carry out work that was explicitly intended to be innovative. 

Although I found aspects of the organisational situation frustrating I was 

acutely aware that, as I was only on a short-term contract,, the longer term 

success of the project would depend upon the permanent members of staff 

retaining a strong sense of ownership of the sustainability indicators 

development process. If they did not have a strong sense of ownership the 

work undertaken within the pilot period would stall once I left. Because I 

saw the ownership issue in this way I was prepared to go to considerable 

effort to try and develop a shared sense of ownership across as much of the 

project team as possible. I had not been asked shape the Fife-wide report or 

to write indicators for it - this role had been allocated to the Research and 

Information staff. My role was initially defined as one of documenting the 

process of the Fife-wide report and shaping the community indicators pilots 

by advising on community consultation approaches, 

The reaction to the paper I circulated at the meeting was muted. Those 

present skim read it and I gained the impression that they thought there was 

really nothing new in it for them. I had made no mention of strengthening 
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the sustainability definition that would underpin the report because of the 

exchanges the previous day with the Planning Officer (Environment 

Services). The paper did include the diagram which draws a direct linkage 

between principles, policies and performance indicators that I had used in 

my CoSLA presentation but this was not explicit enough to prompt a debate 

around the definition of sustainable development on which indicators work 

would be based. 

The only area of the paper on which people raised questions was around the 

potential for more innovative approaches to community consultation. This 

lead to a discussion about the usefulness of a questionnaire which had been 

prepared for circulation to a list of Consultees. across Fife. The questionnaire 
had been prepared by the Research and Information Officer within ED&P 

However, other staff on the SIWG felt it would not elicit the kind of 

information that the Working Group were wanting. The version already 

prepared turned the titles of the 13 themes set out by the LGMB into a series 

of statements and then asked consultees to rank these on a scale of 1-5 

according to whether the consultees- felt the issue wasvery importane or 

,f unimportant' to sustainability. One of the problems highlighted was that 

consultees could answer that all 13 issues were 'very important' to 

sustainability, which would not help the SIWG in developing the indicators 

work. 

As a result of the discussion of the questionnaire I was asked to prepare a 

revised version (see Chapter 4.4.2) which was structured to encourage 

consultees to prioritise the issues. 
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BEING and the researcher/project consultant role 

COMMUNICATION 

BEING 
2 
ENCOUNTER 

Figure 5.15 BEING I 

As the case story illustrates, I got early exposure to the issues of institutional 

conditions and the constraints that this would place on me in conducting research 

which went beyond the framing of the project given by the LGMB and the SIWG. 

The early weeks of the project required me to combine several tasks in parallel. I 

had to develop my detailed understanding about how the project was being 

conducted by Fife, beyond the written information about the project I had been 

given to me to read prior to starting work. 

I had to learn how the members of staff in Fife operated individually and within 

the Sustainability Indicators Working Group (SIWG). I also needed to prove 

myself as a useful member of the team, this largely involved trying to provide 

information and skills of use to the project team and to build up individual 

working relationships with as many members of the team as possible. Whilst 

PROJECT 
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carrying out all these tasks I had continually to seek to avoid speech or actions 

deemed 'inappropriate' according to the tacit conventions of the department in 

which I was based as I feared these would undermine my acceptance within the 

organisation. 

The research issues in this early stage are featured by several writers in the 

qualitative research field. Gummesson describes the ability to gain access to 

information and research settings in terms of the researcher's knowledge and 

personal attributes. He breaks these down into general knowledge, specific 

knowledge and personal characteristics (see Table 5.1). 

Table 5.1 Types of Knowledge and Personal Characteristics 

Type Content 

General Knowledge 1. Theories, models, concepts 
2. Techniques, methods, tools 

Specific Knowledge 3. Institutional conditions 

4. Social pattems 

Personal attributes 5. Intuition, creativity, vitality, social ability 

(adapted from Gummesson, 1991: 63) 

Knowledge of theories: Understanding theories, including concepts, models and 

approaches which help to identify, define, analyse and diagnose major factors and 

relationships, mean the researcher is better able to provide structure to a given 

situation and to pass on this understanding to others (Gummesson, 1991: 63). My 

pre-understanding was largely around approaches to framing up new processes 

for developing indicators rather than how to undertake process intervention when 

a project for developing and applying indicators was already underway in an 

established institutional setting. I sought to use my knowledge of definitional 



Chapter 5 Sustatnabflity hftators for Fife: Rich Descrotion 286 

issues around sustainable development to encourage a stronger definition of 

sustainable development to underpin the indicators report. However this was 
hampered by the strong sense of ownership by some SIWG members of the 

Sustainable Development policy they had just completed. My contribution to 

structuring the process was also limited by my late involvement in the project and 

the tight external timescales. In the early weeks of the project, before I had learnt 

enough about the conventions of the SIWG members and the organisation as a 

whole, I felt as though I was restricted to a damage limitation role as it would be 

inappropriate to challenge directly the framing already agreed by the SIWG. 

Knowledge of techniques: This includes the ability to use techniques and tools, 

such the ability to as use a computer program to carry out a specific task or to 

carry out a community consultation exercise to assess local opinion on an issue. 

The absence of such knowledge may greatly increase the time it takes to carry out 

an operation or may mean it is done ineffectively (Gummesson, 1991: 63). 

The Quality of Life Questionnaire, mentioned above, was an example of this. This 

document was given considerable importance in the conduct of the pilot by some 
SIWG members. There did not appear to be an option to seek to change the 

decision to carry out a postal questionnaire survey of the consultees, even though 

at the meeting on 27th September several of the ED&P staff present were 

questioning how useful the information gained would be as the 13 themes were 
interlinked and difficult to deal with in isolation. A decision had been taken by the 

SIWG to produce a postal questionnaire - so one would have to be written and 

issued. I therefore applied my "knowledge of techniques' to writing a 

questionnaire which was framed to require people to prioritise which of the 

themes they felt were most important and which the least. When the questionnaire 

returns began to arrive I also intervened at the data presentation stage. I 

recommended that bar charts be used to display the information on returns (that 
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would retain all the information regarding the number of returns and pattern of 

expressions of preferences) rather than using the mean and standard deviation to 

two decimal places as was proposed by the Research and Information staff. 

Knowledge of Institutional Conditions: This comprises knowledge of customary 

practice, key decision makers and other specific mechanisms and factors relating 

to a particular organisation. Institutional knowledge enables the choice of the 

appropriate tools and techniques to match the reality that is confronted and 

avoidance of inappropriate or ineffective approaches for that setting. Gurnmesson 

describes this as "the highly detailed type of knowledge that is acquired mainly 

through experience" (Gummesson, 1991: 64). These institutional issues are 

explored more intensively by Denzin who describes the process of getting to grips 

with institutional conditions as "situating interpretation. He breaks this process 

down into three key elements: 

1. Temporal mapping which involves determining the temporal 

sequencing and organising of actions in the setting - who does what, with 

whom, when and where. 

2. Locating settings and persons in space involves learning his/her way 

into the social structure of the project or setting - Denzin describes this as 

"part of the process of living one's way into the phenomenon being 

interpreted" (1989: 67) 

3. Learning the language and its meanings involves gaining an 

understanding of the group's idiolect, it special language (Barthes, 1967). 

This language will contain terms or concepts that are not commonly spoken 

in other groups and will also contain special meanings attached to everyday 

words. There may also be a code or set of rules for putting words together. In 

this sense the language will have an institutional and historical heritage 

which the researcher must uncover. "Because every group is a distinct 
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language community, researchers must begin by lean-dng the language that is 

spoken. " (1967) Language is important because it structures and creates the 

process of understanding and interpretation. Experiences cannot be shared if 

the language and means that organise the experience are not understood. 

This latter point overlaps with Gummessonýs forth type of knowledge: 

An Understanding of Social Patterns in which he points out that each 

organisation creates it own cultural value system of rules (which are often tacit) of 

co-operation, social intercourse and communication. Social relationships between 

colleagues may be friendly, indifferent or antagonistic. There are also informal 

hierarchies and different types of personalities. Gummesson takes the view that it 

is very difficult for researcher/ consultants to gain a deeper understanding of the 

social patterns in an organisation that is new to them. 

ENCOUNTER 

COMMUNICATION 

BEING 
AL 
ENCOUNTER 

Figure 5.16 ENCOUNTER I 
PROJECT 
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The encounters during the project were of three basic forms. There were set piece 

SIWG meetings. There was formal and informal contact with members of the 

SIWG, individually and in small groups, outwith the set piece SIWG meetings. 

There was also formal and informal contact with consultees and staff of agencies 

who were information providers for the Fife-wide report. 

SIWG Meetings 

The SIWG meetings were all held at Fife House, a glassy modem office block in 

Glenrothes new town, which was also my work base. Meetings lasted 3-4 hours. 

The meetings had a formal pre-circulated agenda and they were chaired by Rob 

Terwey, Depute Director of the Economic Development and Planning Department. 

I was the note-taker at the meetings and produced a formal "note of meeting' 

which detailed the decisions taken and any key points of discussion. This note had 

to be formally approved at the start of the subsequent meeting. This was the only 

forum in which all the SIWG were present. I was rapidly comfortable in this 

setting. I had previously been involved formal decision making meetings in a wide 

range of organisation types and had prepared minutes or 'notes of meeting' for 

formal approval. The meeting was an opportunity to observe the interpersonal 

dynamics of the SIWG members. 

The first meeting of the SIWG that I attended, on 10th October 1994, focused quite 

heavily on the community pilots rather than the "Fife-wide" report. The Fife-wide 

report had been allocated to the Research and Information staff to produce and 

they were simply reporting back on progress at this stage. Although the pilot 

period was due to end at the beginning of January 1995 and there were only 3 

more months in which to carry out the work the SIWG still had ambitious ideas 

about the range of work that was possible - including the production of separate 

Sustainability Indicators reports for East Neuk, Glenrothes and Benarty (the three 

community pilot areas) and a separate Healthy Fife report. This was in addition to 
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the 'Fife-wide' report and the study report. As this programme of work was set 

out at my first SIWG meeting I did not feel in a position to challenge it as I felt it 

would suggest a lack of conu-nitment on my part. 

At the 10th October SIWG, a Seattle-style format was selected for the presentation 

of the Fife-wide report (see Chapter 4 Figure 4.2). Implicit in this decision was that 

an attempt would be made to identify a trend "Towards sustainability" or "Away 

from Sustainability" for each of the indicators. Guidance was also given at that 

meeting that "The focus (of the report) will be on quality of life". This quality of life 

focus implicitly narrowed the definition of sustainable development that could be 

applied. There was no explicit discussion of definitions at the SIWG meeting and I 

felt constrained by being at my first formal meeting of the group and wary of 

raising a potentially controversial issue at this stage. 

However, the same afternoon there was a meeting between some members of the 

SIWG, the LGMB consultant and staff from Strathclyde Regional Council who 

were also involved in the LGMB indicators pilot process as a "shadoxA/ authority. I 

had worked closely with two of the Strathclyde staff around the CoSLA / SANGEC 

'Reporting on Sustainability" Conference and was more confident of getting into 

theoretical discussions with them as we had done this on several occasions with 

regard to sustainable development and indicators issues. At this meeting there 

was discussion of definitions in relation to Strathclyde's difficulty in generating 

acceptance for the role of social as well as environmental indicators in their report. 

I offered to circulate a journal article which contained a 'four principles' definition 

of sustainable development encompassing social and ecological dimensions 

(Bosworth, 1993 cited in Chapter 1 above). I hoped that reading this paper would 

encourage S1WG members towards the adoption of a strong rather than a weak 

definition of sustainable development. However, as only a few members of the 

S1WG were present this had little impact at his stage. It did represent my learning 
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following the paper I presented on 27th September - that sharing my ideas was 

less effective than providing people with articles written by others,, From here on I 

always sought out other 'experts' and reference material to back up theoretical 

positions or ideas for practice. This approach was eventually successful and the 

definition used in the Bosworth papers was adopted for use in the Final 

Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report: however this strengthening of the 

definitional frame of the report did not take place until January 1995. 

At the next meeting of the SIWG on 7th November the LGMB consultant reported 

on the process of writing up the LGMB pilot report and the requirements the 

LGMB had for participating local authority pilots. The discussions regarding the 

community pilot areas at the 7th November meeting focused on disappointment 

that progress was not being achieved more quickly. 

A first draft of the Fife-wide report was presented to the SIWG and the report was 

considered indicator by indicator. Comments were made about the content and 

presentation of each indicator but little time was spent on the overall impact of the 

report. The Research and Information staff were asked to add an introduction and 

definitions of key terms to the report. Informal discussions later that day raised 

questions about whether the trends identified were really representative of what 

was happening in Fife. Of the 27 indicators presented 18 were identified as having 

a clear trend. Of these 11 showed a trend towards sustainability and 7 showed a 

trend away from sustainability. SIWG members questioned what the basis was for 

identifying such trends. 

The comments made on the 7th November meeting were to be acted upon in 

preparing the first public consultation draft of the Fife-wide report to be issued in 

mid-November. Discussion of the questionnaire returns focused on the priority 

placed by a majority of respondents on basic needs issues. As these were not well 
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covered by indicators already selected it was agreed that more time and effort 

should be invested in developing strong basic needs indicators. I saw this as an 

opportunity to bring in a 'stronger' sustainability perspective and I offered to get 

involved in developing new basic needs indicators and this was agreed. 

Learning my way into the institutional conditions of Fife Regional Council and the 

S1WG in particular was certainly a challenge. During the early weeks my thinking 

was based on my pre-understanding: my reading, thinking and experiences 

relating to sustainability indicators and performance review prior to starting as 

Project Consultant in Fife. Although I had experience of working in local 

government and of consultancy teaching I did not have direct experience of the 

types of department in which I was based or of taking a Project Consultant role in 

local government. Because I was used to approaching sustainable development 

issues from a non-government organisation (NGO) campaigning perspective I 

found that this meant I was used to looking at issues- from a stronger sustainability 

frame than several of my SIWG colleagues. This meant my pre-understanding 

required some refinement in order to adapt to institutional conditions and 

language. It also meant that I frequently approached problems from the 

perspective of 'how to. get S1WG members to adopt a strong sustainability frame' 

for the report rather than taking a more neutral facilitator /process advisor role. 

Formal contact with SIWG members outwith S1WG meetings 

In the early stages of the pilot the majority of my formal contact outwith SIWG 

meetings was regarding the community indicators pilots. I was keen to explore 

the scope for innovative community consultation approaches, and as this was the 

area in which SIWG members expressed most interest I put a lot of time into help- 

ing other members of Fife staff with ideas and preparation for work in community 

pilots. I saw this as part of the process of 'proving myself useful' in order to be 

accepted as part of the indicators team. I had one-to-one meetings with the Plan- 

ning officer (Environment Services) on the Glenrothes pilot, the Depute Director 
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on the East Neuk and with the Research and Information Officer on the early 

stages of the Benarty work before the Community Education staff took on co- 

ordinating the Benarty pilot. I also carried out follow-up work, generally prepar- 

ing written materials, as a result of each of these contact. These discussions were 

not directly about the Fife-wide report, but spending time discussing sustainabil- 

ity and participation issues with them did influence my working relationship 

with them when it came to discussions in the SIWG. 

My desk was in the open plan office of the Planning Section, the Environment 

Coordinator and the Depute Director were in offices just along the corridor from 

the planning office. The Research & Information team were based one floor 

upstairs. This meant that most contact with ED&P S1WG members was face to face 

rather than by phone or in writing. All the other SIWG were based outwith Fife 

House - elsewhere in Glenrothes or in Dunfermline. As I did not have 

responsibility for the Fife-wide report I did not have specific reasons to meet with 

non-ED&P staff outwith the SIWG until later in the project. 

Informal contact with SIWG members 

Gummesson emphasises the importance of informal contact in establishing close 

working relationships: 
"It is essential that the researcher/consultant make use of these informal opportunities 
since the establishment of close working relationships by purely formal contact gives 
inadequate access. "') (1991: 43) 

Gurnmesson does, however, add the f6flowing caveat: 
"There is naturally also the question of one's own ambitions as well as mental and 
physical stamina. " (1991. - 43) 

I was well aware of the necessity of developing informal contact opportunities,, but 

there were practical constraints to the extent to which I could immerse myself in 

social contact with SIWG members. 
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Formal contact with consultees and staff of agencies who were information 

providers for the Fife-wide report. 
In the early weeks of my involvement in the pilot I had formal meetings with the 

Director of Public Health of Fife Health Board regarding the health indicators and 

with the Manager of Fife Money Advice Project regarding Basic Needs indicators. 

In addition I communicated by letter and phone with a number of other potential 

information providers for other indicators. I also had meetings regarding the 

community pilots including a student representative from Glenrothes College, the 

management committee of the Glenrothes Tenants and Residents Federation, and 

a Community Education worker with Sustainable Development interests who was 

working with youth clubs. These gave me some insight into non-Fife Regional 

Council staffs perceptions of Fife's activities on sustainable development. 

Contact with others working on sustainable development 

I continued to have contact with people outwith Fife and the LGMB Sustainability 

Indicators pilot who were working on sustainable development related activities. 

Outwith my Fife responsibilities I attended conferences run by the Scottish 

Academic Network on Global Environmental Change (People, Forests and 

Biodiversity), Scottish Education and Action for Development (Communities- and 

the Environment) and also acted as a 'social auditor' for the New Economic 

Foundation's review of their own activities. I participated in a working group of 

the Scottish Environmental Forum as co-organiser of a forthcoming conference on 

Community Participation and Sustainable Development. I also taught on a 

"Management and the Environment' degree module at Stirling University. This 

kept up the pressure on me to look at sustainable development issues from a 

perspective other than that being adopted within the LGM*B project. 
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Figure 5.17 COMMUNICATION I 

The introductory material defining sustainability or indicators was added in time 

for the first public consultation draft which was issued in mid-November. The 

cover of the first full draft of the Fffe-wide report carries the by-line Measuring 

Quality of Life in Fife and the Quality of the Environment in Fife. The introduction of 

the report contained a very short definition of sustainability (see Figures 5.18a, b& 

c). The definition of sustainability used in this first public consultation draft (1st 

PC draft) was drawn from the introductory material for the LGNIB sustainabihty 

indicators pilot. At my interview and at later informal meetings the Depute Direc- 

tor had commented that he felt some of the language being used by the LGNfB 

consultants was inappropriate for elected members or for a Fife-wide audience. 

However, in practice throughout the early months of the pilot the language used 

was largely based on that contained in LGMB materials. This may have reflected a 

lack of confidence in expressing the concepts of sustainabihty in other ways on the 

part of Fife staff or simply pressure on time to generate written material whilst 

carrying out a range of other tasks. 
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In the minute of the 10th October SIWG meeting it was reported that at an LGMB 

Sustainability indicators, pilot workshop in London attended by one of the Fife 

SIWG members 'explaining the issues behind the project without using jargon" 

was a recurring issue among pilot authorities so it appears that it was not only Fife 

that were encountering such problems (FRC, 1994g). (This was one of three 

workshops during the life of the project intended to improve the links between the 

pilot local authorities and the LGMB steering group and their appointed 

consultants. The other two workshops were held in June and December). 

Although several members of the SIWG had been involved in the drafting and 

presentation of the sustainability development policy mentioned above, it was not 

these staff who had been given the task of drafting the Fife-wide report. This may 

have been a factor in the definitions used for the 1st PC draft focusing on LGMB 

rather than in-house material. The introductory material in the first consultation 

draft focuses on indicators and on the process of conducting the pilot project 

rather than on defining sustainability as a concept. This reflects the focus on 

process rather than content at this stage in the pilot as Fife staff sought to keep 

pace with the LGMB timescales despite most of the work having to be compressed 

into the final three months of the LGMB pilot period. 

As stated in section 5.4 above the first public consultation draft contained 27 

indicators. 17 of these (63% of the total) were judged to be moving towards- 

sustainability. 6 indicators (22%) for which no trend was identified, and 4 (157o) 

which were judged to be moving away from sustainability. In terms of the 

timeseries data on which these judgements were being made 3 (117o) of the 

indicators offered no data and 4 (147o) used a one year snapshot. A further 10 

(377o) used 2 -5 years of data. This did, however, mean that 627o of the indicators 

sheets were based on 5 years or less of trend data,, yet 637o of the indicators were 

evaluated as having a clear trend towards sustainability. Although the first public 
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Figure 5.18a Introductory Material: First Public Consultation Draft 
Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report FRC, 1994k 

SMANABLE FNE 

RAUM QUALrrY OF UFE IN FUE 

1.0 THE INDICATORS PROJECT 

Fife Regional Council Is a pilot authority in a UK Sustainability Indicators 
Project. 

1.2 The pilot project In Fife is being used to find out: 

wbich issues are most important to people 

which measures are felt to be most useful in monitoring these issues 

whether there is data available on these indicators, and what else it 
would be useful to collect. 

1.3 The pilot period is being used as an opportunity: 

to learn more about effective means of public consultation 

to develop links with other organisations and other initiatives 
working on aspects of quality of life in Fife. - 

2.0 WHAT A-RE IN-DIC&TORS? 

2.1 Indicators can be used to provide information which helps us to see a "big 
picture" of what is happening around us by looking inr detail at a specific 
part of it. For example the number of salmon in a river is a good indicator 
of quality of the water and the condition of the surrounding catchment area. 

2.2 Developing ways of measuring whether social, economic and environmental 
conditions in Fife are getting better or getting worse is an important step in 
A-itftg L which problems need to be tackled and monitoring the impacts of 

activities already taking place. 

3.0 MHAJ IS SUSTAINABILIIY? 

3.1 Sustainability encompasses 

1. economic opportunity; 

enviromnental responsibility and 

social equity. 

This Is why measuring the sustainability of Fife is being approached from the 
point of view of quality of life and the quality of the environment. 
Everyone has an opinion on these matters and the issues which improve or 
damage them. 

4.0 WHAT MAKES A GOOD INDICATOR? 

4.1 Good indicators 

reflect something basic and fundamental to the long term social, economic or 
environmental health of a community over a long time perJ4 
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Figure 5.18b Introductory Material: First Public Consultation Draft 
Sustainab-ility Indicators for Fife Report FRC, 1994k 

can be easily mulerstood and can be accepted by me community as 
appropriate and useful; 

ham hx&wt and sAval for use in monitoring, publishing and analysing 
general trends towards or away from sustainable practice; 

can be reliably measured 

5.0 THE PURPOSE OF THIS REPO 

5.1 This report is one of a series which will be produced as part of the 
sustainability indicators project. The purpose of this report is to examine a 
range of indicators about the social, economic and natural environment of 
Fife Region as a whole, and of equality of opportunity and access for its 
residents - in short to measure quality of life in Fife. 

5.2 Other reports will examine this same quality of life "in particular parts of 
Fife - the East Neuk, Glenrothes and the Ballingry area, although the 
approaches used in each case will be different. Another report will book at 
the issue of Health in Fife. 

6.0 QUESTIONNAI 

6.1 In the original guidance documents for the study the Study team were given 
a number of "menus" or themes about the environment of Fife and a range 
of "Indicators" within each theme. The Instruction was to select at least 
one indicator within each theme. 

6.2 The team felt that there was a need to understand more about the 
importance that people in Fife would give to each of the "themes". A. 
questionnaire (Appendixi) in which the original "themes" were changed Into 
sixteen statement was designed about the environment and sent to a broad 
group of people who had already expressed an interest in the environment of 
Fife- 

6.3 In total 161 questionnaires were sent out and, by 21st November, 106 had 
been retumed, although in a number of cases, interested groups had returned 
additional copies of the original questionnaires. 

6.4 People who were sent the questionnaire were asked to rank each of the 
statements in order of Importance (A, B, C, D, ). The results were scored and 
placed in order of importance, as seen by those people who responde& The 
final order of importance is shown In the table (Figure 2). 

7.0 TRE INDICATOR 

7.1 The results from the questionnaire were used in two ways. The indicators of 
sustainability (quality of tifeý in Fife, chosen from the original lists, were 
placed In order, based on the scores from the questionnaire, and a number of 
new indicators have been defined or are under development to reflect 
conditions in Fife. 

7.2 The final list of indicators used in this 
- report, grouped into broad categories 

(eg. Basic Needs) which broadly reflect the statements in the questionnaire, 
Is shown in Figure 2. It is emphasised that this is just a "working list" and 
that any suggestions that you have about other ways in which the 
environment and the quality of life in Fife could be measured and reviewed 
will be welcomed. 
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Figure 5.18c introductory Material: First Public Consultation Draft 
Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report FRC, 1994k 

8.0 THE PROCESS OF ONSULTATION 

8.1 This report is specifically being issued to encourage people and organisations in Fife to comment. 

If you think there are errors, omissions or other deficiencies please tell us. Your comments are very important. Where we are already aware of a need for further work or problems with existing data this is highlighted in the 
comments. 

Your comments will be used to prepare another draft of the report which 
will be published in February 1995 - this will be widely distributed to the 
residents of Fife. 

Please send you comments to-. 

Simon Hart 
Senior Planning Officer 
Department of Economic Development and Planning 
Fife Regional Council 
Fife House 
GLENROTHES 
KY7 5LT 

Tel: 01592 414141 Ext 6321 

consultation draft was issued in mid-November few responses were received until 

early December when the second consultation draft was already being finalised 

for circulation. 

MAKING SENSE 

In the early weeks of my involvement in the pilot the making sense process was 

largely happening outwith the formal meetings of the SIWG. The draft indicators 

were being prepared by the Research & Information team and the SIWG had a 

reactive role: going through a large document indicator by indicator and asking 

for changes. As these meetings were also spending considerable time on the 

community pilots, and on the relationship with the LGMB pilot process, few of 

the SIWG had a strong sense of ownership of the Fife-wide document. This 

dynamic began to change towards the end of November. 
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5.5.2 Stage 11: Local Priorities or Local Agenda 21 

Case Story Two - You Can't Do Local Agenda 21 

By late November I felt I had built up strong working relationships with 
some members of the project team. On the morning of 21st November I met 
with the Environment Co-ordinator and the Planning Officer (Environment 
Services) at their request to discuss how the work on the sustainability 
indicators pilot could most effectively contribute to their areas of 
responsibility outwith the pilot. The Environment Co-ordinator had 

responsibility for reviewing the Environmental Action Plan and integrating 
this into a wider Local Agenda 21 strategy. The Planning Officer 
(Environment Services) had written the sustainable development policy that 
had been agreed at committee in October. The meeting started by looking at 
the way the recommendations in the study report would meeting the LGMB 
and Fife Regional Council's needs in terms of the sustainability indicators 
pilot project. All three of us were enthusiastic about the scope for using the 
sustainability indicators pilot as a platform for building future LA21 
Sustainable Development work. 

The two principal themes discussed were: ways of building in the learning 

processes experienced through the pilot into wider work on consultation, 
community capacity building and partnership working; and, how to develop 

policy with a particular emphasis on the need to look at values issues around 
sustainable development policy. There was a recognition that there had 
historically been insufficient linkage between different policy documents 

approved by the council that related to sustainable development issues. 
There was also recognition of a need for in-house consultation and training in 

order to improve linkages in future. The Environment Co-ordinator was keen 
that a new Local Agenda 21 strategy should develop from existing experience 
drawn from the four environmental action programmes to date., the 

sustainability indicators pilot and other work including social strategy 
developments in other departments. 

I found the tone of the meeting and the willingness of these two members of 
staff to seek to involve me in developments in work areas over which they 
had responsibility reassuring. I felt by the end of the meeting that I had 

reached a positive tun-Ling point. I felt I had now been accepted by key 
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members of the SIWG team and had developed sufficient credibility to be 

trusted by them as a team member and contributor to their work. 

On the 23rd November I was taken aside by the The Planning Officer 
(Environment Services) to say that the Depute Director had just come from a 
meeting with the Director of Economic Development and Planning at which 
he had been told "You can't do Local Agenda 21". This was attributed to 

personal and departmental ambitions with regard to the forthcoming local 

government reorganisation, although this is difficult to substantiate. This 

created considerable tension and confusion for the ED&P members involved 
in the indicators pilot. There we were, one of six pilot local authorities on a 
national pilot exercise on Local Agenda 21 being told that we weren't 
allowed to do Local Agenda 21! Most of the staff were also not supposed to 
know that the Depute Director had been told this, so it could not be 
discussed with members of staff outwith ED&P which excluded several of 
the SIWG members. 

That evening I phoned a London based friend who worked closely with one- 
of the LGMB consultants and who had considerable experience of LA21 work 
in UK local authorities. He expressed great surprise at such a decision stating 
that he "'had never come across that happening in any other local authority". 
I felt very terribly despondent about this, a reaction which emphasised the 

extent to which I had come to feel an insider at Fife. I now felt accountable 
for the public image of Fife with regard to sustainable development issues. 

I spoke to the Environment Co-ordinator by telephone on 25th November to 
try and work out what could be done. We were angry at the decision and 
upset that it made us feel powerless to control the work for which we were 
formally responsible. We discussed various tactics for trying to overcome this 
'decision' although we agreed it was unnecessary and unhelpful to do 

anything hasty at this point. We agreed to ask for an informal meeting with 
the Depute Director to establish his position on the LA21 issue and to work 
out how much impact the decision would have on our work. 

The SIWG took place on the morning of 28th November and several of the 

staff were more subdued than usual, but could not publicly discuss the LA21 
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decision or the impact it would have on the pilot. This was particularly 
frustrating for the members of the working group who had met a few days 
earlier to develop plans to strengthen the sustainable development policy 
framework upon which it was based. The meeting focused on going through 
a draft of the Fife-wide report indicator by indicator with many critical 
comments offered but without any proposals for a more fundamental 
reframing of the focus of the report. 

Early the same afternoon an informal 'crisis meeting" about LA21 took place 
involving the Depute Director, the Planning Officer (Envirorunent Services), 
the Environment Co-ordinator and 1. The Depute Director expressed his 
frustration at the decision and agreed with us that it could present major 
problems for the project if it meant all TA21 typeý work had to- stop-. We 
discussed the policies that had already been agreed by committees of elected 
members in the council, including the sustainable development policy and 
the long standing programme of work on the Environmental Action Plan and 
on Social Strategy which it would be hazardous for even a Director of a 
department to publicly overturn. We concluded that "most of the cat was out 
of the bag already". We agreed that we already had sufficient room for 
manouvre to continue even if this may require caution in the use of the term 
Local Agenda 21 in connection with the sustainability indicators 
pilot. We did not believe a decision 'not to do Local Agenda 21' could be 
sustained for more than six weeks or so, but caution was urged in the short 
term and this was particularly frustrating given the short timescale of the 

indicators pilot. 

The issues within the case story illustrate the way in which my view of myself, the 

stage BEING, in relation to the Fife project had changed over time. 

BEING 11 

It is difficult to know what would have happened within the sustainability 

indicators project had the LA21 problem not arisen. My memory was that it 

damped down the enthusiasm of those SIWG members who were discussing how 

to implement a stronger policy framing for sustainable development. But the 

evidence of the discussions in the subsequent SIWG and activities following on 
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from this suggest that the recorded data accords this incident a much lower impact 

on the overall process. With hindsight the incident was more illustrative of my 

COMMUNICATION 

-4 
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-C/Vsc 

PROJECT 

ENCOUNTER 

Figure 5.19 BEING 11 

changing identity within the role of Consultant/ Researcher than of a major 

setback to the project as a whole. The incident made me conscious that despite my 

short-term and semi-detached role as Project consultant I felt publicly accountable 

for Fife"s actions in relation to the Sustainability Indicators project. I felt I had a 

reputation to uphold among my peer-group of sustainable development activists 

and I felt I had to make the Fife project 'work. In the final weeks of 1994 it 

became clear that it would not be possible to deliver broad based community 

participation within the pilot project timescale my focus of attention shifted to 

seeking to strengthen the Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report. 



Chapter 5 SustainabiRy Indicators for Fft: Rich Descrýftn 304 

ENCOUNTER II 
SIWG meetings 
At that 28th November SIWG meeting there was a lengthy discussion about the 

shortcomings of the first public consultation draft of the report. Following a 

debate about the summary of trends at the front of the document the following 

BEING 

PROJECT 

'A ENCOUNTER 

Figure 5.20 ENCOUNTER 11 

comments were agreed as part of the formal note of meeting: 
"Need to be more rigorous about when a towards sustainability arrow is chosen 
bearing in mind: - 
(1) ambiguity of data; 
(ii) timescales chosen; 
(Iii) rate of change; 

This provoked a wider discussion about: - 
(1) directions of change; 
(11) thresholds; 
(Iii) location of impacts" (FRC, 1994j) 

This discussion gave the opportunity to raise the issue of the impact of actions in 

Fife on people elsewhere in the world. I introduced the concept of the 'ecological 

COMMUNICATION 
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footprint' and offered to circulate a6 page summary article which explained this 

approach (See Appendix 5A). 

My handwritten notes from which the meeting note was prepared also record the 

"suggestion that are being too generous" with respect to the high proportion of 

indicators that were showing a trend towards sustainability although this was not 

put in the formal note. The note of the meeting did record that each indicator sheet 

was to have a clear trend arrow and there was to be a: "clear succinct statement 

about the direction and rate of change below the graphic. " (FRC, 1994j) The 

concern, expressed informally by the Planning Officer (Environment Services) and 

the Environment Co-ordinator, was that the high proportion of indicators showing 

a trend towards sustainability resulted from insufficient rigour in evaluating the 

trend, rather than a very positive situation on the ground in Fife. An updated draft 

of the full report was to be presented to the 13th December SIWG prior to 

circulation to consultees. 

Formal contact outwith the SlWG meetings 

"You can't do Local Agenda 21" did prove to be a temporary crisis- Shortly after 

this edict the Director of Economic Development and Planning received three 

letters, including one from the Chief Executive of North East Fife District Council, 

all asking for details of Fife's plans to implement Local Agenda 21. There was 

some speculation by SIWG members about the interesting timing of these letters, 

and whether the authors had some how got news of what had happened. But no- 

one pursued this with any vigour and it was treated as a fortuitous coincidence! 

Around this time I was asked to prepare 'monitoring report: a summary of Fife's 

progress so far for the forthcoming LGMB review workshop on 1st December. The 

report was aimed at being of help to the LGMB's consultants in writing up their 

report of the pilot phase. This is included as Appendix 5B . (This material was also 
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subedited to form an article published in the January issues of Scotland's 21 Today 

the newsletter covering the development and implementation of Local Agenda 21 

(Appendix 5Q). The monitoring report did not go into any detail of the iterative 

process of indicator development but it did identify the need to: 

"focus on outcomes rather than inputs or outputs. " 

The debate around definitions of sustainable development was also raised. 

"There is also felt to be a need to be able to identify impacts at different 

geographical levels, including outwith Fife - possibly based on the 'ecological 

footprint' model. "' 

This report was agreed by the Depute Director for use at the workshop. It was the 

first time a stronger definition of sustainable development was proposed in 

material to go outwith Fife in relation to the pilot. 

There was a team meeting (of the ED&P staff involved in the project) on 6th 

December. The Depute Director was in a much more positive mood when he 

reported back on his experience of the 1st December LGMB workshop. He stated 

that Local Agenda 21 staff of the LGMB were impressed with the progress of the 

project and were interested in publishing Fife's report in fun and were interested 

in seeing the revised draft. There was also discussion of the need for a more 

structured approach to seeking feedback on the second consultation draft of the 

report as the level of response so far had been low. There had been around 50 

requests for information as a result of an article in the 'Fife Insider" (Fife Regional 

Councils information paper delivered to all households) however this was not 

seen as very good from a population of 350,000 people. Few responses had so far 

been received from the consultees who had received the first public consultation 

draft. A questionnaire would be enclosed with the next draft which would ask the 

questions: 
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(i) does the indicator address the issue? 

(ii) does the indicator trend reflect their perception of what is happening in Fife? 
F"llR'C 1994o 

There was also discussion about the need to make clear linkages with other 

activities that related to Local Agenda 21. It was suggested that separate projects 

may need to be set up beyond the end of the indicators project and formal 

partnerships established in relation to LA21 and it was proposed that the Study 

Report detail how these would be developed and what would be taken forward. 

This was to specify how indicators would be related to policies and what the 

process would be for making proposals and policies. It was also recognised that 

there was also a need to raise awareness of the policies that had already been 

passed. 

At this meeting I was also given clear instructions as to what should be included 

in the Study Report,, this included identifying how indicators had been developed 

for each of the 13 LGMB themes, summarising the feedback from the themes 

questionnaire, and exploring the issues raised with regard to the themes. Overall 

the aim of the Study Report was to be to document the learning process 

experienced through the pilot process. This discussion raised the need to check 

what the current coverage of the report was in relation to the LGMB themes now 

that some indicators had been discarded and new ones introduced. 
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MAKING SENSE II 
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Figure 5.21 MAKING SENSE 11 

Case Story Three - Making Sense as a Shared Process 

Following the team meeting on 6th December I sat down to work out the 

relationship between the indicator choices going forward to the second 

public consultation draft and the 13 LGMB menus. I was working from my 

desk in the Planning Office where I did not have access to a computer (it was 

a traditional local authority setup with handwritten notes being passed into a 

typing pool). As I worked through which issues were covered by the current 

indicators and what potential gaps there were I found simply writing these 

out as lists on and A4 page restrictive - as I had to rewrite the list to keep a 

legible copy. I shifted to ripping A4 scrap paper into 8 pieces and writing 

each issue on one slip. Then doing the same for each indicator. This meant I 

could move them around easily. I realised the potential for grouping 

indicators to make the report more readable using 'Basic Needs', 

'Community', 'Quality of the Environment', and 'Impact of the Use of 

Resources' as headings. 

PROJECT 
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Because this was a slightly unusual way of working staff who shared the 

open plan office were curious about what I was doing and came over to ask. I 

explained, and they then started to make suggestions, reaching down and 

moving the slips around to illustrate their point, or making suggestions to 

cover what were felt to be an-tissions in the current issues and indicators. The 

idea that household waste, sewage treatment, food supply and energy were 

all examples of the impact of the use of resources were raised for the first 

time during this exercise. 

Over a period of an hour and a half, six different members of staff joined in this 

way - so-me were S1WG members but most had other responsibilities within the 

Planning Department. Following this impromptu exercise in participation the staff 

in the office took a much greater interest in the progress of the indicators project. 

This exercise resulted in the structure adopted for the final Sustainability 

Indicators for Fife Report and the suggestions for new indicators (Box 5.1). 

The SIWG met again on 13th December. The early part of the meeting was spent 

on feedback from the LGMB workshop held on 1st December. The note of the 

meeting records that: 
"Favourable comment was made at the workshop. 
(i) about the layout and content of the level I report, particularly the work 
specifying why each indicator is important, identifying the linkages between 
indicators, and the directional arrow in the top right-hand comer of each page. 
(ii) that FRC was the only authority to try and find out people's views on the 13 

themes. 
(iii) regarding the level 2 work consulting particular communities. 
(iv) the overall view was that Fife had generally carried out the pilot project well. 
Good teamwork and the background knowledge developed in work on related 

projects were felt to be key factors. " (FRC, 1994n) 
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Box 5.1 Results of the restructuring exercise for the Fife-wide Report 
6th December 1994 

* denotes new indicator needed 

Heading Issue Indicator(s) 

Quality of Life Food 

Water 

Shetter Hornetessness 
Rented Accommodation 

Fuel 

Income Tarnings (Top/Mkkfie/Bottom 200/osý 
*% on benefits 
Long term unemployment 

Accessibility *Location of key services 
Access to pubhc transport 
Cycling 
Disabled access 

Community Health *Life expectancy (infant mortality) 
Road traffic accidents 
Cervical cancer screening 

Crime Reported: Violent Crimes, Burglaries& 
Rape/indecent assult 

Education Nursery/pre-school 
School leaving destinations 
Adult education 
Library use 

Community Orgs Voluntary organsiations 
Community Grants 

Local Decision Making Voting in local elections 
* Community economic development 

Quality of the Land Derilict and contaminated land 
Environment Semi-natural habitat 

Land lost to urban development 
* Develop land quafity index 

Water River quality 
Water quarity in boreholes 

Air 

impacts of the Energy production 
Use of Resources Food supply 

Household waste 
Sewage treatment 
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This reinforced a sense among some members of the SIWG that the work on the 

Fife-wide report was nearing completion. The feedback from the workshop then 

led into a discussion about the future direction of the project: 
"... it was emphasised that this project is not an academic exercise. It is designed to 
achieve action. It is therefore important to. - 
(i) identify objectives which take account of key thresholds/critical levels relating to 
particularly indicators or issues, and also take account of the need for objectives to 
relate to people's experience. 
(ii) identify policies and proposals relating to each issue/indicator which will result in 

progress towards sustainability. 
These points will be incorporated into the study report. 

There was discussion about whether there should be an attempt to set targets for the 
improvement of particular issues/indicators. This could be an aspect of future 

consultation on the project in the terms "What should FRC be trying to achieve". 
This will be incorporated into the Study Report. (FRC, 1994n) 

That these were seen as issues for the Study Report rather than improvements to 

the current version of the Fife-wide Report re-enforces the sense that this 

document was seen as almost complete, as does the note of the subsequent 

discussion of the 'ecological footprint' concept based on the briefing that was 

circulated at the meeting (see Appendix 5A mentioned above). It was concluded 

that: 
further investigations will be undertaken about incorporating this concept into future 

work on the indicators project. 

The deadline for comments on the first consultation draft report was the 14th 

December, and because of a wish to get the second consultation draft out before 

the Christmas/ New year break, the second consultation draft was in the final 

stages of preparation. However, the short timescale for the consultation process 

meant that very few consultee's comments had been received in time for them to 

have any impact on the second consultation draft. 
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The Fife-wide Report was discussed again at the end of the meeting - as this was 

where it appeared on the Agenda: 

"Report now restructured under 4 themes. It is easier to read. It summanses relevant 
work done locally. There is however still a need for the report to be more focused, 

and possibly for it to contain fewer indicators. This needs to be raised in the next 
round of consultation. " (FRC, 1994n) 

This discussion was curtailed because the meeting, which had started at 2-30prn 

was running beyond 5pm. This was quite short for a SIWG meeting. Usually they 

began at 10arn and ran until at least lpm, sometimes later. The SIWG meetings 

were long partly because of the different levels at which the project was operating. 

There was discussion of the relationship between the LGMB project and the Fife 

pilot, of the Fife-wide indicators report and of each of the three con-tmunity area 

pilots. There was also an ongoing discussion of what sustainable development 

actually meant. This cropped up frequently in the guise of discussion of elements 

of individual indicators, or in terms of issues that needed to be addressed and 

individuals. ' perspectives on them. These discussions were not recorded in the 

note of meeting as they were seen as providing illustration of points that were 

taken into account when a decision was actually made. 

The length of these discussions mitigated against contemporaneous note-taking 

and the time constraints of the project work meant there would have been little 

time to write up such notes immediately after the event. However, not having a 

record of these discussions is probably my biggest regret in relation to my 

participation in this project. It was several meetings before I realised the extent to 

which these discussions were not only shaping the decision making within the 

project but were also illustrating the pre-understanding of the other SIWG 

members on sustainable development issues. With hindsight, had it been possible 

to tape and transcribe the dialogue of these discussions, it would have provided a 

rich research data resource. Particularly revealing was the tension created by 



Chapter 5 Sustainabft Indicators for Fife: Rich Descrotion 313 

practical conflicts between the lifestyle of full-time professional local goverru-nent 

employees who drive cars, shop in supermarkets, have foreign holidays and see 

these as features of 'normal life' for most of the people they come into daily 

contact with and the lifestyle changes and resource consumption patterns that 

may be necessary to achieve strong sustainability visions less dependant on a 

fossil fuel economy. TI-ds opportunity to explore the social commitments of key 

participants in the decision making sustainable development indicators would 

have made an interesting project in its own right. 

Formal contact with SlWG members outwith the SlWG meetings 

Because the 13th December SIWG ran out of time before there was the opportur-tity 

for a detailed discussion of the indicators contained in the current draft of the Fife- 

wide report an informal meeting was called on 19th December that involved only 

the Depute Director, the Planning Officer (Environment Services), a Research 

Officer and I. This meeting took the role of going through the draft page by page. 

In some cases the comments to be added focused on keeping consultees informed 

that further work was being undertaken to develop other indicators, particularly 

for the Basic Needs section of the report. Many of the Community indicators also 

needed a lot more work as it had proved difficult to find appropriate data sets. 

At the end of this meeting I was asked by the Depute Director to prepare a letter in 

response to one of the most critical consultee comments so far received. It came 

from the chair of the Freuchie Community Council - the village where the Depute 

Director lived - this local connection appeared to be important as I was not asked 

to reply to any of the other consultees who made critical comments. 

Freuchie Community Council 9/ 12/94 

"T Sustainable development vs Sustainable society vs quality of life / fair society. It 
is important to separate out the four very disparate strands alluded to on the title page 
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Indicators are needed for (a) Quality of Life, (b) Quality of our Environment, 
(c) Sustainability of our Environment (d) Implications on the Sustainability of the 
Environment (local and/or global) of our behaviour and lifestyle. A high quality of 
life may well be unsustainable; poor environmental quality may be, nevertheless, 
sustainable etc. The question of how people feel about and/or perceive things (1.2) is 
another, separate, set of questions. 

2. Responses to questionnaire 

We had great difficulty completing the questionnaire. For example whether or not 
paid employment should be available to all becomes more or less important 
depending on the access-to-resources implications of being not in work and this is 
not necessarily clear. Similarly everyone agrees that basic needs should be available 
to all at an affordable price (whether to consumer or taxpayer). Whether or not one 
believes that "local decisions should be taken locally" is more or less 'important' than 
this depends on one's confidence in the ability of a more remote government to 
organise this effectively and in sympathy with actual local-needs. Thus our response 
was not to diminish our view that meeting needs s important but rather that we do not 
have confidence that a less than very local decision making process will achieve this 
- as our experience bears out. 

Specific indicators: 
Thus all the indicators listed and/or others could be reorganised to recognise which of 
the factors cited they are indicating. We would suggest the following approach. 
Quality of Life / Healthy Society Quality of the Environment 
(c) infant mortality (b) vacant public sector dwellings 
(d) cervical cancer screening (i) derelict & contaminated land 
(e) road traffic accidents (m) take up of Envi-rom-nental charter grants 
(g) domestic violence (n) tree preservation orders 
(k) nursery preschool provision (o) disabled access to public buildings 
(p)library use (u) access to public transport 
(r) long-term unemployment 
(aa) voluntary activity levels 

Sustainability of our Society 
(a) food, water, shelter & fuel 
availability 
(f) crime 
(h) sewage sludge disposal 
0) river quality 

Sustainability of our activity / environment 
(q) loss of open land 
(s) area in SSSI &c. 
(t) investment in public transport 
(v) cycles routes 
(w) ratio of indigenous food consumption 

produced 
(x) ratio of indigenous water consumption 

produced 
End note 
Sustainability means not using up finite resources; it means reducing our negative 
impact on the environment; it means everyone accepting their social responsibilities - 
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not surrendering them to others (cf questionnaire response to voluntary work etc. ); it 
means leaving future generations more able to achieve a high quality of life than we 
have been; it means undoing damage we and previous generations have done to the 
earth. 

Any examination of so-called social equity would be better viewed from the 
perspective of social responsibility. Economic opportunity and social equity may be 
desirable but they have little or no bearing on the sustainability of the global 
environment nor even of the local environment other than indirectly through a 
possible total breakdown in society. We note that there is no attempt in this document 
to analyse Fife's impact on the global aspects of social equity or economic 
opportunity (i. e. Fife's global social responsibility). This is hypocritical. 

The correct approach is to define true indicators of sustainability and adapt the way 
we do things within that context to promote equity, opportunity etc. in so far as we 
consider these things to be important. 

These comments should not be seen as exhaustive due to short time available for 
reply. 

Although the Depute Director seemed somewhat frustrated at the attitude being 

taken by the author of the letter he wanted a constructive and conciliatory reply 

written - and would rather I undertook the task than the Research & Information 

Officer. I suggested I include the ecological footprint material as this was 

consistent with the decision at the 13th December SIWG to explore using this in 

further work, and the Depute Director agreed to this. 

Other feedback from consultees 

Other comments received before the second public consultation draft was finalised 

were as follows: 

Townhill Community Council 9/12/94 

"' Your letter of 24th November gives little time for us all to study the draft report. 
Looking at it briefly, we have the impression that some of the indicators are too 
narrow to be usefully extrapolated and do not consult a wide enough range of 
sources, many of which 'Data and Information Sources' seem to be very limited in 
scope. " 

Elizabeth Riches, Regional Councillor 12/12/94 
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"Thank you for sending me the draft report on the above which I read with interest. I 
have one or two comments to make and I refer initially to the pages headed 
'Sustainable Fife'. 
Under 2.2. 'What are Indicators', my initial concern is that in order to measure 
whether any conditions are getting worse or are improving the monitoring of 
activities obviously has to take place over quite a long time in order to get a base 
with which to compare any movement. 
Under 6, which relates to the questionnaire, I note that the questionnaire was sent to a 
broad group of people who had already expressed an interest in the environment of 
Fife. I should be very interested to know how these people were chosen and also 
whether they are an atypical group if they have already expressed a concern in the 
environment. There is no mention made of the ages of the people or of their sex, and 
I also think this would be interesting to know (( .... detailed questions about individual 
issues/indicators follow)). " 

Elizabeth Riches" comment regarding the need for longer timetrends of data 

accorded with the discussions already taking place in the SIWG on this issue. A 

reply was written by the Research & Information Officer giving some detail about 

the consultees although no data was available on age and little on gender. 

The other formal contact I had with SIWG members outwith SIWG meetings was 

with the Community Education Department representatives on the SIWG who 

were based in Dunfermline. A first meeting on 9th December was to discuss 

possible ways of developing the work in Benarty beyond the questionnaire. I met 

with them again on 22nd December along with a Community Participation 

consultant I had recommended with the aim of exploring the use of 

'Participatory Rural Appraisal' review and planning techniques. This involved a 

slide presentation and a discussion regarding how these techniques could be of 

value in local circumstances. Although the focus of the meetings was all around 

the community pilot it was still a useful opportunity to develop the working 

relationship with two further members of the members of the SIWG. 
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Formal contact with consultees and staff of agencies who were information 

providers for the Fife-wide report. 

The Manager of the Fife Money Advice Project about the basic needs indicators; 

Pittenweem FishermeWs Mutual, Scottish Agricultural Colleges, New St. Andrews 

House Library for information on fish landings for the Food: Fisheries indicator; 

Heatwise Fife, Age Concem Scotland, Energy Action Scotland, the Scottish Low 

Pay Unit and Scottish Homes for the affordable warmth indicator; 

Community Business Fife and Economic Development staff within Fife Regional 

Council regarding the Local Economic Development Initiatives indicator. 

Contact with others working on sustainable development 

On 9th December when I was working at Fife House I received a fax from a 

Research Officer with the City of Glasgow Housing DepartmentI was writing a 

course on Housing and the Environment for delivery to Housing Diploma 

students at the University of Glasgow. We had been discussing issues around 

definitions of sustainable development in relation to the theoretical framing of the 

course. Through these discussions I had introduced her to the article by Bosworth 

on Local Authorities and Sustainable Development (Bosworth 1993) and she had 

incorporated a version of Bosworths '4 princples' definition of sustainable 

development into her work. The fax I received was a copy of a policy statement 

agreed that day with her directorate on sustainable development and its 

implications for City Housing. The significance for Fife was that is used the 

Bosworth definition of sustainable development. I was able to show this to SIWG 

members to illustrate that what I was proposing could not really be too radical if 

City Housing Glasgow were happy to adopt it. 
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Figure 5.22 COMMUNICATION 11 

The introduction to the second public consultation draft (see Figures 5.23 a, b&c) 

was written by the Planning Officer (Environment Services), the Environment Co- 

ordinator and 1. The introduction used in the first draft had been written by the 

Research and Information Officer Yet the definition of what the project sought to 

achieve was becoming less rather than more global. The sections on 'The 

Sustainability Indicators Project' makes clear that the project is linked to the UN 

Commission on Sustainable Development and the 'Links with other Fife Regional 

Council work on Sustainability' also places considerable emphasis on Agenda 21, 

and its relationship to the Earth Summit. The Fife Sustainable Development Policy 

is also mentioned. All this can be linked back to the Director of Economic 

Development and Planning's statement that "You can't do Local Agenda 21"". The 

primary purpose of this introduction was to put on record the various connections 

to Local Agenda 21 that had already been approved by committees of elected 

members of Fife Regional Council: In effect setting out exactly how much of the 

cat was out of the bag. 

4 

COMMUNICATION 
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Figure 5.23a Introductory Material: Second Public Consultation Draft, 
Sustainability Indicators for Fife (FRC, 1994 m)page I 

1.0 [ýýODUGMN 

1.1 WHAT IS SUSrAff4ABH=? 

It is the aim of the Regional Council to make Fife a better place in which 
to live and work. The concept of sustainability is fundamental to this. 
Sustainability is about improving quality of life and the quahty of the 
environment for current and future generations. 

1.2 WHAT ARE INDICATORS? 

Indicators can be used to provide information which helps us to understand 
the "blg picture" of what is happening around us, by looking in detail at a 
specific part of it. 

An indicator is a single measure which gives pointers to other conditions. 
For example, the number of species of birds of prey In an area may be a 
good indicator of the quality of the local environment and the condition of 
the wildlife on which these bird feed. 

1.3 THE SUSTAMBUM RMICATORS PROJECT 

Fife Regional Council is one of six pilot authorities in a UK wide 
Sustainability Indicators- Project being orpnised by the Local overnment 
Management Board on behalf of the UN Commission on Sustainable 
Development. 

The pilot project in Fife is being used to find out: 

which issues are considered by local communities to be the most 
important; 

which measures are felt to be most useful in monitoring these 
issues; 

the extent to which there is data available on these indicators and 
how reliable it is; 

what actions are appropriate to ensure a move towards sustainability 
in terms of the indicators identified. 

1.4 LINKS WITH OTHER FUE REGIONAL COUNCIL WORK ON 
SUSTAINABUITY 

At the Earth Summit in Rio in 1992 an agreement was reached on an 
*agenda for action in the 21st Century" commonly known as Agenda 21. 
Since so many of the problems and solutions being addressed by Agenda 21 
have their roots in local activities, Agenda 21 calls for the participation and 
cooperation of local authorities in fulfilling its objectives. It is expected 
that by 1996 most local authorities in each country should have undertaken a 
consultative process with their populations and achieved a consensus on a 
"local Agenda 21" for the community. 

The indicators project has been used as an opportunity to develop skills and 
knowledge which will be useful in the development and implementation of a 
local Agenda 21. This has included learning about more effective means of 
enabling and encoura" community participation and developing partnerships 
with other organisations working on aspects of sustainability. 
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Figure 5.23b Introductory Material: Second Public Consultation Draft, 
Sustainability Indicators for Fife (FRC, 1994 m)page 2 

Fife Regional Council have also adopted a Sustainable Development Pottcy 
which focuses on the authority's own activities as a resource user and Its 
functions as a service provider. Through taking action itself the Regional 
Council wishes to set an example to local businesses and households and to 
create appropriate conditions for others to take action towards sustainability. 

1.5 THE PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT 

The purpose of this, report is to set out and examine a selectioa of 
indicators which measure the quality of life and the quality of the 
environment in Fife. 

In addition to this document reports detailing local issues and indicators are 
also being prepared for Glenrothes, the East Neuk and the Benarty area as 
part of the Sustainability Indicators Project. 

1.6 THE SMUCTURE OF THIS REPORT 

For ease of use four themes have been used as headings for grouping the 
Indicators. This Is for presentation purposes only as the concept of 
Sustainability requires all themes to be looked at together. The themes are: 

Basic Needs 

Commulity 

Quality of the FjMromnent 

We of Resources 

For each indicator there is a sheet which contains the following elements: 

GRAPHIC - showing the a trend over time or a 'snapshot' of the current 
position if no time series is available; 

DESCRIPTION - outliding the importance of the indicator and what is being 
measured; 

ANALYSIS - which interprets information shown on the graphic; 

EVALUATION - which assesses whether the trend is toward's sustainability, 
away from sustainability, or inconclusive; 

LINKAGES - which identify relationships with other issues and Indicators 
within this report; 

DATA AND INMRMATION SOURCES - which are guides to where more 
details can be found; and 

COMWIM - which Identifies the strengths and weaknesses of the indicator 
and ways in which it could be improved. 

All the indicators are summarised in Figure 1, with arrows showing whether 
the trend is moving towards sustainability, away from sustainability, or is 
inconclusive. 

1.7 THE PUB11C CONSULTATION PROCESS TO DATE 

The guidance documents for the UK wide Sustainability Indicators Project 
identify 13 menus of indicators. As a pilot authority within the project Fife 
was required to select at least one indicator from each menu. 
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Figure 5.23c Introductory Material: Second Public Consultation Draft, 
Sustainability Indicators for Fife (FRC, 1994 m)page 3 

Rather then start the public consultation process with the presentation of 
detailed indicators, it was felt to be valuable to get feedback on the relative 
importance of the issues behind the 13 menus. To do this a range of ' 
organisations and individuals were asked to rank sixteen statements In order 
of importance. The questionnaire used is contained in Appendix 2. The 
questionnaire was sent to 161 individuals and organisations Including 
Community Councils, environmental Interest groups, and national and local 
voluntary groups. By 21st November 1994 106 questionnaires had been 
returned, although in a number cW cases, interested groups had returned 
additional copies of the questionnaire. 

The results of the questionnaire are shown in Figure 2. These, results have 
been used to focus this report on issues felt to be of particular importance 
in Fife. For example, additional work is going into the development of basic 
needs indicators as this theme was- given the highest priority In the 
questionnaire returns. 

L8 MING YOUR VIEWS ON TIRS REPORT 

This is a draft report. if you think there are errors, omissions, or other 
deficiencies please tell us about them. Where we are already aware of the 
need for further work, or problems with existing data this is identified in the 
comments box. 

A questionnaire is provided to help you to structure your reply. Please add 
any comments which you think will help to improve this document and its 
contents. 

Your comments will be used to prepare the f inal draft of this report which 
will be published in Spring 1995. 

What Makes a Good Indicator? 

Good indicators 
" ref7ect samething basic andfundarnental about the long term 

social, economic or environmental health of a community 
over a long time period. 

" can be easily understood and are accepted by the community 
as appropriate and useful; 

" have interest and appeatfor use in monitoring, publishin 
and analysing c,! eneral trends towards or away from sustainsle 
practice; 
can be reliably measured. 
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Yet given this detailed coverage of the international provenance of Fife"s indicators 

pilot, the coverage of sustainability as a concept was very weak. The section 

'What is sustainability? States that: 
"Sustainability is about improving quality of life and the quality of the environment 
for current and future generations. " (FRC, 1994m) 

Which is fine as far as it goes., but in this case it does not appear to consider going 

any further than Fife. This was raised by several of the consultees (see below). The 

other changes from the first public consultation draft were less significant. The 

ordering of the sections was changed so that it started with the project. The 'What 

are indicators? ' section had been simplified and birds of prey used as an 

illustrative indicator species rather than salmon. There was more use of the term 

local communities, for example (my emphasis): 
The pilot project in Fife is being used to find out: 
which issues are being considered by local communities. to be the most important; 

and 
What makes a good indicator? 
Good indicators 

* reflect something basic and fundamental about the long term health of a 
commun4 over a long time period. 
9 Can be easily understood and are accepted by the community as appropriate and 

useful; 

This reflected the shifting emphasis of the pilot project as a whole. By early 

December the size of the task of achieving effective conununity involvement in 

three large areas whilst also undertaking the Fife-wide report was recognised to be 

unrealistic. Instead of attempting to complete all the programme of work initially 

envisaged for the Fife pilot within the LGMB timeframe the focus changed to 

establishing firm foundations upon which further work could be built in relation 

to community development and sustainable development. The second 

consultation draft was mailed out on 23rd December (immediately before the staff 

Christmas lunch! ). 
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5.5.3 Stage III: What to do about critical feedback? 

Case Story 4 "It's really not very good 11 

Once the second public consultation draft was 'out of the door" the Fife 
Council staff involved in the SIWG stopped working for the Christmas/ 
New Year holidays. The ED&P staff were on leave until the 9th January and 
Fife House was closed. However, as I was feeling under increasing pressure 
to make progress with the Study Report,, as well as taking on more of a role 
in writing material for the Sustainability Indicators for Fife report, I 
borrowed a FRC laptop and tried to make progress during the 'break'. 

During this 2 week period I was also preparing the Housing and Environ- 
ment course with the Research Officer from City Housing Glasgow. I gave 
her a copy of the 2nd Public Consultation draft of the Sustinabilility 
Indicators for Fife report to read and asked for her comments. I had 
previously been critical of the pace of change in some of the local 
government policy work in which she had been involved: I therefore felt that 
I could not really object when she said "I hate to say this, but it's really not 
very good is it" I was tempted to try and deflect responsibility for the 
shortcomings of the report onto others - as preparing the Sustainability 
Indicators for Fife Report was not principally my responsibility - but I 
realised that I hadWt given her much space in similar situations. We had 

previously had several conversations in which she attempted to explain the 
labyrinthine nature of policy making within City of Glasgow Housing 
Department with regard to sustainable development and I 
had protested that it surely couldWt be so difficult to generate change within 
Local Government. When she was critical of the 2nd Public Consultation 
Draft of the Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report I knew her criticisms 
were valid and this made me feel very uncomfortable because I couldn't see 
how we could secure the drastic improvements in the report that appeared to 
be required. 

When I retumed to work on the 9th January I found that several responses to 

one, or both of the public consultation draft reports had been received. Sev- 

eral consultees were also critical of the definitional framing of the report and 
the quality of the indicators being presented. 
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I didn't get much opportunity to digest these comments as the SIWG met at 
10am that first day back. Very little time at this meeting was spent on the 
Sustainability Indicators for Fife report. The attention that was given to the 
report was at the level of typographical errors and some questions about the 
appropriateness of particular indicators - but not about the framing of the 
whole report. I had to present the preliminary recommendations of the study 
report to the SIWG for the first time. As there was no opportunity to sound 
out staff during the Christmas break I was nervous about how the recom- 
mendations would be received. I was, therefore concentrating on the Study 
Report rather the Sustainability Indicators for Fife report. I didn't believe 
there was any change in the SIWG members view regarding the local focus of 
the report and did not want to start the meeting by provoking anyone's 
wrath by trying to_ push for new changes. 

Considerable time was also spent in the meeting discussing the three 

community pilot areas, and on setting the timetable for the concluding stages 
of the LGMB project as a whole. The LGMB Consultant explained that 

pressure was being put on the LGMBs consultants to accelerate the 
timescale for writing up the project report so it could be published to 

coincide with a speech being made by Prince Charles in early March. 

The final element of the meeting was the discussion of the recommendations 
to be made in the study report. This focused on the most effective 

mechanisms for reviewing and publicising the indicators and for broadening 

the discusion of susainable development issues more generally. This was 

quite positive as there was a consensus regarding the need to integrate the 
development of Sustainability Indicators into the corporate strategy and 

performance review processes of Fife Regional Council. From my pre- 

understanding regarding performance indicators and performance review 

systems I recognised that this was important if the work on creating 
indicators was to be of ongoing value and lead to practical action. I was keen 

to incorporate these comments into the Study Report, but I remained 

uncomfortable about the quality the Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report 

as a basis for assessing trends towards or away from sustainability, 

I spoke with the Planning Officer (Environment Services) after the meeting 

about my concern that the Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report was 
drifting and that other SIWG members seemed to recognise that it had 
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shortcomings in its current form, but that they did not appear prepared to 
put effort into turning the report around at this late stage. She said that I 

shouldn't take it personally, and that it was part of a pattern with regard to 
project work in the department. The Depute Director in particular liked the 
high profile roles that went with national pilot projects but became easily 
býored with the detail of seeking to manage projects when problems arose. We 
discussed whether it was possible to reengage his interest, and that of other 
key project members. The Planning Officer (Environment Services) was of 
the opinion that this was possible, that a part of the problem was simply the 
timing of the meeting - the morning of the first day back after 2 weeks of 
leave. She suggested that I would need to find a way of focusing their 
attention on the Sustainability Indicators for Fife report. 

I had lunch in the Fife House canteen with the LGMB consultant assigned to 
the Fife pilot. We spoke about the quality of the Sustainability Indicators for 
Fife Report. The LGMB Consultant had not been at the 13th December S1WG 

and had only received the Second Public Consultation draft in the post at 
Christmas - along with the Fife consultees. She felt that although the Depute 
Director was correct in reporting that the LGMB Local Agenda 21 staff were 
keen to publish the first consultation draft that they had seen at the 1st De- 

cember LGMB workshop this could be interpreted as illustrating their 
keeness to have outputs from the LGMB project, despite the very short 
timescale, rather than necessarily a reflection on the quality of the draft Fife 

report. She was very constructive about the Fife Report as it stood, but 

shared my reservations about the weaknesses of the framing of the current 

report and of a number of the indicators currently included. 
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Figure 5.24 ENCOUNTER III 

The timescale had been very short for responses to the first consultation draft 

given the length and complexity of the document. Because of the low response 

rate from consultees a questionnaire was sent out with the second draft in the 

hope of encouraging more feedback (Figure 4.9 in Chapter 4 above). As a result of 

these two factors most of the responses to the two drafts came in together from 

late December well into January although some were not received until February. 

Several of the consultees had responded to both the first and second consultation 

draft over the festive period and their comments were awaiting the SIWG 

members on our return. 

When consultees responded using the questionnaire provided they did not always 

put their name on the form - therefore some of the comments are anonymous- 
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Several of the comments emphasised that the Fife sustainability indicators team 

had certainly not succeeded in pitching the material effectively to reach a diverse 

audience at this stage: 

"It is initially off-putting because of its length, and its insistence on defining and 
explaining too much. "' 

"Lots of the sections are extremely complicated and my fnst comment when I 
finished reading was "what was that all about" (Having forgotten the introduction by 
then) ... sustainability is such a straightforward, easy concept on a global scale. Why 

on earth is it so difficult to measure. It is Christmas eve and this has given me a 
headache. Good luck with sorting it out. Language in the report is a problem - 
shorten the sentences and treat us all like idiots. J5 

"More introduction regarding sustainability (definitions), environment, economics. 55 

"'The report in total is simplistic. The introduction is simplistic and apparently (sic) 
does not contain sufficient detail. Keep it simple does not mean make it simple. The 

strengths that report may have are obscured by simplistic language. A full glossary 

and an index would be useful. The current glossary is frankly patronising as is 

suggestions for further reading. " 

There were also comments about the timescale of the consultation process and the 

length of the document. 

"'Sorry this is late in being returned - it has taken a long time to plough through it. "' 

"'The whole report could be condensed -a precis would suit most readers better and 

use less paper! " 

""This is a fairly lengthy document and each part requires time to read, digest and 
form opinions - certainly not bed-time reading! " 

Townhill Community Council 5/1/95 

"As with the first draft, you give us little time to circulate it widely. " 
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Some respondents made genera. Uy favourable comments: 

"The report is a good idea with a long way to go. Much can be achieved if the results 
are dealt with in the proper manner. The results should be made freely available for 

public perusal. "' 

(41 am very glad to see this is being done and hope it has a high priority. "" 

"'Excellent" 

"An excellent, well-compiled, comprehensive Document - congratulations") 

Balmullo Community Council 27/12/94 

"I consider that the Indicators listed in every case to be useful, and detailed in the 
best way to provide easy understanding of the report... and in the main reflects the 

views of this Community Council. I thank you for giving us the opportunity to 

comment on the Draft report. " 

Director of Supplies & Transport, Fife Regional Council 6/l/95 
"Having read the second draft of the report I consider it an excellent document and 
give it my complete endorsement. ") 

Several respondents made detailed comments on specific aspects of the report and 

the pilot process as a whole. The use of the term sustainability was questioned by 

some consultees: 

"Basic definition using the word SUSTAINABILITY is incorrect and misleading and 
typical consultants jargon. The verb sustain means to keep from falling or sinking or 
to hold up for a prolonged period - hence the adjective sustainable. The basic 

objective is to INWROVE the quality of life and the quality of the environment NOT 

to SUSTAIN these qualities at the existing level. 

I have purposely not responded to the questions on indicator measurements. 
Indicators need to be more clearly thought through since QUALITY is usually a 
function of a number of inter-related variables. e. g. Quality of the Environment 
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affects health - Road Traffic Accidents may be improving but the increase in road 
vehicles is acting in the opposite direction as far as the environment is concerned. " 

Townhill Community Council 5/l/95 

"The explanation and definition of sustainability in this draft was helpful, but still 
one feels that it is an unfamiliar term, and it is not clear why it was chosen, and it 
does tend to put the layman off. (I appreciate that with this subject, or range of 
subjects, everybody is a "non-layman"),, but those who regularly use the jargon are 
less "lay" than the rest of us). Having said that, we ought to suggest alternatives but 

suitable terms are not easy to find: "health", "viability", vitality", "continuance" all 
have narrower, special meanings, but I suspect that most of us would get along better 

with "indicators of health" than of "sustainability", with "trends towards/away 
health"'. 

"'Sustainability definition is very misleading. 
Sustainability is more about responsibility, education and balance: 

- ensuring that our needs are in balance with the needs of our environment; 

- ensuring that our activities show a responsible use of, especially, non-renewable 
resources; 

- ensuring that the local community is educated to a level at which the community 
can recognise its impacts and the need for balance and responsibility. 
Sustainability is about improving quality of life and the quality of the environment 
for current and future generations ONLY IF the improvements are carried out in a 
'sustainable' way! 

In many instances ""sustainable" should be replaced by "desirable" - many of the 
indicators are about a desire, upstanding and "Christian" society and have no bearing 

on a sustainable society! Consequently, as a non-politician, I do not feel qualified to 

comment upon some of the indicators. As an environmentalist, some of the indicators 

are positive in a desirable society but may actually be moving away from an 
"environmentally sustainable"" society. ") 

Desmond Whyms submitted a series of detailed comments regarding individual 

indicators and followed this with a concluding statement regarding an approach 

to sustainable development that he found useful: 

"As a general conclusion, I would like to refer to some suggestions by the Canadian 

Community Health Consultant Ronald Labonte: 
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Labonte suggests a Sustainable Development Indicator could look something like 
this: 

Kg Coal (CO, SO, NOx) 1 births/immigratiotis 
22xx 

PQLI gini deaths/emigrations 
coefficient 

Kg Coal (CO 
2 

SO 
2, 

NOx) = Kg coal equivalent- sum of per capita energy use CO 
so 

2. 
NOx and particulate emissions. 

PQLI = Physical Quality of Life Indicator, combining literacy, infant mortality, and 
life expectancy at age one. 
gini coefficient = this is an indicator of after tax income equality. Countries with the 
best gini coefficient (i. e. the smallest gap between rich and poor) have the best 

overall health indicators independent of absolute income levels. 

In summary, the whole aim of this initiative can be said to be to promote health in the 
long term. Health in its widest sense; social, psychological and emotional and not 
merely the absence of disease. The genuine determinants of health are the economics 
and environmental factors from which a culture develops. As such the three-way 
interrelationship between health = economy, health = environment and environment 
= economics must be constantly considered when choosing and assessing indicators 

and planning changes. 

It is essential that sustainable development is not seen merely as a way of achieving 
some short sighted compromise between environmental degradation and continued 
economic growth, as suggested in the DoE consultation document UK Strategy for 
Sustainable Development, July 1993. 

There are many issues contained in and linked with this initiative, for which accurate 
indicators may not (ever) exist. The issues are, however, too important not to be 

considered and planned for regardless of the lack of scientific evidence. 
Consequently the value decisions have to be explicitly made and used to guide 
actions. 

Labonte suggests 12 principles for decision making relating to sustainable 
development and health: 
1 Principle based decision making. Scientific data is incomplete and can only 

inform, not predict or dictate. 

2 Inclusiveness of information. Data should encompass a broad pattern of complex 
relations: the three-way interrelationship between health economy (equity 
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assessment), health = environment (risk assessment) and environment 
economics (full-cost accounting). 

3 Shrinking global inequities. 
4 Shrinking national inequities. 
5 Empowering equally. 
6 Producing fairly and healthily. 
7 Sustaining communities. Increasing social interaction and networks, diversify 

community's economic base, increase proximity between production, consumption 
and disposal, support active democratic involvement and empowerment. 

8 Replenishing and replacing. 
9 Internalising all the costs. As far as possible this means employing full-cost 

accounting and internalising all externalities -a concept traditional accounting 
will find difficult to grasp. It should include assessments of pollution clean up, 
replacement and recycling of resources, health implications etc. Consideration 

should go across time as well as resource base. Social Audit may be a useful way 
forward. 

10 Sustaining diversities. Sustainable ecosystems need as wide a diversity as 
possible, culturally, ethnically, etc. Shifts towards uniformity and monoculture are 
regarded as moving away from sustainability. 

11 Nurturing intangibles. This attempts to take account and make explicit the 

cultural, aesthetic, spiritual or other factors affected by developments. 
12 Planning across generations. ") 

The combination of the comments from officical and unofficial consultees meant 

that despite S1WG members leaving for the Christmas break with a sense that the 

Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report was almost complete I now felt under 

pressure to find ways to make radical improvements despite the short timescale 

remaining. 
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On the afternoon of 9-th January there was a meeting involving the Depute 

Director, the LGMB Consultant, the Pla-tu-ting Officer (Environment Services) and I 

to look in more detail at the Sustainability Indicators for Fife report as this has 

received scant coverage in the SIWG (for the 2nd consecutive meeting, this meant 

that the full SIWG had not considered the Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report 

in detail since 28th November). Issues raised at this meeting included. 

why so many indicators had no clear trend; 

the need for the introduction to take a more integrated approach to 

susainability; 

the need to include more background about what sustainabihty means; and, 

the need to identify actions that should be taken on sustainable 

development issues and mechanisms for such actions. 

I was asked to concentrate on the basic needs indicators: homelessness, fuel 

povert3iý average income and long-tem-i unemployment. The Research and 

PROJECT 
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Information Officer was to concentrate on access to basic services, cycle routes and 

access for people with disabilities, the Environment Co-ordinator was to look at 

health outcomes - age at death, teenage pregancies and also to review the work on 

Road Traffic Accidents. The Planning Officer (Environment Services) was to look 

at nursery placements and destinations of school leavers. I was also to take on 

finding out the proportion of YTS leavers unemployed. 

There were several issues raised regarding a need to reorganise the report to make 

it easier to read. Decisions taken at the meeting included returning to using only 

one graphic per indicator and the need for work to be undertaken to improve the 

presentation of the indicators. I offered to work on this (although I was expressly 

warned by the Depute Director not to spend much time working on the desktop 

publishing of indicators sheets as that could be done by other Fife staff). 

BEING III 

COMMUNICATION 

BEING 
rý 

z 

ENCOUNTER 

PROJECT 
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I had taken the criticisms of the Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report quite 

personally. Although I had not been formally assigned the task of preparing the 

report - my focus was supposed to be the study report and helping with the 

community pilot - in practice it was clear that it was to be on the quality of the 

Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report that the whole Fife pilot project was likely 

to be judged. I felt I would be judged harshly by my sustainable development 

community peers outwith Fife if the Sustainability Indicators for Fife report was 

perceived to be poor. I did not feel I could try and explain away any shortcomings 
by blaming the unrealistic timescale or management issues that were not in the 

public domain as this would just sound as though I was making excuses. I felt I 

had to find a way to turn the report around. 

I was clearly very commited to achieving a strong sustainable development 

definition as a basis for addressing criticisms of the 2nd public consultation draft 

of the Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report. To achieve this required engaging 

the support of SIWG members and it was difficult to see how this could be 

achieved at this late stage. My conunitment to finding a way of engaging the 

enthusiasm for a 'stronger' report went considerably beyond anything I had been 

formally asked to do in my role as Project Consultant in Fife. It was about what I 

expected of myself, and what I felt it should be possible to 'do with' the Fife pilot 

as an opportunity to develop good practice on sustainability indicators. 

In order to maintain the impetus of revising the report I needed to produce 

indicators on the issues I had taken on, particularly around Basic Needs and Use 

of Resources. This was not an easy or straightforward process. It involved 

researching potential data sets and then turning thousands of words of 

background material into a few hundred words of clear and accurate text. Even 

with all the relevant data to hand I would estimate that each indicator sheet took 

around 10 working hours to write up in an appropriate form for the Sustainability 

Indicators for Fife Report. Partly because of the tight timescale and partly because 
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of the breadth of issues that it was felt to be important to have covered in the Fife 

report I was increasingly involving people from outside Fife Regional Council, on 

an informal basis, to get specialist advice on data sources and issues that needed to 

be addressed in writing up indicator sheets. This included a network of contacts, 

made during my involvement in the Scottish Green Party and SANGEC. 

In parallel to work on developing new indicators I was working on the Study 

Report checking the 13 LGMB themes were covered and how the selection of that 

were proposed for inclusion in the Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report related 

to the LGMB Menus of indicators, and summarising the expereince of the three 

community pilot areas. 

I was also working with the Environment Coordinator to identify 

recommendations regarding working with existing interest groups regarding 

sustainable development issues and establishing new structures for participation - 
these were needed to tie into the 4th Environmental Action programme which was 

to become the LA21 action programme. The Environment Coordinator was unable 

to attend 23rd Jan SIWG meeting so this had to be negotiated beforehand. 

As a result of the workload in dealing with the various reports I did not write up 

and circulate the notes of the SIWG meetings of 9th and 23rd Janaury and 14th 

February. This means there is not an agreed record of the decisions taken and I 

have to rely on my handwritten notes in order to trace the decision-making in the 

final 5 weeks of my contract. 
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I saw the need to improve the presentation of the indicators as a possible 

opportunity to re-engage the interest of SIWG members by demonstrating what 

was possible. I had desk-top publishing experience and access to a suitable 

computer. I put a lot of effort into working up 4 new indicator sheets prior to the 

23rd January meeting. I also made sure that the Sustainability Indicators for Fife 

Report was the first substansive item on the agenda. For each of the indicator 

sheets I wrote I sought clear presentation, a good choice of data sources, long 

timeseries data. As a key part of this process I also rewrote the introduction to the 

report, including a Environment/ Future/ Equity/ Participation definition of 

sustainable development and the ecological footprint concept explained in plain 

english. I then sought to establish a clear relationship between the definition of 

sustainable development in the introduction and the evaluation of the trend 

towards or away from sustainability for each indicator. 
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5.5.4 Stage IV-. Going for Global 
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By the final week in January we had received further comments from consultees to 

the Second Public Consultation Draft Report. The Freuchie Community Council 

response in particular called for a more globally focused approach. I saw this as 

vindicating the attempt to base the report on a clearer and more holistic definition 

of sustainable development. 

Freuchie Community Council 

A General 

Comment on Second Draft 21/1/95 

Freuchie Community Council has decided not to complete the questionnaire on the 

second draft report in any detail because our view is that Fife Region is exacerbating 
its move in the wrong direction. This is well illustrated in Paragraph 1.1 which has 

nothing at all to do with sustainability. Beverley Hills is, no doubt, a lovely place to 

live and work - but that does not make it sustainable. The footprint approach (a 

photocopy about which you were kind enough to send) has got to be 
, in general, the 

right way forward - with any quality of life issues contained within and completely 

predicated upon the limits set by the adoption of that approach. Quality of life 

indicators do not give any insight into the extent of environmental degradation or 
depletion. 
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It Is also important to note our objection to the time scale offered for the response to 
the questionnaire. While we do work by delegating the shredding of reports to one 
member or a sub- committee, we find it useful to bring the draft report back to the 
Council f6r further discussion if desired. This response is late because we would not 
otherwise have had this opportunity. For the future it is essential that an appropriate 
timetable for the consultation process is allowed. 

B Specific 
The first section of Agenda 21 states that "While poverty results in certain kinds of 
environmental stress, the major cause of the continued deterioration of the global 
environment is the unsustainable pattern of consumption and production, particularly 
in industrialised countries,. which is a matter of grave concern, aggravating poverty 
and imbalances". 

The second section deals with the conservation and management of resources for 
development. Although development issues are raised here it is in an environmental 
context. Among relevant topics raised are toxic chemicals, hazardous (including 

radioactive) waste, def6restation, protection of the oceans, air etc. 

To illustrate the extent to which this second draft has things back to front we need 
look no further than the first indicator. 

The draft states. - 'In a sustainable society every resident should be able to meet their 
basic needs for food, water, shelter and fuel at a price which they can afford 
Clearly it is possible to achieve this by (a) depleting finite resources, (b) reducing the 

cost by degrading the environment, (c) exploiting slave labour abroad, (d) out 

sourcing supplies and degrading the producer environment. Even where these needs 

were met in a sustainable way at the moment, it is quite possible to anticipate that 

enhanced 'needs' or an increased population each member of whom had the same 

requirements would lead to an unsustainable situation. 

The correct statement here would be: 'In a sustainable society,, the demands of the 

population for food, water, shelter and fuel could be met from their own environment 

without degrading or depleting it and this would be true as far into the future as could 
be foreseen; the population would be only at such a level as that for which this would 
be true. 

Fife Region should not be ashamed of stating the problems baldly and, wherever 

appropriate, acknowledging its own powerlessness in the face of e. g. central 
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government and/or EU constraints or even the limits of public understanding and/or 
acceptance including financial constraints - for this will be the lever for forcing these 
bodies to make the necessary resources/facilities available or recognising the nature 
of the strategy which needs to be adopted to create the right framework for progress. 

Freuchie Community Council cannot help but feel that the real Agenda 21 is being 
hijacked by Fife Regional Council for its own political purposes rather than for the 

original purposes of the UN as illustrated by Agenda 2 1. 

The Head of Policy Planning and Special Projects also responded to the second 

consultation draft raising several important issues and seeking to be more closely 

involved in the process of devising indicators. 

"I have read with interest the second draft report of the UNA/LGNM sustainability 
indicators project. 

The report is very detailed and requires some considerable thought and unfortunately 
within the timescale allowed it has not been possible to give the amount of thought 

and analysis it deserves. 

The project is a very ambitious one and it is extremely difficult, for example, to 
define precisely the "Quality of Life". It seems to me that this has led to some 
indicators being included and others which are equally valid are not mentioned, e. g. 
cervical cancer screening being only one of three health indicators. Other forms of 
screening, assess to medical facilities, hospital beds per head of population etc. could 
all be used to indicate quality of life. 

My general feeling is that it would be better to concentrate initially on the factors 

relating directly to the environment make sure that these are appropriate and 

accepted by all professionals, communities etc. and then develop the study into the 

more general areas which are more difficult to define. 

Having made these comments in relation to this study the indicators on quality of life 

which have been used have direct relevance to the social needs strategy, and I would 
be grateful therefore if you could advise me of future meetings so that we can be 

involved in the development of the indicators. " 

I met with the respondent, the Head of Policy Planning and Special Projects, to 

discuss the project. It turned out that she had been contacted in the initial stages of 
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the Sustainability Indicators pilot project period with a view to her participation in 

the SIWG. She declined to become involved as she expected the work to be 

focused heavily on environmental issues, and did not have high expectations of 

the quality of work on social issues. She subsequently attended the 14th February 

SIWG, at which she was very positive in her support of the Basic Needs indicators 

being proposed for the final report. 

21/1/95 
Reasonable but not very good at inspiring involvement... 
Seems largely based on what the Region have responsibility for not on what is 
directly relevant to communities becoming more sustainable. 

European Affairs Direct, Smith & Nephew 20/1/9ý5 
"May I first compliment you on the above project and the Study Report, which is one 
of the better overviews on sustainability I have read. It does appear to be trying to 
keep its feet on the ground and provide practical advice. I would certainly be 
interested in the Fife-wide Indicators report due in March. 

I found it a little surprising that business actually was only involved directly with II 

menus out of the 10 1 listed. We believe in Smith & Nephew we should link much 
more with our local communities and various initiatives are already taking place. 
However we very much appreciate any advice and guidance on how we could 
improve our relationship with our local communities, particularly on environmental 
issues. ") 

Ladybank Community Council 23/1/95 
"Some of our members have reservations about the original questionnaire and the 

responses have reinforced their unease. The inclusion of biological necessities for 

survival - food, water, health - and some frankly utopian statements. e. g. "everyone 
has access to satisfying work with fair pay" mean that real concerns about the 

quality of life are inevitably pushed into lower priority. 

However ambivalent people are about voluntary work Ladybank would be greatly 

impoverished without it. and the somewhat unenthusiastic response to "Everyone has 

to opportunity to spend more time with family and ftiends" suggests a neurotic rather 
than a healthy society. 
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However we do appreciate the considerable methodological problems that arise and 

we shall follow the project with interest. " 

Several of the consultees clearly had considerable knowledge around concepts and 

definitions of sustainability, although their responses were not always seen to be 

helpful in shaping the process of the project: 

Professor RH Gray, Director of The Centre for Social & Environmental Accounting 
& Research,, University of Dundee 10/1/95 

Quality of Life Indicators 
Thank you very much indeed for the draft copy of the Quality of Life booklet. It 

presents a fascinating insight into life in Fife. I enclose the questionnaire but I have 

not been able to complete it because of, what I see as., a fundamental problem in the 

report. 

There is a very distinct difference between "quality of life"' and "sustainability" in 
Fife. The report and other related documents appear to use the terms interchangeably. 
I am sure this is wrong. It seems to me that there are four, obviously related, 
elements within the report which could usefully be clarified. These are: 

1. the needs of the present; 
2. the wants of the present; 
3. the state of the environment; 
4. the needs of the future. 

The needs of the present are dealt with in an excellent way. However, issues such as 

earnings and infant mortality, whilst clearly related to the wants of the present, are 

probably moving us away from sustainability. For example, Fife having lower 

average earnings is pr-Q sustainability because it means that Fife folk consume lesa 

economic resources. This is an obvious demand of sustainability. Similarly, although 
infant mortality may be an issue of the needs of the present, it does raise the question 

of increased population which reduces sustamability. 

It seemed to me, therefore, that the report needs, to be very clear about which of the 
four aspects it was addressing. The report might have four sections dealing with each 

element. In the end, the report only touches on very few sustainability issues. " 
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This letter caused some consternation because of the infant mortality example. 
While conceptually he is right the notion of trying to explain to Fife citizens that 

higher infant mortality in Fife could be publicly expressed as a good thing was 

seen as an academic example too far by SIWG members. 

COMMUNICATION IV 

At the beginning of the 23rd January SIWG I circulated a proposal for a new 
introduction for the report (Figure 5.29 a, b, c& d) and several new example 
indicators, these included Food: Agriculture, Food: Fisheries, and Homelessness., 

Altemative Means of Transport: Cycling, Affordable Warmth and Energy, 

although most of the focus of the meeting became a detailed discussion of a single 
indicator Food. Agriculture. Unfortuately I cannot find a copy of the indicator 

sheets that were under discussion that day. 

MAKING SENSE IWTHINKING IV 

The discussion at the 23rd January SWIG began with a focus on providing 
feedback on the presentation of the indicators. But in seeking to improve both the 

presentation and focus further the meeting developed into a detailed discussion of 

the specific purpose of each individual component of an indicator sheet. The new 
EVALUATION section was seen to be helpful in developing the argument for 

using a particular indicator as well as giving a basis for deciding the trend. It was 
felt to be useful to explain in more detail have the indicator relates to the 

Environment / Future / Equity / Participation definition of sustainable development 

beingproposed for the introduction of the report. 
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Figure 5.30 
MAKING SENSE IV and THINKING IV 

The ANALYSIS of the indicator needed to explain why the particular data set was 

being used for the issue. The description section was retitled BACKGROUND and 

was to be particularly about Fife and the issues of sustainbility. The problems and 

constraints to tackling the issue were to be identified. 

Because of the accelerated LGMB timescale each of the pilot local authorities was 

asked to provide two example indicators by the end of that week. The willingness 

of SIWG members to embrace the more global '4 principles' (Envirom-nent/ 

Future / Equity / Participation) definition of sustainable development may well 

have been pushed on by the pressure to make decisions ahead of this deadline. 

The SIWG had been very cautious throughout the project process, apparently 

reluctant to appear to be 'too radical'. However now that indicators had to be 

selected to go into the public domain there appeared to be a sense from several 

members of the SIWG that if a more global perspective was not adopted it would 

be questionable whether the indicators report would really be addressing 

'(sustainable development' at all. The consultees comments (above) had been 

circulated to SIWG members in mid-January and the criticisms made by some 

PROJECT 
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consultees appeared to have had an impact on some of the SIWG members' views 

of the existing focus of the report. 

In the 23rd January SIWG meeting the Depute Director stated that we didn't need 

to produce a fuH Fife-wide report inu-nediately so that we were not rushed into 

using indicators known to be weak. He was also keen to emphasise that 

implementing sustainable development policy needed to involve setting targets 

for action. An ACTION box was needed on each indicator which identified the 

actions that were thought to- be need to improve the indicator, this was 

subsequently retitled the 'WAY FORWARD' box. Some of these actions would be 

for Fife Regional Council but for some issues other agencies had the primary 

responsibility and it would be inappropriate to seek to set targets for others. 

Work towards sustainable development was to be seen as a learning process and 

part of this process was around learning how to work with a wide range of other 

organisations in the Fife area. Where it was found that Fife Regional Councils' 

scope for action was inhibited there was a need to explain why. The Depute 

Director stressed that the purpose of participation in the LGMB Sustainability 

Indicators pilot had been to promote more effective action towards sustainable 

development, not simply to improve the accuracy with which we were tracking 

decline. The Depute Director suggested that the introduction to the Sustainability 

Indicators for Fife Report should state that there would be a programme of public 

consultation after the report was published - and that comments and proposed 

revisions were welcome - in order to emphasise that the publication of 

Sustainability Indicators was a starting point rather than an end point in a wider 

programme of work. 

After some discussion it was agreed that the two indicators that would go forward 

as Fife"s contribution to the LGMB report were Homelessness and Food: Fisheries. 
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In finalising the revised presentation of individual indicator sheets it was agreed 

that GRAPH should go in a box, the EVALUATION should go in a box and the 

WAY FORWARD should be a box. 

The Sustainability Indicators for Fife report with all revisions and indicators 

currently missing was to be ready for 10th Feb for ciculation prior to the S1WG 

meeting. Indicators on all 16 themes identified in the quality of life questionnaire 

were to be covered if possible. Linkages needed to be developed which showed 

the web of interconnections between different indicators/ issues. 

At the 23rd January SIWG meeting there was also a discussion around 

consumption issues- This had been highlighted as an issue in several consultees' 

comments and it was agreed that the revised introduction to the Sustainability 

Indicators for Fife report presented to the SIWG would be used as a way of 

begining to address this. The revised introduction, which I had prepared along 

with the 4 new indicators, used the term 'global footprint' (this was seen as 

slightly less jargonistic than the term ecological footprint). The importance of 

consumption issues in relation to sustainable development was also felt to be an 

issue for inclusion in the committee report containing conclusions and 

recommendations from the pilot. 

It was proposed that in the introduction to the Sustainability Indicators for Fife 

report it should be pointed out that the approach taken in the pilot period had 

been heavily influenced by the LGMB project indicators project, especially with 

regard to timescale. With the conclusion of Fife's pilot authority obligations Fife 

would now be going their own way with future indicators work. 
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Figure 5.31 BEING IV 

I was delighted at having succeeded in re-engaging the enthusiasm of S1WG 

members in the pilot project, and in securing agreement for a stronger framing of 

the Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report. I was, however, horrified at how 

little time was left to complete it before the end of my Project Consultant contract 

on 17th Feb. At the time I was in the middle of a major community campaigning 

and 'Planning for Real' exercise in my home community. I was also teaching a new 

Housing Diploma course at Glasgow University. These inflexible commitments 

were in addition to my involvement in raising my young son. So although I was 

delighted with the turn of events at the 23rd January SIWG was also unsure how 

to capitalise on opportunity whilst also completing the Study Report for the same 

deadline. 

Cme of the tactics I used to address the time pressure/ expertise problem was 

informally to enlist help from friends and ex-collegues. The Policy Officer at City 

COMMUNICATION 
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Housing Glasgowe was enlisted to write the Homelessness indicator and also 

made a major contribution to the indicators on Affordable Warmth, People Living 

in Poverty, and Unemployment. The Fisheries speaker for the Scottish Green Party, 

provided invaluable information for the Fisheries indicator, amplifying the 

material already gathered from the Pittenweem Fisherman's Mutual Association 

covering the local issues. An Environmental Science graduate with an interest in 

land use issues, carried out additional research for the Land Quality and Food: 

Agriculture indicators. 

My informal involvement of others in the writing of revised indicator sheets was 

known to several members of the S1WG including the Depute Director. Once the 

decision was taken to move to a more global framing of the report my use of 

specialists from outside the authority appeared to be condoned as it was 

contributing to improving the quality of the report within the short remaining 

period of my Project Consultant contract. This was tacitly acknowledged by the 

Depute Director in the information he provided for the LGMB Sustainability 

Indicators Project: 

""Fife found their consultant valuable in extending their range of contacts" 

LGMB, 1995a-- 25 

Case Story 5A tussle for "ownership' of the report 
After a frantic three weeks between the 23rd January SIWG meeting and 14th 

February SIWG meeting I finalised the indicators on Homelessness and 

Food: Fisheries had them approved by the Depute Director and sent down 

to the LGMB. I also prepared a new introduction for the Sustainability 

Indicators for Fife Report and new, or substatinally revised, indicators on 

Affordable Warmth, People Living in Poverty, Unemployment, Provision for 

Cycling, Pre-school education, Community Economic Development, Food: 
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Agricuture, Sewage, Energy and Household Waste. This was in addition to 

seeking to complete the Study Report. 

During the process of drafting and redrafting indicators I found that I kept 

coming up against the problem of 'acceptable language". It appeared to- be 

common practice that everything was written in a form of words that was 

designed to avoid Fife Regional Council being able to be held accountable for 

anything. This presented particularly difficulties when drafting The Way 

Forward boxes. On the one hand the direction from the Depute Director was 

that these were to be about AC1'1ON on the other hand I was not to commit 

Fife in writing to actually doing anything. I found this very frustrating. 

For most of this period I was working from home so I had access to a 

computer on which to work on the indicator sheets. As I completed drafts I 

faxed and/or posted copies through to the Research and Information Officer 

so that they could be circulated ahead of the 14th S1WG meeting. When I 

arrived at Fife House just prior to the meeting I was disturbed to find that 

none of these indicators had been circulated and other S1WG members 

presumed that I had not completed the work. There was no time to speak to 

the Research and Information Officer before the meeting and I felt 

uncomfortable confronting him in the meeting. I was very angry but did not 

want to risk losing my temper with him in public. When the Research and 

Information Officer was asked in the meeting why he had not circulated the 

indicators I had prepared he said that none of them were finished. When I 

disputed this he said that they all needed redrafting and proceeded to show 

changes he had made to the Homelessness indicator sheet. As this was one of 

the indicators that had already been approved by the Depute Director and 

posted to London two weeks previously it was clear that there was a major 

rift regarding the Research and Information Officer's perception of what was 

appropriate to go in an indicator sheet and my own. As the indicators had 
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not been pre-circulated the SIWG meeting could not carry out a detailed 

review of individual indicators. The meeting focused on the LGMB pilot 

process, the draft recommendations of the Study Report and how the current 

work was to relate to subsequent activity on Local Agenda 21. 

After the meeting the Research and Information Officer was asked to meet 

with the Depute Director in his office. They were there for over an hour. 

After that meeting the Research and Information Officer was instructed to 

prepare a list of what was left to do to achieve completion of the 

Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report. 

With hindsight friction had been building up for some time before this meeting. 

The Research and Information Officer had had responsibility for the Sustainability 

Indicators for Fife report from August,, when the initial indicator choices were 

made, until late December when the second public consultation draft report was 

issued. It was a major part of his workload and he had put a lot of time into 

drafting and revising indicator sheets. By seeking to make wholesale 

improvements to the framing of the report and devise new indicators in January I 

had cut across his sense of ownership of the report and he was unhappy about 

this. I was certainly receiving support in doing this from inside the SIWG team, 

especially from the Environment Co-ordinator , and to aa lesser extent from the 

Education Officer and the officer from Engineering (Roads) who had not been 

involved in the informal meetings but made it dear that they supported a more 

global and holistic framing. This stronger sustainabihty framing was also clearly 

supported by several of the official consultees- For example a detailed set of 

comments was received from Friends of the Earth (Dunfermline) in the final days 

of my contract as Project Consultant. 
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Fife Friends of the Earth 13/2/915 Comments on second draft 

A) GENERAL COMMENTS 

1. Definition of Sustainability 

We believe that the definition of sustainability, in paragraph 1.1, is inadequate in 
reflecting the purpose of the Project. 

A sustainable local area would be one which tends towards self sufficiency and has 
the capacity to be sustained and maintained indefinitely without putting at risk the 
well being of futur-e generations; or the environment. This goes further than 
measuring the quality of life against conventional economic indicators, 

2. Nature of the Indicators 

Paragraph 1.5 states that the report sets out to examine indicators measuring the 
quality of life and the quality of the environment. Only one of these indicators reflect 
sustainability others are concerned with desirable social goals. 

The report should discuss what measures can be used to determine whether these 
goal are being, or can be, addressed in a way that is compatible with sustainable 
development; 

Other indictors are concerned with empowerment. The report should explain how 
this will lead to a more sustainable society; for example, because people will be less 

apathetic and care more for their environment. 

3. Development Model 

In some instances, particularly regarding local economic development initiatives, we 
believe that the development model is too conservative. 

We appreciate that there are problems regarding identification and collection of data. 
However, ideas for future indicators should be stated as other local communities 

within the UK, or FRC at a later date, may be able to take these forward 
, 
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4. Local Indicators 

We would like the indicators, where appropriate, to be developed for communities 
within Fife as well a Fife-wide; as priorities may be different in each community. 

5. Think Locally 

Given that the Project arises through the UN; there should be an investigation of 
some indicators which show the local community supporting the global environment. 
For example, consumption of hardwoods (if only in the public sector) and the 
availability of fairly traded goods with the third world. (We note that this is touched 
on briefly in the section on food). 

The change in focus that arose from the deliberations at the 23rd January meeting 

called for a lot of new work to be undertaken to a tight deadline and implicitly 

criticised the quality of work that had previously been undertaken. The Research 

and Information Officer was not pleased. As the problems came to a head right at 

the end of my contract as Project Consultant there was little time address or seek 

to resolve them. This was unhelpful as it was the Research and Information 

Officer who was given the responsibility of completing the report for publication - 

a process that was to take until June. 

5.5.5 Mapping the Processes of the Whole 

Mapping the dialectic stages in colour is useful in providing a visual overview of 

the location and timing of activities. The approach recommended by the LGMB for 

the pilot authorities can be equated with the standard alienated research cycle 

characterised by Rowan (1981) (see Chapter 2.3.2). As a pilot authority Fife were 

given a problem in which the THINKING, the choice of definition framing the 

work and the menus of indicators to be tested, had been carried out by others. The 

Fife (through the SIWG) were to undertake the process of MAKING SENSE of 

which of the LGMB menu indicators were most appropriate to test locally and 

what data sources to use. They were then to organise the collection and 

presentation of this data in preparation for the COMMUNICATION of the local 
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indicators which would be the basis for an ENCOUNTER with the views of 

consultees- The feedback from this process was to be a stage of 

COMMUNICATION to the LGMB team who would undertake the process of 

MAKING SENSE of the experience of all the pilot authoritiesas the basis of 

COMMUNICATION of the project findings to a wider audience. This'ahenated' 

research encounter is sketched out in Figure 532. 

If participation in this limited cycle of 'research' had been all that was required of 

the pilot authorities the 6 month timescale for the pilot stage could be argued to 

have been tight but realistic: 3 months to chose indicators collect the necessary 
data and present it (or highlight that data could not be collected for an issue) ,2 
months to gain feedback, 1 month to collate the feedback. Fife broadly achieved 

this selecting indicators in mid August, presenting the First Public Consultation 

draft report in late November and receiving feedback in January. However, it was 

a clear prerequisite of the competitive process of selection as a pilot that 

participating local authorities had wider ambitions for the use of the sustainability 

indicators work. This created obvious conflicts in terms of the relationship the 

authority was seeking to develop with consultees with regard to a wider Local 

Agenda 21 process and potential to develop sustainability indicators as a local 

'performance review' mechanism. The impact of a single alienated encounter with 

a relatively weak and under developed set of local sustainability indicators could 

have seriously undermined longer term sustainable development work. Had Fife 

stopped developing the indicators after the First Public Consultation draft the 

report would have offered 6Wo of the indicators based on 10 years or less of 

timeseries data,, over 607o of the indicators being evaluated as towards 

sustainability, and many of the indicators being described, both by members of 

the SjWG and external consultees, as weak. 

The approach recommended by the LGNM of selecting indicators from the menus 

and -testing' them did not give much opportunity for reflection on the sustainable 
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development framing of the work. Such a discussion within pilots does not 

appear to have been considered necessary by the LGMB which is perhaps 

surprising given the lengthy debates that took place in the LGMB Steering group 

with regard to the sustainable development framing of the pilot stage (Shaw, 1994, 

McHarry, 1994) and the widespread lack of agreement about how sustainable 

development should be defined or achieved discussed in Chapter 1. 

The detailed description of the process of the Fife project in Chapter 5 has 

illustrated that the work undertaken by Fife went a lot further than the "alienated 

research encounter' apparently envisaged by the LGMB Steering Group. Fife's 

experience of the pilot phase has much more in common with RowaW s 'dialectical 

engagement with the world' (also set out in Chapter 2.3.2). Figure 5.33 maps the 

dialectical stages of the development of the whole report. It started with the 

PROJECT stage, the choice to participate in the LGMB pilot process. The selection 

of indicators from the LGMB was both an ENCOUNTER between S1WG members 

and a process of MAKING SENSE. The preparation of example indicators was 

carried out, largely in isolation from the SIWG by Simon Hart and David Wardrop 

until the COMMUNICATION of the first draft indicators report,, presented to the 

7th November SIWG. This meeting was a further stage of ENCOUNTER and 

MAKING SENSE. Feedback from this meeting was incorporated into the First 

Public Consultation draft. This COMMUNICATION was intended to elicit a 

further stage of ENCOUNTER - in the form of Consultees' comments. However, 

only 6 of the 35 Consultees responded. The SIWG meeting of 28th November took 

on the role of the creative process of THINKING, the inward movement to 

address the quesfion 'will this do? ' and the analysis involved in seeking to 

reconcile the SIWG members of local conditions in Fife with the data and 

evaluations of indicator trends presented in the draft report. A parallel process of 

consulting a wider range of Fife residents and communities of interest had been 

undertaken using the 'Quality of Life Questionnaire' and the priorities expressed 

by the majority of of respondents were used by the SIWG to prioritise effort to 
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develop additional indicators. The 28th Novemebr SIWG was a collective process 

of MAIGNG SENSE in which a range of views were expressed, participants 

confirming and disconfirming one another"s ideas and, amidst the discussion of 

indicator examples, beginning to share glimpses of our social commitments and 

pre-understandings of issues relating to sustainable development. 

It was particularly unfortunate that the pressure of material relating to the three 

community pilot areas and the LGMB pilot across the UK left little time for 

detailed consideration of the Sustainability Indicators for Fife report at the 13th 

December and 9th January SIWG meetings. This led to the MAKING SENSE 

process being addressed by the smaller informal meetings involving only ED&P 

based staff. This was a loss in terms of reducing the range of pre-undertanding 

and technical expertise available in the group and in isolating key SIWG members 

from participation in the detailed shaping of the report during a crucial 2 month 

period. Individual SIWG members were able to comment on drafts of the report 

but this had limited impact compared with the ENCOUNTER of arguing a case 

within a SIWG meeting. Had the SIWG collectively had the opportunity to build 

on the detailed discussions of 28th November the limitations of the existing 

definitional framing of the report may have been more widely recognised at an 

earlier stage. 

The ENCOUNTER between the written drafts and the formal Consultees was 

restricted by the very short timescale for turning around the lengthy consultation 

draft reports limited the value of the consulation process. It made it very hard for 

Community Councils and other consultee organisations to deal with the drafts in 

anything approaching a democratic way. For Community Councils with a monthly 

cycle of meetings,, two to three months is probably the shortest realistic 

turnaround time. This allows for one meeting to allocate the task of reading and 

preparing comments on a document, and a further meeting where the proposed 

comments can be discussed with other Councillors, plus some leeway to recognise 
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that the date when the report arrives and the timing of the next meeting will not 

necessarily co-incide, and that not all community councils meet every month. With 

only a month between the First and Second Consultation drafts, and the Second 

draft being issued at the point when the pilot period was supposed to be within 

days of completion it is difficult to see how this process could genuinely be 

designed to engage participation. 

In early January there was recognition that the report did not really meet the 

original objectives set out for the project. The presentation of a new draft 

introduction and new, and newly formated, indicator examples acted as a catalyst 

for a detailed discussion at the 23rd January SIWG meeting of what the PROJECT 

was actually about for Fife and what the report was seeking to COMMUNICATE. 

This collective process of THESTKING about the appropriateness of different 

theoretical approaches, relating to different definitions of sustainable develop- 

ment, and NLAKING SENSE of the technical issues inherent in individual 

indicators enabled the adoption of the more global and holistic approach both to 

the framing of the whole report and the framing of individual indicators. 

To see the impact of the changes in the whole on the shaping of individual 

indicators a selection of further examples will be presented in Section 5.6. The 

additional example indicators Presented build on the dialectical analysis of the 

process which shaped the whole Sustainability Indicators for Fife report and 

illustrates the significant impact of informal processes and unofficial consultees in 

shaping an individual indicator. 

5.6 Further Indicator Examples 

It would be a huge task to trace the development of every one of the 63 different 

indicators that were explored in detail during the the project process and then to 

map each one as a dialectic research cycle diagram. As well as being very time 
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consuming this would be a very repetitive process that would risk submerging the 

key lessons in the sheer volume of detail being presented. The indicator examples 

presented here have been selected to illustrate the extremes of the project process. 

The "longest' LGMB menu indicator in terms of process was what developed into 

the "Homelessness' indicator (section 5.6.1). This was selected by Fife as one of the 

two example indicators from the Fife Pilot process- to be included in the LGMB 

report of the pilot phase. 

The 'shortest' LGMB menu indicator was Tree Preservation Orders (TFOs) rejected 

after the first Public Consultation draft (5.6.2 below). The process of retaft-ting and 

refining indicators or rejecting them as inappropriate was not usually as 

straightforward as the TPO example. Section 5.6.3 illustrates in graphic detail the 

amount of work that was put into seeking to identify indicators for 'Community' 

issues, in particular the LGMB themes 11 All sections of the community are empowered 

to participate in decision making. Data was collected and presented on a range of 

indicators and there was considerable feedback from consultees on individual 

indicator proposals. Attempts were also made to introduce a new indicator 

related to tl-ds topic (Community Econon-dc Development) late in the pilot. 

However, none of the indicators presented was was felt to be of sufficient value to 

be included in the main body of the report. Comments on the indicators were 

relegated to a 'holding sheets' on Decision Making and Community Economic 

Development in an Annex at the back of the Sustainability Indicators for Fife 1995 

report. 

5.6.1 Developing an Indicator: The Homelessness Example 

The LGMB themes include theme 5. "Everyone has access to good food, water, 

shelter and fuel at reasonable cost". At the 15th August meeting SIWG members 

chose two indicators from the LGMB menus under this theme: 

5.1 Number of homeless households in temporary accommodation 
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5.3 Percentage of local authority dwellings empty 

7th November Draft 

At the 7th November SIWG meeting an indicator sheet was presented for menu 

choice 5.3 'Vacant Public Sector Dwellings' (see Figure 5.34). The graphic was a 

bar chart showing the number of vacant public sector properties in the three 

District Council Areas within Fife in March 1993. The text included a figure that 

"2,440 households were assessed as homeless or potentially homeless in 1993"' 

(FRC, 1994k). No time trend data was offered and it was stated that: "no 

conclusive information is available on trends towards or away from 

sustainability. " SIWG members questioned the appropriateness of focusing only 

on public sector dwellings and it was suggested that further data should be sought 

for this issue. 

First public consultation draft - mid November 

A different graph was used in the version of the report put out for consultation in 

mid-November (see Figure 5.35). The graphic this time was a bar chart showing 

vacant public sector dwellings in each of the three District Council areas for each 

of the years 1990,1991,1992 and 1993. A "Comments" box was added to the text 

which stated that - 
"The indicators proposed in the LGNIB menus were not felt to adequately cover the 
basic needs issue in Fife. As this was the issue ranked highest in the questionnaire it 

is appropriate to develop one or more local indicators". (FRC, 19941) 

An evaluation of trend was now made for the indicator: 

"From the limited data available, on the basis of the fall in vacant stock, the trend 

would appear to be towards sustamability, but the high level of potential 
homelessness would need to be examined. " (FRC, 19941) 

28th November SIWG meeting 

At the 28th November meeting, the first opportunity to formally comment on the 

version that went out as the first consultation draft, SIWG members continued to 
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Figure 5.34 Vacant Public Sector Housing Indicator presented to the 
7th Nov. SIWG (FRC, 1994k) 
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Public Sector Dwellings 
Vacant As Percentage 

of Total Stock 

A sustainable society must provide adequate and efficient housing for its population. 
Although a small proportion of dwellings are likely- to be vacant for "frictional" 
reasons (ie. people moving home, houses recently constructed etc. ) a high level of 
vacancy, particularly in local authority dwellings, may reflect other underlying social 
and economic problems. 

BACKGROUND 

Homelessness Is a serious problem f acing society in general and local authorities in 
particular. By definition, public sector housing is of benefit to those unable to 
purchase their own homes. A high level of vacant stock therefore can be seen as an 
inefficient mismatch of resources and need. The available dwellings may be of the 
wrong size or type, or in the wrong location, to meet the identified need. 

In March 1993, there were some 804 vacant public sector houses in Fife representing 
1.9% of the total public sector stock. By comparison there were 2,440 households 
assessed as homeless or potentially homeless. The problem may be even more acute-, 
as the stock which is sold to existing tenants will tend to be of higher quality. At 
the most simplistic level even if all the vacant stock were to be occupied, however, 
this would still leave 1,636 households as homeless or potentially horneless in Fife. At 
this stage no conclusive information is available on trends towards or away from 
sustainability. 

A high level of vacant putAic sector housing stock can be costly In social and 
economic terms. Homeless families may have to be housed in unsatisfactory and 
expensive temporary accommodation. High levels of vacant stock can result in lost 
revenue to local authorities, and may be connected with poverty and with poor health 
for homeless or poorly-housed households. 

DATA AND MWMATION SOURCES 

Scottish Office Environment Department Statistical Bulletins (Housing Series) 
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Figure 5.35a Vacant Public Sector Housing Indicator included in 
the First Public Consultation draft of the 
Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report (FRC, 19941) page 1 
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Public Sector Dwellings 
Vacant As Percentage 

of Total Stock 

A sustainable society must provide adequate and efficient housing for Its population. Although a small proportion of dwellings are likely to be vacant for "frictional" 
reasons Oe. people moving home, houses recently constructed etc. ) a high level of 
vacancy, particularly in local authority dwellings, may reflect underlying social and 
economic problems. 

Homelessness Is a serious 
particular. By definition, 
purchase their own homes. 
only as inefficient, but is 
and measurable need. TbE 
the wrong location, to meo 

problem f acing society in general and local authorities in 
public sector housing is of benefit to those unable to 

A high level of vacant stock therefore can be seen not 
also indicative of a poor match between available resources 

available dwellings may be of the wrong size or type, or in 
Bt the identified need. 

In March 1993, there were 804 vacant public sector houses in Fife representing 1.9% 
of the total public sector stock this compares with 891 vacant houses in 1990, and 
represents a fall of 10% in that period. For comparison there were 2,440 households 
assessed as homeless or potentially homeless in 1993. The problena may be even more 
acute, as the houses from the originial stock which have been sold to existing tenants 
will tend to be of higher quality. At a simplistic level if all the vacant stock were 
to be occupied this would still leave 1,636 households in Fife as homeless or 
potentially homeless. 

The highest number of vacant dwelling were In Kirkcaldy District, 10% of total public 
sector stock) but the pattern was similar for all three Districts. 

EVALUATION 

From the limited data available, on the basis of the fall In vacant stock, the trend 
would appear to be towards sustainability, but the high level of potential homelessness 
would need to be examined. 
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Figure 5.35b Vacant Public Sector Housing Indicator included in 
the First Public Consultation draft of the 
Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report (FRC,, 19941) page 2 

A high level of vacant public sector housing stock can be costly ija social and 
economic terms. Homeless families may have to be housed In unsati3factory and 
expensive temporary accommodation. Young families may be forced to live with older 
relatives. High levels of vacant stock can result in lost revenue to local authorittes. 
They may also be connected with poverty and with poor health for homeless or poorly- 
housed households. 

A relationship has been established between general deprivation and high levels Of 
vacancy in Fife (1991 Census). 

In this context of this report this indicator may be related to the health indicators 
(Infant Mortality, Cervical Cancer Screening), Crime, Open Land Lost to Development, 
Access to Public Transport and Voting in Local Elections. 

DATA AND RODRMATI 

Scottish Of fice Environment Department Statistical Bulletins (Housing Series) 

Before any long term trends can be established, it will be necessary to obtain 
longer time series data. To determine any causal relationships it would be 
necessary to evaluate local conditions and circumstances. 

It is doubtful whether a sample measure, such as vacant local authority houses as 
a percentage of stock, is a meaningful Indicator of sustainability unless it -is 
linked with a genuine measure of demand and need (homelessness and 'concealed' 
households). The latter cannot be derived from published information with any 
certainty. Surveys would be difficult to control and very costly. 

be unhappy with the indicator as it stood. They were not convinced that a 

statement that "the trend would appear to be towards sustainability" accurately 

reflected what was actually happening in Fife. There was agreement that Vacant 

Public Sector Dwellings were not, on their own, a useful indicator of access to 

housing. 

SIWG members discussed whether it was possible to identify the fall in the total 

stock of public sector houses as a result of 'Right-to-Buy' legislation. TWs would 

require time series data on public sector dwellings going back to at least 1980. The 
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SIWG also wanted an indicator of the availability of housing for rent as Fife was 

affected by the reduction in the amount of Coal Board housing, which was low 

rent, but was withdrawn when deep mines in Fife closed. 

These specific data requests were part of a wider debate about the quality of 

information that was available for this indicator as there are no absolute measures 

of homelessness. It was suggested, however, that as the Scottish Office produce 

statistics on Homelessness, using their own definitions, looking at their data sets 

for Fife may be helpful. 

It was also agreed that census data would be sought from the 1980 and 1990 on 

housing available for rent in both the public sector and the private sector. Public 

sector vacancies would be shown as a percentage of public sector availability. It 

was proposed that staff also "investigate obtaining data on the percentage of 

income spent on housing and the changing size and tenure of rural homes" (FRC 

1994 j). 

Second public consultation draft - mid December 

The second draft of the Fife Sustainability Indicators report included a 'Vacant 

Public Sector Housing' indicator (Figure 5.36). Although the indicator sheet now 

included a graph showing homeless and potentially homeless people in Fife each 

year from 1979/ 80 to 1991 / 92 drawn from Scottish Office figures the focus within 

the text was still on public sector housing stock issues, A second graph showed 

the amount of housing of different tenure types for the years 1971,1981 and 1991 

drawn from census data. 

Before this indicator sheet was issued as part of the Second Public Consultation 

draft report attention was drawn to it at an informal meeting of so-me SIWG 

members on 19th December. The indicator was criticised for downplaying the 

homelessness issue. It was too late to produce a radically revised indicator but it 
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Figure 5.36a Vacant Public Sector Housing Indicator included in 
the Second Public Consultation draft of the Sustainability 
Indicators for Fife Report (FRC, 1994m) page 1 
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A sustainable society must provide adequate and efficient housing for its population. 
Homelessness is a serious problem facing society in general and local authorities in 
particular, and represents a fundamental breakdown in the structure of society. The 

I- aim, therefore, in a sustainable soclety must be to eliminate homelessness. 

Even where a number of people (or families) are homeless a small proportion of 
dwellings are likely to be vacant for "frictional" reasons (ie. people moving home, 
houses recently constructed etc. ). However, a high level of vacancy, particularly-in 
local authority dwellings, may reflect underlying social and economic problems. 

By definition, public sector housing is most likely to be of benefit to those unable or 
unwilling to purchase their own homes. A high level of vacant stock can therefore be 
seen not only as inefficient, but also as indicative of a poor match between available 
resources and measurable need. The available dwellings may be of the wrong size or 
type, or in the wrong location, to meet the identified need. 

ANALn! 5 

Public sector housing represents about 38% of the total housing stock in Fife. In 
March 1993, there were 804 vacant public sector houses in, Fife representing 1.9% of 
the total public sector stock. This compares with 891 vacant houses in 199% and 
represents a fall of 10% in that period. The highest number of vacant dwelling were 
in Kirkcaldy District, 10% of total public sector stc>ck) but the pattern was similar for 
all three Districts. There were, however, 1,310 households assessed as homeless or 
potentially homeless in 1992. Since 1979/80, as the above graph indicates, homelessnes 
has increased substantially, especially since the mid-eighties. The problem may be 
even more acute, as the houses from the original public sector stock which have been 
sold to existing tenants will tend to be of higher quality. 
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Figure 5.36b Vacant Public Sector Housing Indicator included in 
the Second Public Consultation draft of the Sustainability 
Indicators for Fife Report (FRC, 1994m) page 2 

EVALUATION 

From the data available, it is possible to make an assessment of trend since 1984. 
This indicates that homelessness has worsened and suggests a move away from 
sustainability. 

LINKA 

A high level of vacant public sector housing stock can be costly in -social and 
economic terms. Homeless families may have to be housed in unsatisfactory and 
expensive temporary accommodation. Homelessness is also related to poverty, illness, 
family stress and breakdown, and isolation from society for those involved. Young 
families may be forced to live with older relatives. High levels of vacant stock can 
result in lost revenue to local authorities. They may also be connected with poverty 
and with poor health for homeless or poorly-housed households. 

A definite statistical relationship has been established between general deprivation and 
high levels of vacancy in Fife (1991 Census). 

In this context of this report this indicator may be related to the health indicators 
(infant Mortality, Cervical Cancer Screening), Crime, Open Land Lost to Development, 
Access to Public Transport and Voting in Local Elections. 

DATA AND INFORMATION SOURCES 

Scottish Office Environment Department Statistical Bulletins (Housing Seriesý 
Population Censuses (1971,1981 and 1991) 

COMMENTS 

To determine any causal relationships it would be necessary to evaluate local 
conditions and circumstances, which could be time consuming and complicated. 

It is doubtful whether a sample measure, such as vacant local authority houses as 
a percentage of stock, is a meaningful indicator of sustainability unless it is 
linked with a genuine measure of demand and need (homelessness and 'concealed' 
households). Surveys would be difficult to control and very costly. 
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was agreed that a statement should be added immediately below the graphs to 

make clear that. 
"There is an increasing problem of homelessness in Fife. " (FRC, 1994m) 

The statement regarding the trend now read "From the data available, it is possible 
to make an assessment of trend since 1984. This indicates that homelessness has 

worsened and suggests a move away from sustainabihty". 

The 'Comments' box for this draft of the indicator however repeated the 

statement contained in the first public consuiltation draft that: 
"To determine any causal relationships it would be necessary to evaluate local 
conditions and circumstances... " 

To which the words "which could be time consuming and complicated" have been 

added. The comments box then goes on to repeat the statement used in the earlier 
draft that: 

"It is doubtful whether a sample measure, such as vacant local authority houses as a 
percentage of stock, is a meaningful indicator of sustainability unless it is linked with 
a genuine measure of demand and need (homelessness and "concealed" households). 
Surveys would be difficult to control and very costly. " (FRC, 1994m) 

The statement "The latter cannot be derived from published information with any 

certainty" had now been removed as a published data set had been identified. This 

gives the indicator sheet included in the second public consultation draft the 

appearence of being very much a cut-and-paste work in progress. 

This was one of the indicators that was robustly criticised by Jane Brooke when 

she commented on the Second Public Consultation draft. As a housing specialist 

who had been working specifically on sustainable development issues in the post 

Earth Summit period she was well placed to comment on the weaknesses of the 

'Vacant Public Sector Housing' indicator. 
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The questionnaire circulated with the second consusltation draft of the 

Sustainability Indicators for Fife report described this indicator as covering the 

topic of 'Homelessness. The comments received were as follows: 

16 where the Homelessness indicator was felt to be useful and 3 where it was not 

felt to be useful. 

II of the responses agreed that this. was the best way to measure this issue but 6 did 

not. 

14 of the responses felt that the identified direction of trend Away from Sustainability 

was appropriate, but 3 did not- 

Some consultees' comments appeared to support the issues being raised by SIWG 

members who wanted the indicator to look at homelessness as an issue rather than 

restricting coverage to public sector dweRings: 
"Vacant public sector housing (psh): Society's responsibility does not need to be met 
though the ps. Government's task is to provide access to housIng, however this is 
done. PSH is also of benefit to those who choose not to buy and those who do not 
wish to rent at full commercial rents. " 

""The indicator relates only to 3 8% of the housing stock. Owner occupied, housing 

association and private rented information should be fairly easily available. 
'Concealed' homeless information would be expensive to gather, as you state and 

probably not worth gathering. " 

"Being homeless is an important indicator as a homeless person is almost totally 
disempowered. "' 

"We agree that homelessness is a sustainability indicator, however we would like to 

see the indicator linked with other factors which would encourage housing 

developments to be undertaken in a sustainable way including repair and building 

work undertaken by local businesses and the homeless themselves working on self 
build schemes, and the use of energy efficient house designs and materials and the 

non-use of hardwoods. The range and types of new houses being built is also a 
factor. 131) 

"Quality ("health') of housing also an issue") 
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There were, however critics of the way the indicator had been developed for the 

second public consultation draft: 

"Homelessness: Indicator as given seems ill defined and does not correspond with 
graphical data given. " 

"Disappointed in "Homeless People" There are no future steps!! Comments - 
timeconsuming, complicated, very costly, difficult to count. All very NEGATIVE 
SOMETHING HAS GOT TO BE DONE! ") 

Some comments were either very specific, or more broadly focused and had less 

direct influence on the redrafting of the report. 

"Many homeless (eg single people) are not regarded as priorities for housing 

allocations. A high percentage of empty properties exist on estates. The village of 
West Wemyss being a striking example" 

""To my mind nobody seems to give a damn" 

"'Many are not honest about beiirig homeless" 

"It Is ImperitWe to take account of 'self-induced' homelessness and omit such 

persons from the figures" 

The formal and informal feedback regarding the weakness of the homelessness 

indicator, and the wider concerns about the lack of coverage of global impacts 

resulting from local decisions in what purported to be a sustainable development 

document, created an opportunity to reassess the framing and content of indicator 

sheets. 

At the informal meeting of SIWG members on 9th January I was given 

responsibility for redrafting the Homelessness indicator. I proposed a new format 

for the indicator sheets -2 pages for each indicator, rather than the single page 

used in Sustainable Seattle in order to increase the amount of space to comunicate 

how the issue related to sustainable development and the rationale for the 
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selection of the indicator as a monitoring tool. The introduction to the report was 

rewritten to reflect global as well as local issues (see Figure 5.29 in section 5.5 

Stage III above). It was my intention that each indicator sheet would be rewritten 

to tie in with this stronger definitional frame. 

In order to draft several new indicators within a very short time period I knew I 

would need help from subject specialists who were familiar with applying a 

strong sustainable development frame within their own work. The Policy Officer 

at City Housing Glasgow was the obvious person to ask for help with the 

Homelessness indicator. We discussed the scope for developing new indicators 

when we were preparing teaching material for the University of Glasgow course 

we were drawing up. She travelled to Stirling one evening and worked on my 

home computer writing a new Homelessness indicator sheet. As she was familiar 

with the "future / environment / equity / participation' definition of sustainable 

development it was a relatively straightforward task for her use the same Scottish 

Office data set as the Second Public Consultation draft of the Report and to write a 

completely new text that related to the framework I was proposing for the revised 

Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report. I do not have an exact copy of the draft of 

this indicator that was presented at the 23rd januar)ý but Figure 537 a&b shows a 

slightly later version which includes revisions to take account of the 23rd January 

discussions and further handwritten amendments made by the Planning Officer 

(Environment Services) and faxed to me. 

A comparison of Figure 5.36 and 5.37 illustrates the more holistic and more global 

approach being used in the later version. Figure 5.37 begins with a quote from 

Agenda 21: 
"Accessto safe and healthy shelter is essential to a person's physical, psychological 

and social wellbeing ... The right to adequate housing as a basic human right Is 

enshrined in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights... " 

The data on public sector housing stock was dropped in the new indicator sheet 
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Figure 5-37a Homelessness Indicator revised draft of 23rd January 
Indicator with hanwritten amendments page 1 
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t. ýr is essen-dal to a person-'s physi- 
if. pycWoglcal Social and 

wellbeing. The right 
it) uuequatc housing as a bv., 
fiti mav! right is enshrined ja the 
I. Iniversal Dcclaratiw of Human 
Rights.. " 

I 

Hou), es, 5 people, afe those sleeping 
rough, those staying in temporary 
accornmodaton. such as night shelters, 
hostels and bed-and-bmakfast hotels, 
those slccping on friend's floorw 

fowý Of poor ell as t4ýý ýiowi: ýk 
hous. ing conditims výIK)se homeless- 
Des$ is kiden 

Homclcssncss has maAy causa, dw6c 
include family breakdown, dischArge 

HOMELESSNESS- 

N. umber of Households 
Registered as Homeless 

from care, pHsop or hoý:, jflal 
acccss to appropri ate housi ng su ppori, 
and a shortaoe of suitable Wordabfe 

C 
. hoilýing for peoptcwho wish (o liv(; 

independeNtly. 

04 5-ationd wide surny fcruiii dll[ 
nomch-, ss applicants wcre h4ly 1, -., 
have one or more of thi; foflcýwtng 

charactefistics: Lamilics with childrzp. 
ofien Ycaded by a sýnglc parent; 
female; aged under 30-. on a low in- 
COMC. 

SUSTAINABIL11 Y ISSCES 
I jorrielemness is bad for prwplc'ý-, 
health, $Ieeping rough, i1virig In darntp_ 
unhygienic, or ovcrcrovýded accomilio- 
dd-tion and poor nutf ition can lead to 
or exacerbate a range of health prob- 

I lems. Homeless people also encounter 
difficulty in gaining access to many 
fteal(h services, 

Sustainable File Indicators 1995 



5 Sustainability Indicators for Fffe: Rich Description 371 

igure 5.37b Homelessness Indicator revised draft of 23rd January 
Indicator with hanwritten amendments page 2 
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and the focus of the text shifted from public sector housing issues to Homeless- 

ness. There was a new section in the indicator sheet titled 'Sustainability Issues' 

which made clear links between homelessness and health, and access to health 

services, and employment opportunities. The Homelessness indicator was 

explicitly linked to other indicators included in the redrafted report: affordable 

warmth, long term unemployment, income, access to basic services and crime. 

The Analysis of the Indicator section now concentrated on homelessness as a 

fundamental measure of safe and healthy shelter, although it stressed that the 

Scottish Office figures were likely to be an underestimate of the real problem and 

explained the reasoning for drawing this conclusion. 

The 'Evaluation of the Indicator" section is now tied tothe 'future/ environment/ 

equity / participatioW definitional framework basis for making an evaluation 

decision. In the 7th November and First Public Consultation drafts it had not been 

deemed possible to evaluate a trend. In the Second Public Consultation draft the 

evaluation "'suggests a move away from sustainability", in the 23, rd January draft 

the evaluation staement was now much more strongly expressed: 
"Homelessness is primarily and equity indicator. Fife has the resource base to ensure 
that everyone has access to safe and healthy housing but this is not being achieved. 
Homelessness has a serious negative impact on people's ability to participate in 

wider society. The substantial increase in the number of homeless people in Fife 

mean that this indicator is moving away from sustainabilitY. " 

It was selected at the meeting as one of the two example indicators that should go 

forward from Fife for the LGMB report on their Sustainability Indicators pilot 

project. Although the Evaluation statement was revised by the Planning Officer 

(Environment Services) removing the sentance "'Fife has the resource base to 

ensure that everyone has access to safe and healthy housing but this is not being 

achieved ."A new section was added to the 23rd January draft identifying 'The 

Way Forward. This was intented to make clear that monitoring and reporting 
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homelessness data was part of a process of securing action on this issue, rather 

than just undertaking a recording exercise. It was acknowledged at the 23rd 

January meeting that issues included in 'The Way Forward' box would relate to 

whichever agency or agencies were most relevant to action rather than being 

restricted to the current responsibilities of Fife Regional Council. In the case of the 

Homelessness indicator this was seen to be particularly appropriate as the new 

Fife Unitary Authority would take on responsibility for housing and 

homelessness as a part of local government reorganisation in April 1996 with the 

abolition of the 3 Fife District Councils. Figure 5.38 shows the revised version of 

the Homelessness indicator that was included in the LGMB report of the 

Sustainability Indicators Project: Pilot Phase. 

There was a final twist in the tale of the Homelessness indicator. Prior to the 14th 

February SIWG the Research and Information Officer rewrote the text of the 

indicator to "tone it down and make it more appropriate". He passed a single 

copy of this revised version around those present at the 14th February meeting. 

He refused to circulate copies of other indicators I had prepared for the meeting 

as, in his opinion, they still required further work. The Research and Information 

Officer's revision of the Homelessness indicator was criticised by the Depute 

Director as he had already approaved the version shown in Figure 5.38 and it had 

been sent to London for inclusion in the LGMB report at the end of January. This 

incident provide a useful illustration of the self-censorship that took place among 

Fife staff involved in the project on the basis of what they felt was appropriate for 

the authority to agree to,, rather than actually based on instructions from more 

senior staff. 

The decision that the LGMB version was to be the "final' version was largely 

respected in the 'Homelessness' indicator published in Sustainability Indicators 

for Fife 1995, (Figure 5.39). The text had been reformatted to fit with the final style 

adopted for the Report. The Agenda 21 quote was shortened, omitting the 
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Figure 5.38a Homelessness Indicator included a Fife Example 
in LGMB Sustainability Indicators Project Report 
LGMB 1995a page 1 

F ife 

HOMELESSNESS 
NO. 

YEAR 

HOMELESS M POTENTIALLY HOMELESS 

Number of Households 
Registered as Homeless 

BACKGROUND 

"Access to safe and healthy shelter is 
essential to a person's physical, 
psychological, social and economic 
wellbeing. . The right to adequate 
housing as a basic human right is 
enshrined in the Universal Declaration 
of Human Rights.. " 

Agenda 21 Section 7.6 

Homeless people are those sleeping rough, those 
stayýig in temporary accommodation, such as 
night shelters, hostels and bed-and-breakfast 
hotels, those sleeping on friend's floors or staying 
with relatives, as well as those in overcrowded or 
poor housing conditions whose homelessness is 

therefore hid-den. 

A Scotland wide survey found that homeless 

applicants were likely to have one or more of the 
following characteristics: families with children 
often headed by iLsingle parent; female; agcd 
under 30; on a low income. 

SUSTAINABELITY ISSUES. - 
Homelessness is bad for people's health. 
Sleeping rough, living in damp, unhygienic or 
overcrowded accommodation and poor 
nutrition can lead to or exacerbate a range of 
health problems. Homeless people also 
encounter difficulty in gaining access to many 
health services. 

Homelessness makes holding down a job very 
difficult, making homeless people even less 

able to improve their situation by their own 
Romelesso, ess has many causes, these include 
family breakdown, discharge from care, 
prison or hospital without access to appropriate 
housing support. under occupancy and a shortage 
of suitable affordablc housing for people who 
wish to live independently. 

e ffo rt S. 

Other issues related to access to safe and 
healthy accommodation are affordability, 
security of tenure, energy efficiency and a 

Sustainable Fife Indicators 1995 
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Figure 5.38b Homelessness Indicator included a Fife Example 
in LGMB Sustainability Indicators Project Report 
LGMB 1995a page 2 

HOMELESSNESS 
clean and safe neighbourbood. This indicator 
therefore has linkages with health, affordable 
warmth, long-term unemployment, poverty, 
access to. basic services and crime. 

ANALYSIS OF INDICATOR 
Homelessness is the most fundamental 
measure of whether everyone has access to 
safe and healthy shelter. In 1991/92 nearly 
1500 households in Fife were recognised by 
their District Council as being homeless at 
some point in the year.. The number of 
homeless households in Fife has increased 
substantially since 1979/80 and especially 
since 1988/89. 

The official homelessness figures are normally 
regarded as being an underestimate of the 
actual number of homeless households as they 
do not include those people in insecure or 
sefiously inadequate accommodation who 
have not approached their District Council for 
help, or those who are not entitled to do so 
because they are deemed to have made 
daemselves. horneless- 

Number of HouKholds 
Registered as Homeless 

Away from 
Sustainability 

EVALUATION OF INDICATOR 
Homelessness is primarily an equity 
indicator. Homelessness has a serious 
negative impact on people's ability to 
participate in wider society. The 
substantial increase in the number of 
homeless people in Fife mean that this 
indicator is moving away from 
sustainability 

DATA AND INFORMATION 
SOURCES 
Homing in on Health: Campaign for the Homeless 
and Rootless 1994 
Scottish Office Environment Dept. Statistical 
Bulletins (Housing Series) 

THE WAY FORWARD 
Removal of current restrictions on District Council funding arrangements in order to 
allow them to build new housing. 
Ensure a closer match of housing stock to the quantity and type of housing need. 
Encouragge an increase in affordable housing to buy or renL 

Sustainable Fife Indicators 1995 0 
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Figure 5.38a Homelessness Indicator included in Final Sustainability 

Indicators for Fife Report (FRC, 1995a) page 1 

Basic Needs 

HOMELESS PERSONS 
No. 

1400 
1200 
1000 

400 
200 

AN W61 8118282M UM SMIMS VA7 870 BM MAD W919M 

YEAR 
HOMELESS = POTENTIALLY HOMELESS 

SOURCE. THE SCOTTISH OFFICE 

Homelessness is a major problem. 

"Accesi to safe and healthy shelter is essen- 
tial to a person ýs physical, psychological social 
and economic well-being". 

(Agenda 21 Secdon 7.6). 

Homelessness has many causes. and does not 
only involve people sleeping rough or living in 
temporary accommodation. Families with young 
children who wish to live independently but who are 
forced to share with relatives or friends are 
homeless, in terms of their real needs. because of a 
shortage of affordable and suitable housing. This is 
an aspect of homelessness which is frequently 
hidden from view. People who are released from 
prison, care or hospital without access to adequate 
accommodation also frequently become homeless. 

Recently a Scotland-wide survey found that the 
most likely characteristics of a homeless applicant 
were that they were a single parent: female, a( gred L_ 
under 30; and on a low income. 

Homelessness can cause bad health. Sleeping 

rough or living in danip, unhygienic, overcrowded 
accommodation with poor nutrition can ]cad to or 
exacerbate health problems. Homeless people can 
have difficulty in getting access to health services 
and to social welfare support. 

Number of Households Registered as 
Homeless. 

Homelessness can also make it very 
difficult to hold down a job, which can mean 
that homeless people am even less able to 
improve their circumstances by their own 
Cffort& 

Homelessness is linked with issues of 
costs, security of tenure, energy efficiency, 
health, and clean and safe environments. This 
indicator is closely linked with other 
indicators in this report which are concerned 
with affordable warmth, long-term 
unemployment, poverty, access to basic 
services and crime. 

Homelessness is the most basic measure of 
access to safe and healthy accommodation. In 
1991/92 nearly 1500 households in Fife were 
recognised by the District Councils as being 
homeless at some point in the year. The 
number of homeless households in Fife has 
increased substantially since 1979/80 and this 
trend has become marked since 1988/89. 

The official homelessness figures are 
generally regarded as being an under-estimate 
of the actual number of homeless households, 
because they do not include people or families 
in insecure or seriously inadequate 

accommodation who cannot, or have not, 
approached their Di%trict Council for help. 

Sj4, vr(jin(jbjjjr. v Indicatonfnr Fife 1995 a- 
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igure 5.38b Homelessness Indicator included in Final Sustainability 

Indicators for Fife Report (FRC, 1995a) page 2 

Basic Need. v 

Homelessness in Scotlan& Scottish Office, 1990. 

Homing in on Health: Campaign for the 
Homcless and Rootless, 1994. 

Scottish Office Environment Department. 
Statistical Bulletins (Housing Series). 

Population Censuses (1971,1981,199 1 

IE- 
Away from SustainabiRty 

Homelessness is primarily an equity indicator. 
Homelessness can have a serious negative impact 
on people's ability to participate in wider society. 
The substantial increaw in the number of homeless 
people in Fife means that this indicator is moving 
away from sustainability. 

Remove current restrictions on District Council funding to allow them to build new housing. 

Ensure a closer match between housing stock, in terms of quantity and type, and housing need, by 
location. 
Encourage an increase in affordable housing schemes to buy or rent. 
Encourage projects which can assist the homeless in addressing their problems directly, including: 

1) Steps to assist the homeless in finding joM; 
2) Projects combining occupations with accommodation, such as the 'Foyer' project at West 
Bridge Mills, Kirkcaldy. 

I Sustainability Indicator. s. for Filt, I Y9.5 
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statement: "'The right to adequate housing as a basic human right is enshrined in 

the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. " However, the redrafting of the text 

in the Background and Analysis of the Indicator sections retained the original 

emphasis and information, the changes focused on making it read more smoothly, 

and the Evaluation section remained unchanged. In The Way Forward section an 

additional section had been added-. 
"Encourage projects which can assist the homeless in addressing their problems 
directly, including: 
1) Steps to assist the homeless in finding jobs; 
2) Projects combining occupations with accomodation, such as the 'Foyer' project at 
West Bridge Mills, Kircaldy. (FRC, 1995a). 

This appeared to be an attempt to reflect a current policy initiative in the text of 

the indicator. 

The review of the development of the Homelessness indicator documents the 

extent to which informal processes and unofficial co-nsultees influenced the 

indicator sheet presented in the Sustainability Indicators for Fife 1995 report. 

Figure 5.40 maps this material as a dialectical research cycle. 

The development of the indicator started as an external PROJECT. The first 

ENCOUNTER was at the 15th August SIWG. This meeting was also a stage of 

MAKING SENSE of the possible options contained in the LGMB menus and how 

they related to Fife as the group sought to identify appropriate indicators for data 

collection. The selection of 2 indicators for housing issues suggests the group did 

not feel that the LGMB menus. offered a single appropriate indicator for this issue. 

The identification of a suitable data set that matched the SIWGs menu choice is 

described as THINKING and the production of a graph and writing of text by the 

Research and Information Officer are a stage of COMMUNICATION. This draft 

indicator sheet is then presented to the SlWG on 7th November and this meeting 

becomes another ENCOUNTER. The SlWG members appraised the draft indicator 
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against their understanding of local housing conditions and requested further 

information that would go beyond public sector housing. TI-ds initiated a further 

cycle of data identification, preparation of a graphic and making changes to the 

text -a further cycle of TTUNKING leading to COMMUNICATION and the 

presentation of an indicator sheet for inclusion in the First Public Consultation 

draft of the Sustainability indicators for Fife report. 

Before any feedback had been received from external consultees there was another 
ENCOUNTER with the SIWG at the 28th November meeting. The discussion can 

be described as a collective process of NLAKING SENSE of the indicator, and this 

process elicited continuing dissatisfaction with the focus on Vacant Public Sector 

Dwellings and the evaluated trend towards sustainability. The TIHMNIKING, in 

terms of identification of alternative data sets for investigation also took place at 

this meeting,, rather than being left to the Research and Information staff who were 

now given the task of COMMUNICATION of this material. 

The use of colour in the dialectic research cycle diagram shows the location of the 

NLAKING SENSE process for the Homelessness indicator shifting from the formal 

meetings of the SIWG and becoming located in informal meetings that involved 

only some members of the SIWG. In the case of the Homelessness indicator this 

omission was addressed through an informal route - Jane Brooke's criticism of the 

existing indicator and her preparedness to put time into drafting an altemative 

became a part of the process of reframing the report around a stronger definition 

of sustainable development to which the evaluation of individual indicator trends 

was exphcitly tied. 

5.6.2 Shortest Process: Tree Preservation Orders 
At the 15th August SIWG meeting, under Theme 13 Places, spaces and communities 

combine meaning and beauty with utility. Settlements are "human " in scale andform. 
Diversity and local distinctiveness are valued andprotected. 'a Category A indicator 

(for which information was thought to be readily available) was chosen: 
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13.8 No. of tree preservation orders and nos. breached. 

An indicator sheet was developed for this and presented at the 7th November 

SIWG meeting. The graphic showed the number of tree preservation orders, by 

district, that were in force in October 1994 (Figure 5.41). Despite there being no 

time trend on this data a view was taken "that the situation is probably not 

deteriorating". A futher comment was made that -. 
"The transfer of substantial areas of woodland in Glenrothes to the Woodland Trust 
in 1994 probably tips the balance toward increasing sustainability on this indicator. " 
(FRC, 1994 k) 

The text of the indicator sheet was amended for the first public consultation draft 

report and a comments box was added which stated that "The data on this 

indicator is very limited. Moreover the very specific nature of the measure cans 

into question the validity of this as a measure of sustainability. " However, the 

Evaluation section of the indicator read: 
"Althought the evidence is very limited on this indicator on balance the trend is 

probably towards sustainability. " (FRC, 1994 1) 

Some of the respondees to the first consultation draft referred to the TPO 

indicator: 
"Your letter of 24 November gives little time for us all to study the draft report. 
Looking at it briefly, we have the impression that some of the indicators are too 

narrow to be usefully extrapolated and do not consult a wide enough range of 

sources, many of which 'Data & Information Sources' seem to be very limited in 

scope. 'Tree Preservation Orders' is an example; lots of accurate data about planting, 

culling and tending trees are available from Countryside Rangers, Parks Departments 

and others in District Council Offices, and Fife regional Council Engineering 

Department has a lot to do with roadside trees. "' 

"Tree Preservation Orders 

I found the use of these as a sustainability indicator questionable. 
I sympathise with the principle of TPO's but to me their use is a short term measure 
because trees, like all other living things, have a finite life span and TPO's do not 

take account of the need to maintain a range of ages of trees to sustain a landscape or 

wildlife feature in perpetuity. " 
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Figure 5.41 Tree Preservation Orders Indicator presented to the 7th Nov. SIWG 
(FRC, 1994 k) 
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The presence of mature trees makes an important contribution to the quality of the 
environment, particularly in urban areas. Trees are also important because they 
provide local habitats for birds, small animals, insects and other species. Many 
hardwood species of trees can take up to fifty years to reach maturity and they are 
particularly at risk on the fringes of urban areas ) where there can be conflicts with 
housing and other developments. 

BACKGROUND 

Mature trees. can be protected by the designation of Tree Preservation Orders (TPOs) 
by local planning authorities. The penalties for disregarding such designations are not 
high but on the positive side, agreement is often reached between major developers 
and local authorities on this issue as existing mature trees can considerably enhance 
the visual quality of new housing areas, in particular, when they are retained. 

The number of Tree Preservation Orders in Fife is not high (probably less than 100). 
Moreover the available information is insufficient to determine any trends although 
substantial areas of parkland with mature trees in many Fife towns suggest that the 
situation is probably not deteriorating. The transfer of substantial areas of woodland 
in Glenrothes to the Woodland Trust in 1994 probably tips the balance toward 
increasing sustainability on this indicator. 

LWKAGES 

Apart from improving the general quality and appearance of urban areas, trees in 
towns provide important local wildlife habitats. 

DATA AND RWORMATION SOURCES 

District Councils (Planning) 

SHNOT755 - 4th November 1994 

DUNFERMLINE KIRKCALDY N IE FIFE 
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At the 28th November SIWG there is a one-word comment in the meeting note 

regarding Tree Preservation Orders "remove". Figure 5.42 shows the short 

dialectical map of this indicator. 

5.6.3 The Search for "Community Decision Making' Indicators 

One of the major difficulties encountered in devising the Sustainability Indicators 

for Fife Process was identifying appropriate sustainable development indicators 

the issue of community decision making. Although 6 indicators were selected from 

the LGMB menus for testing and several other lines of enquiry regarding possible 

alternative indicators were pursued none of these indicators was ultimately 

included in the body of the final report, although 2 were published in an Annex as 

indicators requiring further work. The process of developing indicators from this 

selection will be taken together as it serves to illustrate the difficulty of developing 

appropriate 'Community' indicators within the pilot period. 

Under Theme 11. All sections of the community are empowered to participate in decision 

making; the 15th August SIWG meeting selected two Category A indicators (for 

which information was thought to be readily available): 

11.6 Percentage of electorate voting in local elections; 

11.7 No. of responses to (enviromnental) charter 

Category B indicator (Indicators expected to require further work. Within the 

remit of the project work was expected to be focused on definition and appraisal): 

11.3 No. of voluntary groups 

And a Category C indicator (Category C- indicators which were felt to have 

interesting potential for further exploration): 

FRC5 Attendance/frequency of Councillors surgeries 
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Figure 5.43 CounciHors Surgeries indicator presented to the 7th Nov. 
SIWG (FRC, 1994 k) 

COUNCILLORS' SURGEREES 

Frequency and Attendance 
By Constituents 

DESCRUMON 

In a sustainable society contact between residents and their elected representatives is 
an essential link in the process which enables people to ensure that their views and 
opinions can Influence decisions. At a local level this is reflected by the contact 
which takes place at Councillor's local "surgeries" where electors can discuss issues 
face to face which many may find easier than making written submissions. 

MCKGROUND 

In recent years publicity given to events including Rio Earth Summit, the Regional 
Council's Charter Programme, and major ecological problems (eg. Braer) have increased 
public concern about environmental matters. This concern is likely to be reflected in 
the issues presented to local Councillors by their constituents. At this stage only a 
preliminary evaluation has been possible, concentrating on the frequency of Councillor's 
surgeries but investigations are also being made of more comprehensive means of 
recording and analysing the nature of constituent's enquiries, including those concerning 
environmental issues. 

ANALYSIS 

The information on this indicator is very limited. Two principal sources have been 
identified. The Member's Services Division of the Regional Council's Department of 
Corporate Services keep a record of the times and places where Councillor's Surgeries 
are held. As might be expected some Councillor's use this approach more actively 
than others. The most recent records, which date from before the most recent (1994) 

election, indicate that 28 of the 46 Regional Councillors hold regular surgeries, usually 
on a monthly basis. 

On the basis it is not possible to determine whether the trend on this indicator is 
towards or away from sustainability. 

LROýAý 

Frequent contact between Councillors and their constituents would link with a 
healthy democracy, but might also be indicative of social and economic problems. 

a 

FRC (Corporate Services) 
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The first of the "Community Decision making' indicators to be rejected was 

'FRC5 Attendance/ frequency of Councillors surgeries'. An indicator sheet for this 

was presented at the 7th November SIWG meeting (Figure 5.43). It was agreed 

that this indicator "did not show much" and should be taken out. 

Voting in Local Elections/Local Decision Making Indicator 
An indicator sheet was prepared for 7th November SIWG meeting for 'Voting in 

Local Elections' (Figure 5.44). The graphic showed voter turnout in Regional 

Council Elections for 1982,1986,1990 and 1994. There was a marginal downward 

trend in the years 1986,90 and 94 and although the 1990 figure was higher than 

the Scottish average the trend on the indicator was identified as being away from 

sustainability. At the 7th November SIWG a request was made to include figures 

for District Council elections. 

District Council election data was included in the indicator sheet for the first 

public consultation draft and a longer time series was provided for both election 

types (Figure 5.45). The Analysis of the indicator points out that turnout in District 

Elections was usually lower than for Regional elections. The turnout levels were 

identified as being fairly consistent since 1974. This time the trend was identified 

as being inconclusive. The Comment box highlights the ease of collecting data for 

this indicator but also the questionable nature of its validity because of factors 

such as uncontested seats affecting overall voting figures. At this stage the validity 

of it as a sustainability indicator was not raised. 

At the 28th November SIWG meeting the only comment was a need to "Identify 

possible impact of local government reorganisation. "' A statement about this was 

included in the Analysis section of the indicator sheet included in the second 

consultation draft (Figure 5.46). The Comments box drew attention to issues of 

diversity in voting levels within the Region: 
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Figure 5.44 Voting in Local Elections indicator presented to the 7th Nov. 
SIWG (FRC, 1994 k) 

VOTING IN REGIONAL COUNCIL 
ELECTIONS 
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VOTING IN LOCAL 
E-lF. CTlONS 

Percentage of electorate 
Voting in Regional 

Council Elections 

In a democratic society the level of voting in elections is an important measure of 
the extent to which people feel able to and actually do take part in decision- 
making. This reflects the strength of political and social institutions. High or 
increasing voter participation reflects a general trend toward sustainability. Low or 
decreasing turnout in elections can reflect indifference or, alternatively, a feeling 
of powerlessness to promote positive change. Active participation in decision- 
making is a critical element in recent environmental initiatives, following the Rio 
"Earth Summit" in 1992 which, if successful, may be reflected in voting activity 
when environmental issues are being discussed. 

BACKGROUND 

In the context of sustainability the level of participation in local elections can be 
regarded as particularly important since environmental issues are appearing more 
frequently on the political agenda. In some cases environmental issues have been 
key issues in local elections. 

ANALYSVS 

Voting in Regional Council elections since 1982 has been relatively consistent. In 
1994, the most recent election, the percentage of the local electorate who voted 
was 45.7%, compared with 46.8% in the previous election (1990). This compared 
favourably with a Scottish average of 46% in that year, but followed a turnout of 
46.9% in 1986 in Fife. On balance, therefore, the trend on this indicator is away 
from sustainability. 

Poverty, social and economic problems, such as crime and unemployment are probably 
linked to falling levels of voting, reflecting a lack of interest in community and 
therefore environmental issues. 

DATA AND 
_0*'ORMATION 

SO 

a 
FRC (Corporate Services) 
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"Further surveys on patterns of voting and other political activities might be 

considered to determine the significance of low response or geographical variations 

in voting patterns. " FRC, 1994 m 

None of the indicators was discussed in detail at the 13th December SIWG- 

However, at the informal meeting on 19th December it was commented that "All 

the community indicators are poor" and that other data sets for local community 

decision making should be sought. 

The lack of confidence shown by those present at the 19th December meeting was 

borne out by the feedback received to the Second Public Consultation draft report. 

The responses by consultees to the questionnaire sent out with the report included: 

14 where the voting indicator was felt to be useful and 4 where it was not felt 

to be useful. 

13 of the respondees agreed that this was the best way to measure this issue 

and 2 did not. 

14 of the respondees felt that the identified direction of trend as inconclusive 

was appropriate and 2 did not. 

There were a number of comments made about this indicator which added to the 

impression that measuring voter turnout was not a straightforward indicator of 

trend towards or away from sustainability: 

"Voting is a trend affected by other trends. " 

"Some proposed indicators do not fit at all: Voting in Local Elections -a high turnout 

might imply a highly divided society. Low turnout may be a sign of satisfaction with 
the status quo or dissatisfaction with all the candidates. Measures of voter 

satisfaction would be better done by independent professional public opinion 

survey. " 

"Voting - low level reflects low faith in existing structures.! ") 
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Figure 5.45a Voting in Local Elections indicator included in the First Public 

consultation draft of the Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report 
(FRC, 1994 1) Page I 
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In a democratic society the level of voting in elections is an important measure of 
the extent to which people feel able to and actually do take part in decision- 
making. This reflects the strength of political and social institutions. High or 
increasing voter participation reflects a general trend toward sustainability. Low or 
decreasing voter turnout in elections can reflect a feeling of powerlessness to promote 
change. 

Participation in local elections is of particular importance in the context of seeking 
sustainable development as local democracy offers the opportunity to "think globally 
and act locally". 

Voting takes place alternately in Fife at both District and Regional Council elections. 
In general District elections tend to result in a lower turn out and the proportion who 
vote is strongly influenced by the number of Councillors who are returned unopposed 
(which In 1980 and 1984 District elections was 18 or nearly 20% of all councillors and 
related to the lowest turnout). 

Voting in local elections since 1974 has been relatively consistent. In 1994, the most 
recent election, the percentage of the local electorate who voted was 45.7%, compared 
with 46.8% in the previous Regional election (1990). 

EVALUATION 

On balance the trend on this indicator is neither towards nor away from sustainability. 
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Figure 5.45b Voting in Local Elections indicator included in the First Public 
consultation draft of the Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report 
(FRC, 1994 1) Page 2 

Poverty, social and economic problems, such as crime and unemployment are linked in 
some cases to falling levels of voting - reflecting alienation, or simply a need to focus 
on Individual coping strategies rather than participation in the wider community. 

Within the context of this report this indicator is linked, in particular with Cervical 
Cancer Screening (health issues), Crime, Domestic Violence, Nursery Provision, Access 
to Public Transport, Responses to the Charter, Voluntary Groups, Community Grants, 
Disabled Access and Library Use. 

DATA AM M)RAIAL130t 4 

FRC (Corporate Services) 

Data and information on this indicator Is readily available. A's a single 
indicator there is some question about validity because of uncontested seats 
etc. which affect the overall level of response. Variations at a local level 
might be interesting if related to other variables or indicators (eg. unemployment, 
community schemes etc. ). 



Chapter 5 Sustainability Indicators for Fife. Rich Description 390 

"Voting in local elections - we regard this measure as concerning empowerment 
rather than sustainability. 

Some comments were generally about people's views on voting: 

" Voting: it's the only answer. " 

"Voting (a) better to ask those who don't bother to vote; (b) it is long past time that 
voting was made compulsory as in other European countries. " 

Other respondents made suggestions about what other issues should be looked at 

in relation to Theme 11. All sections of the community are empowered to participate in 

decision making: 
"Decentralisation of decision making to the lowest practical level is a desirable trend 
which influences community involvement and encourages local social and economic 
initiatives which may be more efficient in use of resources. This project should 
investigate whether it is possible to measure this trend. " 

"General point re need for additional indicator: 
Something to do with consultation. This can always be improved. Adverts in 

newspapers, libraries/shops and consulting With pressure groups (including political 
parties) or those in the know does not produce much consultation. This may be 

considered an advantage by some branches of local and national government! Real 

consultation also involves speaking to people on the street during the week and 
weekend, as well as seeking out those not found on the street. ... Perhaps a measure of 
the number and type of consultation exercises could be developed. " 

At the 9th January SIWG meeting a general comment was made that "Community 

indicators still need more work", although this task was not allocated to a named 

individual at the informal meeting later that day and no further progress was 

made until 14th February SIWG meeting. At this meeting it was agreed that it was 

not possible to find an approriate data set for local decision making and Simon 

Hart was asked to prepare a 'holding sheet' for the final report (Figure 5.47). The 

dialectical research cycle map of the search for a Local Decision Making indicator 

is set out in Figure 5.48. 
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Figure 5.46a Voting in Local Elections indicator included in the Second Public 
consultation draft of the Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report 
(FRC, 1994 m) Page 1 
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In a democratic society the level of voting in elections is an important measure of 
the extent to which people feel able to and actually do take part in decision- 
making. This reflects the strength of political and social institutions. High or 
increasing voter participation reflects a general trend toward sustainability. Low or 
decreasing voter turnout in elections can reflect a feeling of powerlessness to promote 
change. 

Participation in local elections is of particular irnportance in the context of seeking 
sustainable development as local democracy offers the opportunity to "think globally 
and act locally". 

ANALYS 

Voting takes place alternately in Fife at both District and Regional Council elections. 
In general District elections tend to result in a lower turn out and the proportion who 
vote is strongly influenced by the number of Councillors who are returned unopposed 
(which in 1980 and 1984 District elections was 13 or nearly 20% of all councillors and 
related to the lowest turnout). 

Voting in local elections since 1974 has been relatively consistent. In 1994, the most 
recent election, the percentage of the local electorate who voted was 45.7%, compared 
with 46.8% in the previous Regional election (1990). 

The effect of the forthcoming re-organisation of local government (1996) will reduce 
the frequency of voting because of the introducEion of a single-tier authority. The 
effect on voting levels will have to be kept under review. 

ENALUATION 

On balance the trend on this indicator is neither towards nor away from sustainability. 
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Figure 5.46b Voting in Local Elections indicator included in the Second Public 

consultation draft of the Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report 
(FRC, 1994 m) Page 2 

Since 1991 the Regional Council has also promoted three programmes under the 
Community Grants Scheme. These are the Community Environmental Improvement 
Fund, the Community Planting Fund, the Nature Conservation Fund. These are in 
addition to the fund for Town Schemes which has been in operation since 1984. 
Considerable publicity and promotion efforts have helped the level of take-up on these 
schemes which, in terms of the number of projects, has increased steadily, although 
the take-up and funding on some individual schemes has fallen. 

EVALUATION 

On the basis of the limited available evidence on these joint indicators particularly in 
terms of time-scale the trend, is inconclusive, although the increasing number of 
schemes and residents involved suggests that the trend should be towards sustainability. 

LM"GES 

A high level of participation in voluntary groups may be associated with strength of 
community and a healthy social environment in a very wide range of sectors and 
activities. 

Involvement in local environmental initiatives is probably linked to education, voting 
and participation in local political activities and to a degree with unemployment in 
terms of available time). 

Within the context of this report, in social and economic terms, this indicator is linked 
with Cervical Cancer Screening (Health Awareness), Crime, Voting in Local Elections, 
Responses to Charter, Community Grants, Disabled Access and Library Use, whilst in 
environmental terms this indicator is linked, in particular, with Protected Habitats. 

FUTURE STEPS 

DATA AND INFORMATION SOURCES 

FRC (Social Work) 
FRC (ED & P) 

COMMENTS 

Information on this indicator is readily available but is relatively 
unco-ordinated. The high profile on quality of life for all sections of the 
community makes this indicator an interesting indicator of performance. 
Comparison with the results of the analysis of deprivation from the 1991 
Census of Population and with the evaluation of DSS (Benefits Agency) data at 
a local level would be interesting. Research should also be extended to cover 
other voluntary activities outwith FkC (eg. Fife Furniture Stockpile). 

In environmental terms this is a key indicator and is a good measure of local 
involvement in decision-making and implementation at a local level. 

it must be said, however, that the role of the voluntary sector is not 
universally accepted as a measure of a healthy society. This is worthy of 
much deeper analysis. 
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Figure 5.47 Holding Sheet for Decision Making included in Annex of 
Sustainability Indicators for Fife 1995 Report (FRC, 1995a) 

THIS ASPECT IS STILL BEING 
CONSIDERED. 

The extent to which people feel able to and 
actually do take part in decision-making about 
society and the environment is widely felt to be an 
important measure of the "hea-Ith" of a democratic 
society. It reflects the strength of political and social 
institutions. 

In the context of Agenda 21 participation in 
decision-making is important to the basic principle 
1hink. globally and act locafly". Decentralisation of 
decision-making to the lowest praefical level has 
been suggested as a desirable approach which would 
promote community involvement in the development 
of sustainability by helping to encourage local social 
and economic initiatives, and the forthcoming re- 
organisation of local government may offer 
opportunities in this direction, 

The important role of local voluntary bodies in 
supporting the social and economic -vitality of Fife 
will also need to be, given further consideration. 

A number of indicators suggested in the initial 
reports for the project, prepared by the Local 
Government Management Board, were considered, 
but were not found to be useful or relevant to local 
circumstances including Voting in Local Elections, 
responses to Fife Regional Council's Charter for the 
Environment, and numbers of Voluntary Groups 
receiving grants. Investigations will continue to 
identify and measure a suitable indicator for this 
aspect. 

Inrificators. lor File 1995 
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Responses to the Environmental Charter Indicator 

An indicator sheet was presented at the 7th November SIWG meeting (Figure 

5.48). The graphic showed responses to the Fife Regional Council Charter for the 

Environment Initiatives in the years 1991-1994. The increase in listings of events 

and in responses to questionnaires "reflects a movement towards sustainability". 
At the meeting the only recorded comments were around how to build in Local 

Agenda 21 work. 

For the first consultation draft a clearer bar chart was used as a graphic to show 

the same data as the above. The text was largely unchanged but a Comments box 

had been added stating: 
"The trends on this indicator have been derived from very limited data. It will be 
important to maintain more accurate and detailed records on responses etc if the 
indicator is to be developed. "' 

One specific comment was received to this indicator sheet: 

"Some of the proposed indicators do not fit at all: Response to Charter Initiatives - 
There are many things going on which, for a variety of good reasons, will not interact 

with the charter initiative. Fife Region should, of course monitor this response to 

assess the ongoing value of the initiative; but response is not a good indicator of 
sustainability per se. " 

At the 28th November SIWG meeting it was suggested that the trend line of events 

used in the earlier draft be brought back and the bar graph inserted alongside it. 

However the indicator does not appear in the second consultation draft. After this 

point it was treated as part of the group of community indicators that were 

preceived to be poor, but no specific action was taken. This process was mentioned 

in the -holding sheet' on Decision Making included in the Sustainability Indicators 

for Fife 1995 report (see Figure 5.47 above). Figure 5.49 shows the dialectic map 

for this indicator process. 
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Figure 5.48 Charter for the Environment Responses indicator presented 
to the 7th Nov. SIWG (FRC, 1994 k) 
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ON 

In a sustainable y all residents should be able to take an active part in 
decision-making about environmental matters, at all levels, in order that their views 
and opinions are accurately reflected in the priorities of statutory and other bodies. 

BACKGROUND 

Fife Regional Council have taken the opportunity over the last four years, to try to 
involve Fife residents in decision-making about the environmentjt, is the Regional 
Council's intent', 111111at public participation will continue to play an important role in 
definition of its environmental policies and priorities. The Environmental Events diary 
plays an important part in this process, providing opportunities for people who are 
interested to take part in environmental activities organised by a wide range of 
interest groups and organisations. 

ANALYSIS 

In the original consultation programme on the Charter for the Environment, in Spring 
1990, the Regional Council received 34 wr itten responses from individuals and bodies 
on the established list of consultees and a further 50 requests for Charter documents 
from people not on the consultation list. A further round of consultation is to be 
undertaken in Winter 1994/95 and a higher level of response is expected. 

Two environmental questionnaires have been issued on specific issues. In 1991/92 a 
postal questionnaire to charter consultees received 48 replies (a 23.2% response 
rate) and during National Environment Week in May 1994 170 replies were received 
in effect an increase of over 350% in the number of replies. 

In the Events Diary in 1991/92 a total of 161 events were listed in two Issues, while, 
in 1994,563 events were listed In three Issues; in effect, another increase of 350%. 

The satisfactory, and increasingý levels of response to Charter initiatives reflects a 
movement toward sustainability. 

LMAGES 

Fife's Ch; rter for the Environment is a key link between the local authority and the 
community. Through this channel information can be passed in both directions: the 
Events Diary and other documents list opportunities and initiatives: public responses 
to the Charter are both a measure of the success of the initiative and an important 
sources of new ideas and information from which the process can be developed. 

DATA ANp PWORMATION NQIýCES 
Fife Regional Council, ED & P, Environment Section 
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Voluntary Organisations Indicator 

An indicator sheet for Voluntary Organisations was presented at the 7th 

November SIWG meeting (Figure 5.50). Despite the absence of data for the chosen 

indicator - the number of voluntary groups - the trend was identified as being 

towards sustainability. The text of the indicator sheet focused on increased 

resource demands by voluntary organisations and new organisation starts. The 

SIWG meeting expressed a view that this was a good start. 

For the first consultation draft report two graphics were presented: requests and 

grants of funding to voluntary organisations, and the number of voluntary 

organisations being funded by Fife Regional Council (Figure 5.51a & b). Because 

the number of organisations and the amount of funding being distributed were 
both increasing it was stated that: 

"On the basis of the available evidence the trend on this indicator is probably 
towards sustainability. " FRC, 1994 1 

Statements in the Comments box about the scope for looking at voluntary 

organisations in deprived areas and voluntary activities outwith Fife Regional 

Council reflect interest in the SIWG in exploring this area further. 

At the 28th November SIWG meeting it was commented that the time series for 

the data presented was very short. The grant figures used in the graphic were for 

social work only and were rising due to 'care in the community' policies rather 

than the health of the voluntary sector as a whole. It was requested that 

information on community education was also included and an attempt made to 

develop the scope of this indicator. The negative aspects of a growth in numbers of 

voluntary organisations also needed to be covered. It was requested that 

information on environmental improvement grants currently presented as a 

separate indicator be incorporated into the Voluntary Work indicator. Efforts also 

needed to be directed at activity levels rather than quantifying inputs. 
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Figure 5.50 Voluntary Organisations indicator presented to the 7th Nov. 
SIWG (FRC, 1994 k) 

VOLUNTARY ORGAMSATIONS 

Numbers of Voluntary 
Groups 

The health of a sustainable society cannot be measured only in economic or money 
terms. Many of the most important Initiatives are supported by people who take 
part for no financial reward: their commitment and interest Is confirmed by this. 
In these terms, the well being of a region could be said to correlate with the 
number and diversity of voluntary activity. 

BACKGROUND 

Voluntary bodies, by their nature, rely on highly motivated volunteers to survive 
and development. 

Demand for resources from voluntary bodies has been increasing year on year and 
this indicator would show a developing and inovatory voluntary sector. 

Each year new groups emerge and are given "start-up" funding from Social Work, 
Economic Development, Equal Opportunities or Corporate Services (Policy Planning) 
these grant awards are recorded in Committee Reports and/or grant schedules and 
the number and type of new groups can be measured. 

The vitality of the voluntary sector in Fife can therefore be measured on the basis 
of the number of new organisations, where they operate and which sector of the 
population benefit from their activity (e. g. young people, ethnic minorities, people 
with disabilities etc). 

Social Work alone, contributes, annually some E1.2m to voluntary organisations. 
These. groups are widespread throughout Fife and cater for a wide variety of social 
needs. On the basis of the available evidence the trend is probably towards 
sustainability. 

LNKAGES 

A high level of participation in voluntary groups is associated with strength of 
community and a healthy social environment in a very wide range of sectors and 
activities. 

DATA AND INFORMATION 

FRC (Social Work) 
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Figure 5.51 a Voluntary Organisations indicator included in the First Public 

consultation draft of the Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report 
(FRC, 1994 1) Page 1 

VOLUNTARY WORK 

VOLUNTARY ORGANISATIONS 
GRANTS 

C(MILL) 

VOLUNTARY ORGANISATIONS 

Numbers of Voluntary 
Groups, Budget 

and Requests for 

VOLUNTA9Y WORK 
NO. OF ORGANISATIONS 
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YEAR 
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( 

DESCRMMON 
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NO. ORGAMSATIONS 

The health of a sustainable society cannot De measurea only in economic or I 
terms. Many of the most Important initiatives are supported by people who take 
part for no financial reward: their commitment and interest is confirmed by this. 
In these terms, the well being of a region could be said to correlate with the 
number and diversity of voluntary activity. 

Voluntary bodies, by their nature, rely on highly motivated volunteers to survive and 
development. Fife Regional Council, in co-operation with Fife Health Board and the 
District Councils, runs a scheme for funding and supporting these organisations. 

Demand for resources from voluntary bodies has been increasing year on year and this 
indicator shows a developing and innovatory voluntary sector. 

Each year new groups emerge and are given "start-up" funding from Social Work, 
Economic Development, Equal Opportunities or Corporate Services (Policy Planning) 
these grant awards are recorded in Committee Reports and/or grant schedules and 
the number and type of new groups can be measured. 

The vitality of the voluntary sector in Fife can be measured on the basis of the 
number of new organisations, where they operate and which sector of the population 
benefit from their activity (e. g. young people, ethnic minorities, people with disabilities 

etc). In the current year (1994/5) 105 bodies have applied for grants totalling E2.78m 

against a budget of EI. 36m. 

This represents an increase of 11 bodies (+12%) and ; EO-33m (32%) over the 1992/93 
f igure. 

1992-93 1903-94 1994-M 
Year 
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Figure 5.51b Voluntary Organisations indicator included in the First Public 
consultation draft of the Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report 
(FRC, 1994 1) Page 2 

In the current year (1994/5) the breakdown of grant aid by category is as follows: 

Community Services for Older People 17.5 

Community Services for Adults 14.0 

Children and Families 19.0 

Home Care Services 4.5 

Offender Services 0.5 

General 44.5 

100.0 

EVALUAMON 

On the basis of the available evidence the trend on this Indicator is probably towards 
sustainability. 

A high level of participation In voluntary groups is associated with strength of 
community and a healthy social environment in a very wide range of sectors and 
activities. 

Within the context of this report this indicator is linked with Cervical Cancer 
Screening (Health Awareness), Crime, Domestic Violence, Voting in Local Elections, 
Responses to Charter, Community Grants, Disabled Access and Library Use. 

DATA AND IMMMMATION SOURCES 

FRC (Social Work) 

Information on this indicator is readily available. 

The high profile on quality of life for all sections of the community makes 
this an interesting Indicator of performance. 

Comparison with the results of the analysis of deprivation from the 1991 Census 
of Population and with the evaluation of DSS (Benefits Agency) data at a 
local level would be Interesting. 

Research should also be extended to cover other voluntary activities outwith 
FRC (eg. Fife Furniture Stockpile). 
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Part of this work was carried out for the second public consultation draft report 

and a considerable amount of the text was rewritten (Figure 5.52 a &b). The 

evaluation of the trend of the indicator was now much more reserved: 
"On the basis of the limited evidence on these joint indicators particularly in terms of 
time scale the trend is inconclusive, although the increasing number of schemes and 
residents involved suggests that the trend should be towards sustainability. " 

FRC5 1994 

The Comments box also now carried a more cautious statement about the 

usefulness of these data sets as the basis of an indicator: 
"In environmental terms this is a key indicator and is a good measure of local 
involvement in decision-making and implementation at a local level. 
It must be said, however, that the role of the voluntary sector is not universally 
accepted a measure of a healthy society. This is worthy of much deeper analysis. " 

FRC, 1994 

The responses to the questionnaire circulated with the second consultation draft 

report were as follows: 

16 who felt the Voluntary Organisation indicator was useful and 3 

who did not; 

13 respondees felt that this was the best way to measure this indicator 

and 4 did not; 

12 of the respondees felt that the identified direction of trend as 

inconclusive was appropriate and 5 who did not. 

The volume and level of detail of the written comments on the voluntary 

organisations indicator was the highest for any of the indicators presented. This 

may well reflect the group of consultees used as many had clear opinions on the 

voluntary sector. Many of the consultees highlighted the pitfalls of using the 

current data sets as a way of assessing Theme 11. All sections of the community are 

empouiered to participate in decision making. 
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Figure 5.52a Voluntary Organisations indicator included in the Second Public 
consultation draft of the Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report 
(FRC, 1994 m) Page I 

COMMUNMY ORGAMSATIONS 

VOLUNTARY WORK 
NO. OF ORGANISATIONS 
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There is an active. and expanding voluntaiy 
sector in Fife. 

VOLUNTARY ORGANLSATIONS 

Funding and take-up of 
Voluntary Groups. 
and environmental 

improvement schemes 

CHARTER GRANTS 
UPTAKE 

do 
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DESCRIPTION 

M- COMMUNITY PLANTING 

The health of a sustainable society cannot ne measured only in economic or money 
terms. Many of the most important initiatives are supported by people who take 
part for no financial reward: their commitment and interest is confirmed by this. 
In these terms, the well being of a region could be said to correlate with the number 
and diversity of voluntary activity. Voluntary bodies, by their nature, rely on highly 
motivated volunteers to survive and develop although, in many cases, paid workers are 
employed to co-ordinate activities. Fife Regional Council, in co-operation with Fife 
Health Board and the District Councils, runs a scheme for funding and supporting these 
organisations. Demand for resources from voluntary bodies has been increasing year on 
year and this indicator shows a developing and innovatory voluntary sector. Each year 
new groups emerge and are given "start-up" funding from Social Work, Economic 
Development, Equal Opportunities or Corporate Services (Policy Planning) these grant 
awards are recorded in Committee Reports and/or grant schedules and the number and 
type of new groups can be measured. 

A distinct though related area of activity is the Regional Council's initiative under the 
Charter for the Environment, Agenda 21 programme. In a sustainable society towns 
and other communities must be pleasant and worthwhile places in which to live, there 
are considerable benefits to be derived from enabling schemes to proceed which 
implement specific improvements at a community level. To further this policy 
initiative the Regional Council has implemented a number of specific programmes, the 
principal purpose of which is to aid local schemes. by providing funding for local 
projects. 

ANALYSIS 

The vitality of the voluntary sector in Fife can 'lie measured from the number of new 
organisations, where they operate and which sector of the population benefit from 
their activity (e. g. young people, ethnic minorities, people with disabilities etc). In the 
current year (1994/5) 105 bodies have applied for grants totalling E2.78m. against a 
budget of LI. 36m. This represents an increase of 11 bodies (+12%) and LO. 33m (32%) 

over the 1992/93 figure. 

92f93 93M 
YEAR 
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Figure 5.52b Voluntary Organisations indicator included in the Second Public 
consultation draft of the Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report 
(FRC, 1994 m) Page 2 

Since 1991 the Regional Council has also promoted three programmes under the 
Community Grants Scheme. These are the Community Environmental Improvement 
Fund, the Community Planting Fund, the Nature Conservation Fund. These are in 
addition to the fund for Town Schemes which has been in operation since 1984. 
Considerable publicity and promotion efforts have helped the level of take-up on these 
schemes which, in terms of the number of projects, has increased steadily, although 
the take-up and funding on some individual schemes has fallen. 

EVALUATION 

On the basis of the limited available evidence on these joint indicators particularly in 
terms of time-scale the trend is inconclusive, although the increasing number of 
schemes and residents involved suggests that the trend should be towards sustainability. 

LU4"(; ES 

A high level of participation in voluntary groups may be associated with strength of 
community and a healthy social environment in a very wide range of sectors and 
activities. 

Involvement in local environmental initiatives is probably linked to education, voting 
and participation in local political activities and to a degree with unemployment in 
terms of available time). 

Within the context of this report, in social and economic terms, this indicator is linked 
with Cervical Cancer Screening (Health Awareness), Crime, Voting in Local Elections, 
Responses to Charter, Community Grants, Disabled Access and Library Use, whilst in 
environmental terms this indicator is linked, in particular, with Protected Habitats. 

EMURE STEPS 

DATA AND NFORMATION SOURCES 

FRC (Social Work) 
FRC (ED & P) 

COMMENTS 

Information on this indicator is readily available but is relatively 
unco-ordinated. The high profile on quality of life for all sections of the 
community makes this indicator an interesting indicator of performance. 
Comparison with the results of the analysis of deprivation from the 1991 
Census of Population and with the evaluation of DSS (Benefits Agency) data at 
a local level would be interesting. Research should also be extended to cover 
other voluntary activities outwith FRC (eg. Fife Furniture Stockpile). 

In environmental terms this is a key indicator and is a good measure of local 
involvement in decision-making and implementation at a local level. 

It must be said, however, that the role of the voluntary sector is not 
universally accepted as a measure of a healthy society. This is worthy of 
much deeper analysis. 
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"Voluntary Organisations - although this is a good indicator there are problems with 
it. A thriving voluntary sector is always a good thing. However if there is a change in 

emphasis between local/national government and the voluntary sector the indicator 
becomes less useful, until stability is achieved (if it ever is). This indicator is also 
affected by disillusionment with politicians. People who think that politicians are 
useless will tend to do something themselves. " 

"Voluntary organisations (a) volunteers are not always there through first choice 
most would prefer to be 'paid' workers; (b) less people are volunteering now as they 
feel the goverm-nent as shifting the burden of responsibility to them. "' 

"Voluntary organisations: define. " 

"May need to take number of members into account. " 

"It's always necessary in this day and age. " 

("It is more and more difficult to get people involved with voluntary organisations. 

"Voluntary Work: I am interested that you feel the trend on this indicator is probably 
towards sustainability. I feel that the number of new organisations which are 
currently applying for grants etc. are quite often a reflection of the times in which we 
live. The public sometimes perceives the voluntary side as providing very useful 
backups and facilities which are not provided by local authorities, health boards, etc. 
From that point of view I would feel that the more voluntary organisations there are 
starting up the more this indicator is probably a move away from sustainability. ") 

"As I mentioned when we spoke I found the information relating to the project very 
interesting. However, I would like to query some of the points relating to the 
indicators for voluntary work. 

Throughout the section there seems to have been an assumption that voluntary 

organisations = volunteers. In 1994/5, Fife Society for the Blind will receive around 
(pounds) 215K in grants from FRC and Fife Health Board, and spend some (pounds) 

240K on staff salaries. Volunteers = an important aspect of our work. However, the 

idea that "Voluntary bodies, by their nature rely on highly motivated volunteers to 

survive and develop " does not recognise the very diverse character of voluntary 

organisations. 
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This diversity might be illustrated as follows: 

a victim support group is formed in X to help victims of violent crime 

an organisation is set up which is aimed at encouraging young people in Y to take 
an interest in nature and local wildlife 

Both of these new bodies will result in increases in the indicators for grant requests 
and number of voluntary organisations, and yet they cannot both correlate to 
".. Strength ofcommunity and healthy social environment... " (In fact the draft report 
recognises the "linkage" between voluntary groups/domestic violence). 

As well as this sort of diversity of purpose, the assertion that demand for resources 
equates to a "developing and innovatory voluntary sector" may be rather simplistic. 
Pressures on (and even failure of) statutory service providers, reductions in voluntary 
income and increasing costs can all push demands for grants to progressively higher 
levels, possibly reflecting attempts to survive rather than develop. 
Perhaps the indicators need to be split according to those organisations, that are 
responding to social needs and those that hope to enhance social and cultural 
development. 

I'm sorry that I cannot come up with any concrete alternative indicators. Arguably 

the 'third sector' is more diverse than the private sector, which at least has the pursuit 

of profit as a prevailing link. You will no doubt be aware of the difficulty in 

comparing one commercial organisation with another, and many of the ratios and 

measures used there have money as a common denominator. 

It may be that I have completely missed the point in that you are trying to assess 
literally the amount of 'voluntary work', under the assertion that it is a 'good thing' 

per se. I could see how this would make sense from the point of view that in a society 
that is sufficiently developed, people might feel they are in a position to "put 

something back". If this is what you are trying to measure, then the indicators chosen 

certainly won't do it for you. I would imagine that most voluntary organisations 

would be able to provide some sort of data on volunteer numbers/hours worked, but 

this would encompass a far greater range than those bodies which receive grants 
from FRC. Furthermore, such figures would need careful interpretation - not in the 

least due to some level of volunteering/unemployment link. " 

"However ambivalent people are about voluntary work Ladybank would be greatly 
impoverished without it. " 
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"Volunteers are often the same people in different organisations. Lots of them are 
pensioners. " 

"We are surprised at your selection of 'Voluntary Organisation' indicators. One 

could argue that a vigorous VO is less likely to ask for a grant than an ailing one, and 
other factors are probably more important. It is clearly false to say that the vitality of 
the voluntary sector can be measured by the number of new organisations; it is their 
continued existence after a couple of years that indicates, along with other factors, 
their vitality. It is relatively easy to s= a new VO. "' 

"Voluntary Work - especially in NE Fife - many voluntary groups have a very large, 

very vocal membership who are noL willing to get their hands dirty - this includes 

conservation groups. Very difficult to gauge effectiveness of groups. Also some 
groups are supported by other bodies or organisations. Unemployed individuals may 
also be very willing but unable to find transport. " 

"Voluntary Organisations - Cutbacks force people to work unpaid in important work 
no longer funded, Increase in voluntary work can reflect increased need 
(unsustainable) or decrease in Government/local authority assistance. "' 

"Voluntary Organisations - It is not clear whether a measurement of the activities of 
the voluntary sector would provide any definitive view of a trend towards/away from 

sustainability (except in the case of environmental organisations, such as Dunfermline 
FoE of course! ) 
As an extension of the voluntary sector, which is driven by private individuals and 

groups and not government bodies, could be a measure of empowerment; particularly 
a group trying to change an aspect of the community. 
Alternatively, an increase in voluntary organisations could be regarded as a trend 

away from sustainability where the activity would be better undertaken by a local 

council or other public body. 

The activities of voluntary organisations is not a measure of the total voluntary/ 

unpaid work which exists in the community e. g. carers. " 

"As being disabled through deafness I wish there was more done in Fife alone for 

people with disabilities. I now have a dog for the deaf and rely on Honey a lot to give 

me the quality of life I need as Without her I would live a lonely and terrifying life. 

As the dog is 2,500 pounds to train we need a lot of fund raising done as we get no 

government help at all. 51) 
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By mid-December, in parallel with the production of the second consultation draft 

report it was already being recognised by pilot staff members that "'all the 

community indicators were poor". A European report on voluntary sector activity, 

which identified the number of voluntary organisations per 1000 population in 

different communities was seen as a possible way forward with this indicator. It 

was suggested that the patterns of voluntary organisations; in the three community 

pilot areas be identified to test out this model locally. Although a clear statement 

was made about the "need to devise new indicators" in practice no further 

progress was made on this indicator and it was only mentioned in the Decision 

Making Annex of the Sustainability Indicators for Fife 1995 report as an area still 

needing further work. The dialectical research cycle map for this indicator is 

shown in Figure 5.53. 

Community Economic Development Holding Sheet 

By early December it was becoming apparent that the indicators selected from the 

LGMB menus to address Theme 11. All sections of the community are empowered to 

participate in decision making were problematic. On the 6th December, when I was 

reviewing the balance of the indicators proposed for inclusion in the Second Public 

Consultation draft of the Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report (Case Story 

Three page 304) the idea of developing an indicator for Community Economic 

Development initiatives arose. A similar indicator had been presented as an LGMB 

menu choiceNumbers participating in Local Economic Trading Systems (LETS), 

community businesses, etc. -' but this was presented under Theme 6 Everyone has the 

opportunity to undertake satisfying work in a diverse economy. The value of unpaid work 

is recognised, whilst paymentsfor work arejair andfairly distributed. 

A sheet for this indicator was included in the Second Public Consultation draft of 

the Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report under the title 'Local Economic 

Development Initatives" although no data had been secured at that stage 
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(Figure 5.54 a&b). The indicator sheet was not mentioned on the questionnaire 

which accompanies the Second Public Consultation draft Report and there were 

no specific comments sumitted with regard to this indicator. 

As I had an active interest in LETS and related organisations I was keen to see an 

indicator on this issue included in the report. However, I was also aware of the 

limitations of simply counting the number of LETSystems is the area (2 at that 

time, St Andrews LETS and North East Fife LETS) or even counting the number of 

LETS members, as this would say nothing about the level of trading activity. 

I met with the Manager of Community Business Fife and with a member of the of 

Fife Regional Council Economic Development staff with responsibility for 

Community Economic Development initatives. I was provided with a lot of 

written information and had several lengthy discussions about the most effective 

way of quantifying 'sustainable development' with regard to this issue. Our 

conclusion was that to simply count the number of irtiatives would be too 

simplistic. However, to make a more sophisticated evaluation of the contribution 

of such initiatives would require baseline data that simply was not available at 

that time. One example of this is quantifying the contribution of a community run 

'out of school care' initiative. Should this be counted: 

(a) as one community business; 

(b) on the basis of how many staff it employs; 

(c) on the basis of how many hours a year it runs; 

(d) on the basis of the number of childcare hours per year it provides; 

(e) in terms of how many parents are able to work because they have reliable 

and childcare. 

Community businesses, credit unions and LETSystems also differed in scale - from 

small volw-tteer run LETS with no staff or premises to large community 
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Figure 5.54a. Community Economic Development Indicator text included in the 
Second Public Consultation draft of the Sustainability Indicators for 
Fife Report (FRC, 1994 m) Page I 

LOCAL DEMON-MAKING 

LOCAL ECONOAGC 
DEVELOPMENT 

INMATIVES 

QUANTIFICATION OF THIS INDICATOR IS 
STILL BEING INVESTIGATED. 

DESCRIMON 

A sustainable society will have well-organised sysEems involving all sections of the . community in a wide range of initiatives. Local economic development can achieve a 
range of positive outcomes, from establishing the conditions in which employment can 
be created to help people take advantage of new opportunities. Such involvement can 
also help to build the basis for community activity and make a valuable contribution 
to civic and social life. Local economic development is mainly concerned with 
addressing inequality within the economy arising from low income, employment 
experience, educational background, gender or race. Initiatives focus on improving 
access to economic opportunity, and identifying new routes into the labour market. 

ANALYSIS 

Local economic development forms part of the Regional Council's Economic 
Development Strategy. Fife Enterprise, local Enterprise Trusts, and the three District 
Councils have related areas of activity, and there is liaison between the bodies 
concerned. As far as the Regional Council's strategy is concerned work is being 
undertaken in five key areas - Abbeyview, Dunfermline; the Kirkcaldy: and 
Levenmouth. Community workers have been appointed for-each of these areas. 

EVALUATION 

Although monitoring has been -established as an essential part of the programme no 
data is yet available to determine any trend towards or away from sustainability. 

LINKAGES 

Active participation in local economic initiatives is undoubtedly linked with the social 
and economic health of communities and with active involvement in local activities, as 
well as voting in local elections. It is also universally associated with crime and other 
indications of social stress. 
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Figure 5.54a. Community Economic Development Indicator text included in the 
Second Public Consultation draft of the Sustainability Indicators for 
Fife Report (FRC, 1994 m) Page I 

in the context of this report this indicator is linked with Average Weekly Earning, 
Benefits, Long-Term Unemployment, Crime, Voluntary Organisations, Community Grants 
and Voting in Local Elections. 

Development of the Regional Council's Economic Development Strategy 

DATA AND U4MRMA-PM SOURCES 

FRC (Economic Development and Planning) 

The actual and potential role of countryside services in promoting local 
environmental initiatives, is important. 

businesses such as the Fife Furniture Stockpile with 11 staff and a cash turnover of 

tens of thousands of pounds. 

As a data set could not be agreed, but the issue was still considered to be 

important it was put into the Sustainability Indicator for Fife report as a 'holding 

sheet' (Figure 5.55). The short research cycle diagram for the Community 

Economic Development indicator process is set out in Figure 5.56. 

Seeking Indicators of Community Decision Making: Reflections 

The preceding 30 pages have illustrated the amount of work that was invested in 

securing appropriate indicator for Community Decision Making issues. The fruits 

of this work, in terms of the Sustainability Indicator for Fife report were two 
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Figure 5.55 Holding Sheet for Community Economic Development 
included in Annex of Sustainability Indicators for Fife 1995 
Report (FRC, 1995a) 

Community economic development initiatives 
work- to meet social and environmental needs, 
rather than simply judging their performance in 
terms of economic returns. 

Initiatives currently running in Fife include: 

Community businesses, such as Heatwise Fife, 
which has fitted basic draught proofing and 
insulation to 13.600 homes in Fife in the past 4 
years; Fife Furniture Stockpile - which 
refurbishes and redistributes secondhand 
furniture; community cafes and a community 
, ýtore; after-w. hool clubs: and a disabled transport 
, ervice. 

Credit Unions - community owned savings 
anti loan organisations that charge much lower 
rates of interest than commercial sources of 
credit. 

Local Exchange Trading Systems (LETS) - C 
community owned local currency systems 
throuah which -oods and services can be traded 
, xithout needing cash. 

What food we buy. who we can borrow money 
from and on what conditions, whether we can 
earn a living and what conditions we have to 
work under to do so are all sustainability issues. 
Community economic development initiatives 
have an important role in enabling people to 
make decisions in all of these aivas and to 
participate in decision making about issues which 
affect them. 

Community economic development inifiatives 

can help people gain access to basic needs and 
can. therefore. improve equity of access. 

Community stores and food cooperatives provide 
local supply of low-cost f(xxL After schools clubs 
may enable parents to work when otherwise they 
may be precluded from doing so due to child care 
commitments. LETS enable people to buy a wide 
range goods and services requiring little or no 
cash, and enable people to earn local currency at 
times and in ways which are convenient to them 
rather than requiring fixed working hours. thus 
making thesystern accessible (o those who cannot 
work fixed hours. 

Some community businesses combine social 
and environmental benefits. The work of 
Heatwise Fife has improved the comfort and 
affordability of 13.600 homes through improving 
draught Proofing and insulation. This also saves 
fuel and reduces global environmental impacts of 
energy use. Fife Furniture Stockpile enables 
people to get second-hand goods that they may 
not otherwise be able to afford, and saves 
resources. 

Communi(y economic development initiatives 
also look to the future. By maintaining economic 
activity in the community for the benefit of the 
community, by encouraging mixing of people of a 
wide range of ages, and by encouraging the 
sharing of skills and resources the ability of 
future generations in that community to meet 
their own needs should be enhanced. 

The principal difficulty with identifying an 
indicator for this aspect has been the short period 
over which many of these schemes have been 
operating. Liaison will continue with all agencies 
concerned to identify the best means by which the 
impact of, and progress on these initiatives can be 
measured and monitored in terms of 
sustainability. 

Suvtninahility indicatorsfor Fife 19145 
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'holding sheets" in an Appendix at the back of the report. This investment of effort 

could be attributed to the weakness of the indicators offered on this topic in the 

LGMB menus. While this is was clearly a problem, it was a feature of wider and 

continuing difficulties faced in identifying effective indicators of 'sustainable 

community' (see Chapter 6.2 for Local Quality of Life Counts (DETR, 2000)). 

Sections 5.1-5.6 of this Chapter have offered rich, and lengthy, descriptions of how 

the crafting of individual indicators was undertaken. This has highlighted the 

interlinkages between the development of individual components and the framing 

of the whole Indicators Report. Section 5.7 will present feedback on the 

Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report received after it was published in 1995. 

5.7 Feedback Following Publication of the 
Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report 

The majority of the written feedback on the 1995 report was sent directly to Fife 

Regional Council in response to the specific request to do so contained on page 8 

of the final report. These were subsequently included as an appendix in the 

October 1997 edition of Sustainability Indicators for Fife (Fife Council, 1997). The 

comments included general statements about the report and views regarding the 

presentation, the need for targets and scope for development of the report (set out 

in Box 5.2). There were also comments on specific indicators. The full 1997 

summary of comments including those on individual indicators is set out as 

Appendix 6C of this Chapter. The comments were on the whole very positive. It is 

interesting to note that two of the consultees who had been critical of the 

sustainable development framing of the early drafts of the 1995 report (Mr D 

Hanson and Mr D Whyms) appeared to be much more satisfied with the Final 

published version. 
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Box 5.2 Comments Received by Fife Regional Council Staff in 
Response to the Sustainability Indicators for Fife 1995 
Report 

General 

"The report is extremely interesting and very well produced in what must have been 

a very tight time schedule. Very impressed by the emphasis placed on equity issues. 
Also the clear benefits of clustering individual indicators into meaningful groups, 
thus avoiding some of the perils of aggregation. 

Environmentally Sustainable Systems (Counsultants) 

"Welcome the tone and content of the report. The report is an excellent first step. " 
Mr D Hansen 

"The report makes interesting reading and provides a useful if sometimes 
provocative basis from which to consider further the current sustainability debate. " 

Oxford Brookes University 

"It should be widely disseminated to stimulate discussion among political 

representatives, opinion formers, voluntary organisations, and the general public as a 

whole. " 
Director of Social Work (FRC) 

[FRC Response: "Agreed. 1000 copies of the first edition of the report have already 
been distributed amongst the general public, Community Councils and interest 

groups, education establishments, the private sector and government bodies and 

organisations. In addition the report, and other information about the Indicators 

Project, has been distributed to many organisations outwith Fife. "] 

"Perhaps sustainability 'seminars' might be held in local communities beyonds those 

of Benarty, St Monans and Glenrothes to explore the issues raised by the report and 

to define indicators of particular relevance to each community. " 

Director of Social Work (FRC) 

[FRC Response: Noted. The three communities identified are pilot areas; it is 
intended that the lessons learnt in each could be applied elsewhere in Fife. ] 
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"The indicators strongly, and crucially demonstrate the interconnectedness of 
economic planning, community development, environmental protection and service 
delivery at the strategic level. " 

Director of Social Work (FRC) 

[FRC Response: Noted. It was considered essential that the linkages between social, 
economic and environmental issues and specific indicators be made clear. ] 

"Further development of the macro level indicators and their linkage with specific 
local concerns is awaited with interest" 

Director of Social Work (FRC) 

[FRC Response: Noted. It is intended that these will be developed as part of an 
ongoing process. ] 

"Very much welcome the Council's efforts in developing indicators and its early 
commitment to Local Agenda 2 1. Encouraged by efforts to seek views of the local 

community and national bodies. Indicators reflect community values and objectives. 
Royal Society for the Protection of Birds 

"Impressed at the Council's approach to this issue - to see that the Council has 

prioritised it and is addressing it in a systematic way. The report itself demonstrates 

the rigour and quality of planning and efforts that have gone into it. "' 
Mr D Whyms 

Presentation 

"The presentation of the final version is excellent and helps to make a fairly complex 

subject fairly easy to understand. " 
Director of Personnel and Management Services (FRC) 

"The report is well presented. " 
Director of Social Work (FRC) 
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Targets 

"Indicators are of little value without targets for their maintainancel enhancement or 
recovery . The government through the UK Biodiversity Action Plan is currently 
developing targets for priority species and habitats. LA21 needs to adapt the national 
targets to local circumstances. This process together with the co-ordination and 
implementation of policies and actions to achieve targets is best pursued through a 
biodiversity action plan or nature conservation strategy. We would strongly urge the 

preparation of such a plan. " 
Royal Society for the Protection of Birds 

Observations 

"What in the recent past were close knit communities of people with mostly local 

employment, local ties, and a shared investment in the future of their own 

community, are now, more often just lose knit associations for essentially unrealted 

people with their ownly common feature being that of residence, however temporary 

somewhere in the locality. 

Generalisation are rarely found to provide the visible answers to the diverse 

problems of what often are locally specific issues of real people and their own 
communities. Therefore, whilst accepting the lessons of expereince but not taking the 

validity of comparatives for granted each individual community (locality) requires 

anew its own full and interelated appraisal to be undertaken. 

With more precise information and also a restructured focus, the problematical area 

of devising multiple, appropriate and meaningful indices could perhaps be divided, 

and, as an alternative,, the more exciting potential of developing a GIS based 

mulitfactoral matrix with perhaps a single index for each locality community and 
their sub groupings could even be explored? 

Oxford Brookes University 

[FRC Reponse: The possibility of such an approach sounds very interesting. Further 

information on GIS based mulitfactoral matrix will be sought. ] 
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In addition to the comments received directly by Fife I have come across a small 

number of additional published comments regarding the 1995 Sustainability 

Indicators for Fife Report. 

ECOS, the quarterly journal of the British Association for Nature Conservationists 

published a special edition in Autumn 1995 "Sustainability -a guide for the 

perplexed" (BANC, 1995). This edition included a brief review of the Sustainability 

Indicators for Fife report: 

"This pilot study contributed to a range of indicator projects sponsored by the Local 
Government Management Board (LGMB). It is an excellent first attempt at selecting 
and presenting a suite of 20 indicators for a largely rural and agricultural region of 
Scotland. Included are clusters of five indicators for each of basic needs, community, 
quality of the environment and use of resources. During public consultation basic 

needs were ranked highest by residents responding to an initial questionnaire. This 

was borne out by the findings of increasing long-term unemployment, homelessness 

and poverty and that the condition of housing and low incomes makes it difficult for 

peope to heat their homes adequately. It is generally assumed that Fife is moving 
away from sustainability in terms of basic human needs; however, community 
indicators suggested general, if slight improvements. It was not possible to develop 

social indicators for community skilss, participation or economic development, and 
all of these are likely to show complex patterns of gains and losses. 
The quality of the Fife environment is shown to be deteriorating, as indicated by 

accelerating loss of open land to development and declines in freshwater 

macrophytes. "' 

Connections - the newsletter of the United Nations Enviromnent and 

Development LJK Committee included a summary of the Towards a Sustainable 

Scotland Conference run by Friends of the Earth (Scotland) and held in Fife. This 

review focused on the trends identified rather than the quality of the report: 

"Lesley Rowan presented the findings of the Fife Sustainability Indicators Project. 

Out of twenty indicators, only four concerned with community well-being were 

considered to be moving towards sustainability. In the other categories, basic needs, 
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quality of the environment and use of resources were either on a downward trend or 
there was insufficient information available to provide any meaningful conclusions. - 

Not all the public comments on the Sustainability Indicators 1995 report were 

made in writing. The Director of the Centre for Human Ecology, University of 

Edinburgh, when making the opening presentation at the April 1996 Indicators of 

Sustainability: Linking Local Action with Global Change Conference commented 

on the Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report (Birley, 1996). His initial reaction 

was that "some of the indicators were very simplistic - cycle routes and pedestrian 

and cyclist safety in particular". However, his reaction once he had read the whole 

report was that "" it amounted to much more than the sum of its parts". Looked at 

as a whole he felt that the Report made an important contribution to the debate 

around how to move towards practical action on sustainable development. 

Stewart, 1998 in an article addressing accountability in community contributions 

writes about the Fife Community Pilots: 

"The Local Government Management Board has supported a project examining the 

scope for appropriate indicators and this work illustrates the scope for community 
involvement in what some might have seen as a largely technical issue. Fife Regional 
Council (now the new Fife unitary authority) used the sustainability indicators 

exercise as the opportunity to test the potential for developing locally specific 
indicators for differing localities within the authority. Widespread community 

consultation in three localities is leading to an indicators system which aims to 

provide local communities with indicators suited to local needs and chosen by local 

people (Rowan, 1995). " 

It is difficult to see how Stewart could have come away with such a rosy picture of 

what had been undertaken in the three community pilots. It was certainly the 

intention at the beginning of the Fife pilot period to produce indicators reports for 

Glenrothes, the East Neuk and Benarty but the study report is quite clear that this 

aspiration was not achieved in the timescale of the pilot (see Chapter 4.6 above). 
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Chapter 6 sets out the Conclusions of the thesis based on the theoretical 

framework set out in Chapter 1. 



Chapter 6 

Conclusions and Recommendations 
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6.1 Introduction 

Chapter 5 set out a detailed description of the interwoven strands of process and 

content involved in the creation of the Sustainability Indicators for Fife report. 

Section 6.2.1 presents the conclusions of the study of the Fife Sustainability 

Indicators pilot process based around the framework developed in Chapter 1 of 

this thesis. These conclusions explore the extent to which the Fife Sustainability 

Indicators were embedded in a decision making process that provided clear routes 

to accountability and management of performance. An assessment is also made of 

the productivity of the use of sustainable development indicators in the Fife case, 

in terms of promoting institutional action. 

Section 6.2.2 presents conclusions regarding the research contribution of the 

dialectic and hermeneutic rich description of the Fife process framed around 

Gummesson's (2000) 'Quality Criteria for Case Study Research' that were setout 

in Chapter 2. This material value of the dialectic and hermeneutic theoretical 

framework for research developed in this thesis and it's applicability the value- 

laden research area of sustainable development indicators. 

Recommendations: Good Practice and Further Research 

Section 6.3 sets out recommendations arising from this research and identifies 

further areas for study. 

6.2 Conclusions 

6.2.1 To what extent were the Fife Sustainability Indicators 

embedded in a decision making process that provided clear 

routes to accountability and management of performance? 
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What was the visioning process towards sustainable development upon which 
the Fife Sustainability Indicators were based? 

Promoting community involvement was identified as being a fundamental reason 
for undertaking the indicators pilot h-i Fife. However, in practice the community 
had only a very limited involvement in shaping the 'vision' of sustainable 
development that underpinned the selection of indicators as 'measures of 

progress' towards a more sustainable Fife. 

Consultation of 161 "interested' individuals and organizations on the Charter for 

the Environment mailing list using a "Quality of Life Questionnaire" on the 

perceived priority of different themes within sustainable development was a 

limited and limiting way of engaging people in visioning. The findings of this 

consultation exercise were used principally to highlight the local importance of 

meeting basic human needs and additional work was put into developing 

indicators in this area. There was some publicity in the Fife Council newspaper 

about the sustainability indicators pilot and there was limited circulation of drafts 

of the Sustainability Indicators for Fife report. However, the comments received 

were seen only by SIWG members and not by other consultees preventing 

consultees from building on points made by others responding to the documents 

or working co-operatively to develop alternative 'visions' for Fife. 

The definition of sustainable development upon which the Sustainability 

Indicators for Fife report was framed is really the closest Fife got to a 'vision' for a 

, Sustainable Fife. The use of this definition emerged fro m- the iterative process of 

looking at the 'whole" report, individual indicators as 'parts', which in turn 

influenced views of the framing of the whole report. The definition that was 

chosen was influenced by: the menus of indicators offered by the LGMB to pilot 

authorities; the discussions that took place in the Sustainability Indicators Working 
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Group; and, the feedback on issues and indicators received from official and 

unofficial consultees. This iterative route resulted in a definition being used in the 

Sustainability Indicators for Fife report that was an effort to represent a diversity 

of views within a coherent theoretical framework. However, the actual definition, 

and the process of reaching it, was not widely owned by the officer and members 

of Fife Regional Council, the Council that would have taken forward the 

implementation and appraisal of action towards sustain-able development. 

What was the project timescale and how did this link with other related 

activities? 

The Fife Sustainability Indicators pilot echoes the problematic governance issues 

around sustainable development identified by Littlewood and While (1997) in 

having a project timescale too short to make an effective contribution. to the 

development of practice. The Fife pilot was intended to be completed in 6 months, 
but the summer holiday period and resourcing constraints meant work in Fife 

only really got underway almost halfway through this pilot period. This greatly 

restricted the range of participation processes that were possible and the decision 

to work both a Fife-wide and in 3 pilot communities further fragmented the 

engagement process. 

The impact of the consultation process on the development of the Sustainability 

Indicators for Fife document was seriously affected as consultees had only a very 

short time to respond to a long and complex document, and little opportunity to 

involve a range of people within an organization in formulating a response. This 

had the effect of making the consultation appear somewhat tokenistic to some 

respondents, and may have reduced the number of responses received. 
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The timescale added to the pressure to -get on' and start by choosing indicators on 

which to collect data, rather than begin with a much more comprehensive local 

visioning process. This approach created a considerable increase in the overall 

workload of the staff . Work on identifying data and writing up indicator sheets 

was carried out then binned as the views of the SIWG members on what the 

report should contain changed in the later months of the pilot. 

The LGMB argued that as the remit of pilots was to 'road test' their menus of pre- 

selected indicators, a lack of time for wider visioning was not a serious issue. 

However, recommendations with regard to the role of indicators arising from 

more recent sustainable development and neighbourhood regeneration work (set 

out in Chapter 1) make it clear that the effectiveness of indicators as tool to 

support programmes of practical action comes from both a visioning process 

involving a diversity of people andorganisations engaged using a variety of 

methods AND a clear process of negotiation and conflict resolution, formal 

agreement of tasks and roles, prior to the identification of indicators and targets. It 

would clearly not have been possible to carry out all these stages within the 6 

month pilot project timescale offered by the LGMB, even in- a target area much 

smaller than Fife. 

Too short a time frame is not simply an issue of 'relative quality-' but presents a 

risk of 'catastrophic failure'. For work on sustainable development, which is 

framed at an international level as relying on active engagement by a diverse 

range of stakeholders, this is a serious failure. Of the LGMB pilot authorities only 

those that were already engaged using sustainability indicators within a wider 

process of performance management, and saw the LGMB pilot process as an 

opportunity to showcase this work, were not seriously restricted by the 6 month 

timescale of the pilot. 
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* What evidence was there of integration of policies across social, economic and 

environmental issues? 

The LGMB menus did cover a range of social, economic and environrnental issues 

within the 13 themes approach. The Fife Sustainability Indicators report focused 

on issues and indicators rather than policies. The final report contained the 

following definition of sustainability: 

"The Future - in any activity we carry out we must consider the effects of that 
activity on the ability of future generations to meet their needs and aspirations; 

The Environment - in any activity we carry out we must also take into account the 
full environmental costs of these actions; 

Equity - We must aim for a for distribution of, and access to, resources, services and 
opportunities; 

Participation - We must aim to ensure that all people are able to share in decision 

making about decisions which affect the quality of human life and the environment. " 
(FRC, 1995a-. 2) 

This ̀ 4 principles' definition was used as the basis of evaluating the trend of 

individual indicators towards or away from sustainable development. The 

definition above implies the inclusion of social and ecological as wen as economic 

components of sustainability, however, the process limitations compounded by 

local government reorganization meant that there was only a limited impact on 

policy integration across the Fife Regional Council as a result of this pilot work. 

* Mat evidence was there of sharing of interests, both within the local 

authority and across local organizations and communities of interest to 

achieve sustainable development? 
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Within Fife Regional Council there was some evidence of sharing of interests 

through the use of a cross-departmental Sustainability Indicators Working Group 

involving staff from the Departments of Economic Development and Planning, 

Education, Community Education, Engineering (Roads) and Social Work. The 

Chair of the SIWG identified this cross-departmental approach as a positive aspect 

of the project process. However, it was an approach that was dependant upon staff 

in other departments having an interest in "sustainable development, and having 

some faith in the ability of the department of Economic Development and 

Planning to be able to deliver something useful from the project relating to other 

Departmental areas of responsibility. In the latter stages of the pilot period it 

emerged that staff from the Social Strategy unit had declined to participate in the 

SIWG as they felt, given the previous environmental focus of the work of the 

department of Economic Development and Planning, the project was unlikely to 

make a useful contribution to social policy and practice. However, had they 

participated they may well have brought in a focus on, and knowledge of, existing 

social policy work that would have been very valuable and increased the scope for 

policy integration. It is difficult to develop corporate working when a project is 

being lead by a single department. 

The sharing of interests with other organizations included several meetings with 

Fife Health Board over possible health indicators that might be appropriate for use 

in the report. Telephone discussions with a range of local organization to identify 

data and improve the commentary on individual indicators, and the written 

comments made by consultees who were issued with public consultation drafts of 

the Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report. However, the use of the SIWG as the 

main mechanism for the sharing of interest also missed an opportunity to integrate 

the Environmental Charter Steering Group more fully with the Sustainability 

Indicators pilot. The Charter Steering Group was an existing corporate structure 

for addressing environmental issues involving Fife Regional Council Staff and 
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business, voluntary and community based organization across Fife. As this group 

had already been involved in drawing up and reviewing two rounds of 

Environment Action Planning this might, have provided a more diverse and more 

grounded contribution to the development of the Sustainability Indicators pilot 

process than the SIWG plus consultees approach that was used. The broader 

sustainable development focus of this piece of work could have been addressed by 

developing the representation on the group by people and organiza-tio, n-s. 

knowledgeable about social and economic issues relating to sustainable 

development. Instead this process was identified as a recommendation of the 

Sustainability Indicators Project Study Report and the Environmental Charter 

Steering Group was subsequently reformed in-to a Local Agenda 21 Roundtable. 

* What was the distribution of power between partners involved in the 

Sustainability Indicators project? 

As the above information on the sharing of interests highlights, the distribution of 

power between partners in the indicators project was skewed heavily in favour of 

Fife Regional Council in general and the Department of Economic Development 

and Planning in particular. External organizations had only a 'consultee' role, 

being able to comment on information they were supplied with, but not being 

invited to shape the process or contribute to the "vision' of what sustainable 

development should mean for Fife. The mapping of the dialectical cycles of the 

whole (Figure 5.33) illustrates both the limited mechanisms and timeframes, of 

input from consultees external to Fife Regional Council, and the way in which 

decisions were taken at informal meetings of Department of Economic 

Development and Planning staff,, rather than the SIWG throughout a crucial 

period of December and much of January. 
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Department of Economic Development and Planning staff had a limited view of 

what the role of consultees in the early stages of the project, possibly influenced by 

the rather rigid and adversarial nature of formal planning consultations at that 

time. However, despite this imbalance the consultees, with support from members 

of the SIWG did exert significant influence on the final version of Sustainability 

Indicators for Fife report. This can be illustrated by the improvements in the 

quality of evidence presented, the more global perspective adopted and the more 

critical review of Fife's progress towards sustainability compared with the 1st 

public consultation draft of the report. 

The balance of power in the three community consultation pilots was similarly 

skewed. Fife Regional Council staff selected the pilot areas and community groups 

were not initially consulted about which community areas would be expected to 

participate in the pilot process. During the pilot when community groups in 

Benarty did express an interest in developing the work further through the use of 

Participatory Rural Appraisal tools this option was blocked when agreement could 

not be reached by two FRC departments over which should cover the cost. 

* What was the approach to community participation - who were the 

participants and how were they involved? 

The approach to community involvement at a Fife-wide level was limited to a 

consultee role. In addition to the rather blunt tool the Quality of Life 
f-%- - Questionnaire mentioned above, only 39 individuals and organizations in Fife 

received copies of the two "public consultation drafts' of the Sustainability 

Indicators for Fife Report. 

Some of these consultees expressed a view that the consultation was no more than 

a public relations exercise and consultees comments were not really intended to 
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have an impact upon the Sustainability Indicators for Fife report. This was not the 

view of all members of the SIWG although their concerns were initially well 
founded as the early drafts of the report lacked a long-term and global perspective 

or a sound basis of evidence upon which to make claims of progress 'towards 

sustainability'. 

Over the pilot period I sought to increase the receptivity of SIWG members to the 

potential for the use of a 'stronger" sustainable development definition, circulating 

written material (Bosworth, 1993; Wagernackle and Rees, 1994), encouraging 

discussion within SIWG meetings of patterns of individual "social commitmenV 

and presenting practical examples of how 'problems' that were presented by 

consultee's responses could be tackled (by undertaking research and writing on 

new basic needs indicators). To back up these arguments responses made by t -he 

more critical consultees were used to support the case for a more long term and 

global perspective and as a result had rather more impact on the final report than 

those who praised the report in the form it took in the first and second public 

consultation drafts. 

* Were there clear mechanisms for negotiation and conflict resolution between 

differen t in teres ts ? 

The Case Stories in chapter 5 highlight tensions at various stages of the pilot 

project process. The mechanism for reviewing progress on Fife pilot project, the 

SIWG, was a formal meeting in which it was not seen as appropriate to raise 

'issues of conflict' directly, so instead the symptoms of unresolved dispute over the 

framing,, progress and management of the project became a barrier to effective 

working within the project team. The feedback from both official and unofficial 

consultees provided ammunition for different factions within the team at various 

stages within the project. Viewed in the light of a theoretical framework which 
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emphasizes the need for issues of leadership, ownership and independence to be 

resolved iteratively (Rowe,, 2000; Carley, 2000) this inability to get to grips with 

inevitable conflicts that were generated within the project process can be see as a 

substantial failing. 

It is clear, however, that this was not simply a failing on the part of the 

management of the Fife pilot, but a symptom of the whole LGMB guidance 

process on Local Agenda issues. A high level of shallow participation has been 

secured for U-K Local Agenda 21 work and the issues of a focus on outputs rather 

than outcomes and on public awareness raising rather than on developing clear 

routes by which findings can be developed into a consensual programme of action 

and implemented have been identified as limiting factors in taking effective 

practical action of sustainable development issues at a local level in the UK 

(Brugmann, 1997; Roseland, 2000; Selman & Parker, 1999; Carley 2000 & undated). 

, now were objectives for action identified, and how did they relate to the 

visioning process? 

No formal targets for improvement were identified as part of the indicators 

process. The contents of the 'Way Forward" boxes of the indicators sheets were the 

closest the project got to identify objectives for action. The Way Forward boxes 

were a late addition to the process, being added as a result of the review 

undertaken in the 23rd January SIWG. The content of these boxes was then left to 

hurried drafting by members of the SIWG. This contrasts markedly with the City 

of Santa Monica process in which objectives, and the indicators to be used are 

developed from the earlier stakeholder stage by city staff and task force members 

(Brugmann, 1997). The Santa Monica approach offers scope for increasing 

ownership of the objectives and indicators by those who win have to manage the 

performance review systems in which they are embedded. In the Fife case the staff 
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of departments across the Council who would have been involved in managing 

the performance review systems in which the objectives and indicators were 

embedded may have had not direct involvement in the discussion and decisions 

contained in the Sustainability Indicators for Fffe Report. Heads of Service did 

read consultation drafts of the report but this passive role would not have 

promoted ownership by staff further down the lines of command. That SIWG 

members felt that the phrasing in the Way Forward boxes should carefully avoid 

actually committing the Council to taking any particular action illustrates the lack 

of political and institutional commitment to change resulting from the pilot 

process. 

9 Rlhat was the mechanism for reviewing progress towards these objectives and 
for publicizing this information? 

It was recommended that an annual update be produced to the Sustainability 

Indicators for Fife Report. As the role of Project Consultant ended in 1995 1 had no 

involvement in the development of the subsequent work in Fife. 

An updated Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report was produced in 1997 (Fife 

Council, 1997) and a new set of indicators addressing only the Quality of the 

Environment theme were produced in 1999 (Fife Council, 1999). Changes were 

made to the indicators used in the 1997 document compared with 1995 - these 

changes are set out in Appendix 6C. These changes largely reflect the development 

of new indicators that had been sought during the 1994 /5 pilot period. These 

include indicators for Community Economic Development Initiatives, Access to 

Basic Services, Incidence of Asthma in Children Under 5, How Fife People Travel 

to Work and the proportion of Household Waste Recycled. However, the report 

did not use the envirol unent /future/ equity/ participation definition as a basis for 
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evaluating the indicator trend and any explicit reference to the global impacts of 

activity in Fife. 

The 1997 report presented 20 indicators: 5 with a trend towards sustainability (1 

more than 1995), 6 with no trend (the same as 1995) and 9 with a trend away from 

sustainability (1 -less than 1995). The proportion of indicators using more than 10 

years of data has also dropped from 457o in 1995 to 357o in 1997. 

The Quality of the Enviroranent Indicators Report published in 1999 contained 18 

indicators (rather than 5 used in the Quality of the Envirorument sections of the 

1995 and 1997 reports) and covered the issues of air quality, water quality, urban 

and rural environment and biodiversity. The indicator trends were 9 with a trend 

towards sustainability, 5 with no trend and 4 with a trend away from 

sustainability. This compares with 4 with a trend away from sustainability and 1 

inconclusive indicator in the Quality of the Environment sect-ion of the 1995 report 

and all 4 indicators in the 1997 report with a trend away from sustainability. 

These reports were publicised in Fife Council's newspaper issued to all 

households, with copies of the report being made available on request and a 

summary of the in-formation going on to the Council's website in 1999. The lack of 

continuity between the indicators presented, and the basis upon which the 

assessment of trend towards or away from sustainability was made would make it 

difficult to use the process to hold Fife Council to account, or for Fife to use the 

indicators trends to support an argument that local conditions were improving. 

9 What processes were adopted to share learningfrom the Sustainability 

Indicators for Fife pilot and embedding this learning in future Council 

practice? 
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The processes formally adopted centered on the recommendations made in the 

Study Report of the Sustainability Indicators pilot project. In particular the 

development of the LA21 roundtable developed a broader programme of action 

planning and targets covering social and economic as well as environmental issues 

for work in the new Fife Council. Informally the learning arising from the process 

of engagement in the SIWG was reported to have strongly influenced future 

practice by individual officers (MacDonald [personal commentl McGregor 

[personal comment] Knowles[personal comment]). 

The limited engagement of the pilot with the mainstream decision making 

structures of the Council and the interests of other organizations meant that LA21 

continued to develop as a parallel and somewhat peripheral process rather than 

becoming more integrated into the political mainstream of either Fife Council in 

particular or the processes of local governance in general. In 2001 work on Local 

Agenda 21 was subsumed into the Community Planning process. Community 

Planning is a UK government initiative in which local aut horities take a lead role 

in developing local multi-agency partnerships for service planning and delivery 

with the stated aim of moving the organisation of services around the needs of 

citizens and communities. 

How productive was the use of sustainable development indicators 

in the Fife Case, in terms of promoting institutional action? 

* How did the learning from Sustainability Indicators for Fife affect processes 

for decision making and participation in Fife Regional Council; 

Comparative research on the effectiveness of sustainability indicators as a tool 

(Brugmann, 1997) makes a case that it is the decision making process, and the role 
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of indicators within this, rather than any statement of the intended purpose of a 

set of indicators that determines their practical usefulness. 

It created a problem for Fife as a pilot authority, using the indicators pilot as their 

first LA21 initiative, that the model offered by the LGMB was flawed. The LGMB 

promoted Sustainable Seattle's public awareness raising led approach, but 

proposed that pilot authorities achieve this on a very short timescale which 

severely limited the range of participation tools that could be applied. The LGMB's 

focus on publishable outputs also undermined the community involvement 

aspects of the pilot. 

Subsequent research studies have proposed that a performance management 

based process in which indicators have a more focused role in providing feedback 

as 'measures of progress' is m ore effective in supporting practical change. Yet in 

Fife the sustainable development work, of which the indicators project was a part,, 

was not sufficiently woven into the political systems of decision making and 

resourcing to be carried through to any significant extent. As a result the 

monitoring process that was carried on after the pilot period would at best have 

been able to track the lack of practical activity; in itself not very effective at raising 

public awareness that positive change towards sustainable development was 

possible. 

The experience of the Fife Sustainability Indicators pilot of difficulties in gaining 

agreement to use a global and holistic definition of sustainable development to 

underpin the indicators report highlights the challenge that will be faced ina 

Community Planning process where 'what sustainable development is' and 'what 

would constitute progress towards it' would need to be addressed by 

organisations constituted with very diverse aims including the Local Enterprise 

Company, the Tourist Board, Fife NHS Trust and Scottish Natural Heritage. 
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* What evidence is there of changes in actions and outcomes that can be 

reasonably attributed to the Sustainability Indicators for Fife project. 

There is little evidence of changes in actions and outcomes within the geographical 

area of Fife that can be attributed to the Sustainability Indicators pilot. Viewed in 

the light of the theoretical framework set out in Chapter 1 this outcome is not 

really surprising. In sustainable development projects in general the negative 

impact of poor local governance processes has been well documented. This is not a 

result of individual lack of commitment but the effect of timescales that are too 

short, policies that are not integrated,, interests that are not shared, power being 

unevenly shared within partnerships (Littlewood and While, 1997: 114). In such 

circumstances there is insufficient 'tender loving care" to enable the sustainable 

development tree to keep growing, so whatever mechanisms are established to 

count the fruit they cannot,, on their own,, sustain the tree, let alone enable it to 

flourish (Pollit, 1997). 

6.2.2 How should research into these sustainable development 

indicators issues be approached to explicitly recognize the value- 
laden nature of devising 'measures of progress' and of research? 

* Readers should be able to follow the research process and draw their own 

conclusions; 

This is important in dealing with the value-laden nature of both devising 

measures of progress and of research. The sheer volume of material generated 

during the pilot period created need to find appropriate structures for presenting 

and shaping the analysis of the material, a challenge that has been identified by 

other researchers in this field: 
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"The benefit of the holistic approach (to working with sustainability indicators) is 

that we can deal with complex wholes without losing their complexity or 'killing the 

whole' (also recognised in Hardi and Zdan, 1997), and we can ask wider questions 
than those that relate to individual parts. The downside for our analysis is that 
analysis itself becomes terribly difficult and so can lose all sense of focus and 
organisation if the practitioner is not careful. " (1999: 85) 

The approach that was taken was to present a rich description of the Sustainability 

Indicators for Fife process (Chapter 5) designed to meet the criterion of a 

comprehensive account of the research process. An account of decision making 

processes, both formal and informal is built up through cycles reviewing the 

development of individual indicators, and the dialectic research stages of the 

whole. A description of the theoretical basis for the choice of the dialectical and 

hermeneutic approach to data collection, analysis and interpretation is set out in 

Chapter 2 and the methods used are further described in Chapters 3,4 and 5. The 

results of the research are presented in Chapter 5 and in Section 6.3 Conclusions. 

The limits of the research project focus around the relative novelty of the research 

approach compared with the norm of using of thin description to present work on 

sustainable development indicators. Presentation of rich description created 

challenges regarding the types of contemporaneous evidence that would be 

required to support any assertions made (see Section 4.7.3). In an effort of 

overcome this problem Case Stories were used in the text as mechanism for 

presenting 'opinions' which were hard to support using the existing trail of 

external evidence. 

The length, and level of detail, involved in presenting a rich description of the case 

required some thought as to how best to hold the attention of the reader. The thin 

description of Chapter 4 is useful in presenting a chronological overview of the 

project and the various strands of work and outputs within it. Diagrams are used 
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at various stages throughout the thesis to help to orientate the reader. The colour 

adaptation of Rowan's (1981) dialectical research cycle diagram is also used as a 

recurring signpost in the exploration of the processes that shaped the framing of 

the Sustainability Indicators for Fife report as a whole. The volume of material 

available also made it necessary to select a limited number of indicator examples 

to track through the process of devising Sustainabihty Indicators for Fife. This 

sampling approach can be justified as addressing the task of illuminating issues 

that relate to the process based research questions posed at the start of the 

research. 

The time-consuming nature of the stages of PROJECT, NLAKING SENSE and 

COMMUNICATION meant that only one case is presented. Gummesson (2000), 

however, recognises, this as a hazard of a 'rich' case study research approach: 

ý 'it is generally not possible to carry out more than one or a very limited number of 
in-depth case studies in a research project. " (2000: 86-87) 

Gummesson does not see this as a major problem. He states that: 

"with good descriptive/analytical language to grasp the interaction between various 
parts of the system it is possible to generalise from one or very few cases" (2000: 

89). 

Gurnmesson also makes a case that where the research audience are managers 

who must understand and implement the research findings (such as Councillors 

and Service Managers in Local Government) a case study approach which seeks to 

arrive at specific types of conclusions regarding a single 'case history' can be very 

valuable. 

The adoption of Gummeson's (2000) qualitative case study methodology, with the 

use of Rowan's 1981 dialectical research cycle to provide a framework for the 
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challenges of focus and organization in presenting rich description, are approaches 

that would be of value to other researchers in presenting research on the process of 

devising sustainability indicators so that readers can follow the research process 

and draw their own conclusions. 

* Researchers should present their paradigm and preunderstanding; 

The value-laden nature of devising 'measures of progress' means that it is helpful 

for the research to present their paradigm and preunderstanding. 

The personal and professional values held in the early stages of the research 

project are set out in Chapter 3. The impact of my paradigm and 

preunderstanding on how I engaged in the role of Project Consultant/ Researcher 

comes through in the rich description of the Fife Sustainability Indicators pilot. 

The use of the theoretical frame of dialectical research cycles within a dynamic 

hermeneutic spiral process of research provided a clear framework for presenting 

evidence of the changes in the theoretical and conceptual framing of the 

Sustainability Indicators for Fife report over the course of the project using 

repeated iterations of the introductory sections from report drafts. However, this 

approach did raise difficulties about how to delineate what is pertinent 

information to include. Studies by a range of authors applying qualitative 

approaches to management research (Krim, 1988; Reason, 1988; 1994a, 1994b; 

Torbert 1987,199 1; Torbert and Fisher, 1995; Gummesson, 2000) do not offer a 

consensus around what is an appropriate balance regarding the level of detail to 

include as 'rich description' and what constituted excessive autobiography. 

The level of 'appropriate autobiographical detail' for inclusion in a rich description 

is an area for further work on the use of dialectical and hernieneutic research 

approaches applied to the field of sustainability indicators research. 
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* The research should possess credibility 

This is a quality criteria that the researcher can attempt to meet in terTns of process, 

but the judgment regarding whether these endeavours have succeeded has to be 

left to the reader. 

In presenting the rich description of the Fife Case the written comments of all 

consultees regarding the Sustainability Indicators for Fife report were presented 

verbatim. Copies of all the drafts of introductory material for the report and all the 

iterations of indicator sheets for the sample of indicators tracked through the 

development process have been presented in full. 

The dialectical approach encourages honest presentation of alternative 
interpretations and contradictory data by placing the emphasis on recognising and 

working with contradictions rather than seeking to deny or bury them. The data 

upon which the analysis and interpretation were based is set out using the 

approach of cycling between individual indicators (the parts), and the sustainable 
development framing of the Sustainability indicators for Fife report (the whole). 

These cycles are described in prow, supported by documentary evidence, and also 

summarised into dialectical maps that make it easier to see patterns within the 

dialectical research cycle stages. For example the addition of colour to the 

dialectical research cycle maps highlights the relationship between the shifting 

location of the NLAKING SENSE process and the stalled development of a process 

of "co-operative inquiry' into the most appropriate framing of the Sustainability 

Indicators for Fife report as a whole. 

Kjellen and Soden-nann (1980) comment on the potential benefits of a case study 

method to address the hohstic nature of the research questions posed: 

"The detailed observations entailed in the case study methods enable us to study 

many different aspects, examine them in relation to each other, view the process 
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within its total environment and also utilise the researcher's capacity for "Verstehen") 
(understanding). Consequently, case study research provides us with a greater 
opportunity than other available methods to obtain a holistic view of a specific 
research project. "' 

(Kjellen and Sodermann, 1980: 35 quoted in Gurnmesson, 2000: 99) 

Based on the experience of the Sustainability Indicators for Fife research the 

qualitative case study method appears to offer a credible research approach for 

similar and related work on devising sustainable development indicators and 

performance management systems. 

* The researcher should have had adequate access; 
Access was one of the key strengths of this research process. Fife's participation in 

the LGMB Sustainability Indicators pilot offered an unusua Hy good chance to 

experience 'from the inside' how the process of devising indicators was 

conducted. The LGMB pilot had a national profile within local government 

organisations and brought with it a high level of management commitment. These 

factors would have been very difficult to recreate for an individual research 

project. 

The role of Project Consultant/ Researcher gave very good formal and informal 

access to SIWG members,, to written records of the project, and to written 

comments from formal consultees. This role also provided an opportunity to 

witness the unrecorded verbal information and nonverbal cues which were a part 

of the context of decision making but could not have been accessed without being 

present in a wide range of settings within the organisation and building up a trust 

relationship with SIWG members. 

The Project Consultant/ Researcher role did present some access constraints. There 
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was little contact with staff more senior than the level of Depute Director within 

Economic Development and Planning and only limited informal contact with non- 

SIWG staff outwith the ED&P department. Access to formal consultees was also 

limited by the predominantly paper-base consultation approach adopted 

Access is a crucial issue if qualitative case study methodology is to be applied. 

This may be a limiting factor for other researchers in this field if such access 

cannot be secured, in which a different methodology would become more 

appropriate. 

* There should be an assessment of the generality and validity of the research; 

At issue is whether the findings of this research are limited in their applicability to 

a single local authority (Fife), or to local government as an organisation type. 

Examples of other research into the process of generating and using indicators as 

tool within the broad field of sustainable development were set out in Chapter 1. A 

number of UK Sustainable Development Indicators initiatives have taken place 

since the publication of the Sustainability Indicators for Fife report, several of 

which have built on aspects of the LGMB (1995) Sustainability Indicators work. 

These include Indicators of Sustainable Development for the United Kingdom 

(DoE, 1996), Communities Count (NEF, 1998), Quality of Life Counts (DETR, 

1999) and Local Quality of Life Counts (DETR, 2000). 

Probably the most relevant of these initiatives, because of its local government 

focus, is 'Local Quality of Life Counts'. This document set out 29 indicators: 

f cc I rorn which local authorities may wish to consider using a selection for reporting 

their LA21 and Community Strategies. The indicators build on extensive work 

already carried out at local and national levels and have been developed by a joint 

initiative between local and central government. " (DETR, 2000) 
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The project work upon which the Local Quality of Life Counts is based was run by 

a similar team of organisations, (NEF / ENVIRON / IDEA & Local Government 

Association), using broadly the same process as the 1993-5 LGMB Sustainability 

indicators Project. The pilot local authorities were asked to select indicators from a 

draft set provided by the Local Quality of Life steering group. The pilot authorities 

were then to gather data, engage with local partners, record and share their 

experience of working on each indicator and present this information, including 

feedback on resource requirements and local reaction to indicators to the Local 

I', -ality of Life steering group. The pilot phase of the project started in October ZU 

1999 and was expected to be completed in January 2000. This very short timescale 

during the winter and over the holiday period suggests that the issues of timescale 

for stakeholder participation in WEA local government pilot work is still an issue: 

"The project has been demanding on all involved. Some pilots felt the time available 
for testing the indicators was too short and therefore the testing phase was not as 
inclusive of the community and other stakeholders as it could have been. But in some 
authorities the carrying out of the pilot did stimulate successful cross-working with 
different parts of the council. " (DETR, 2000) 

A section in the Local Quality of Life Counts report on ideas put forward by the 

pilot local authorities based on their experience states that indicator development 

is a long process, taking up to two years (DETR, 2000). This has resonance with 

Monaghan's conclusions with regard to performance indicator systems that 

several years is a realistic timesca-le for effectively establishing a new indicator 

system (Monaghan, 1995). 

The Local Quality of Life Counts report adopting a similar approach to that used 

in the Fife 1995 study, including an Appendix containing issues that were 

addressed in the pilot but where a practical indicator was not found or agreed. 

These were: 
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* distance traveled by locally produced commodities - e. g. food miles 
* social networks * 

involvement in decision making 

minority group representation 

* demonstration of cultural interest * 

local job opportunities for young people 

locally owned business 

training in employment 

journeys made by mode 

Those marked with * were explored in Fife but data could not be obtained. This 

suggests that it is not only issues of process but also technical and data issues 

linked to the development of suitable indicators that still present a challenge. 

On this basis this study of the Sustainability Indicators for Fife work has both 

generality and validity in Gummesson's terms. This doctoral study can therefore 

be framed as seeking to make a contribution to an ongoing debate within the UK 

and international sustainable development, indicators and local governance fields. 

The linkages identified between the role of performance management processes 

within local government and the developing Community Planning mechanisms of 

local governance create clear opportunities to explore the application of this 

research to other organizations. 

* The research should make a contribution; 

Researchers have highlighted major weaknesses in the process of communication 

of many sustainable development initiatives as tools for learning in other settings. 

Young (1996) and Sharp (1999) both highlight the lack the contextual information 

as an important barrier to learning: 
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"an approach based on highlighting pioneering initiatives across countries implies 
that imaginative solutions can be transplanted not just from city to city, but from one 
political system to another.. Studies that emphasise pioneering initiatives do not 
explain why different countries and cities have embedded in their bureaucratic 

cultures different ideas about what is technically possible and politically acceptable. 
Often these are seen as technocratic, management issues, as institutional barriers that 

can be overcome. If innovatory ideas are to be adopted more widely researchers need 
to move on from policy initiatives to address a range of broader, contextual factors. ") 
(Young, 1996: 355-6) 

"British local government is placing a new emphasis on local action for the global 
environment. In the literature addressing these development limited attention has 
been paid to the contested nature of sustainability, or to the local context in which 
initiatives arise... Authorities are depicted in terms of their progress towards 

sustainability, but the wide variations in their interpretations of this goal are seldom 

emphasised... it is suggested that most of these description are apolitical, that they 
lack the contextual information to suggest which factors enable and constrain the 
development of policy in particular directions. " 

(Sharp, 1999: 139) 

These weaknesses in other contemporary studies are specifically addressed by this 

thesis. By adapting Rowan's (1981) dialectical framework for'ITUNKING about, 

MAKING SENSE of, and COMMUNICATION of the written and experiential 

data generated in the process of devising a framework of indicators of sustainable 

development, this study offers a new approach to making explicit the impact of 

context on the selection of indicators. The development of this dialectical research 

approach into 'maps' highlighting the location of the dialectic stages within the 

iterative process of developing individual indicators is particularly useful in 

recognising the influence of rationale for using sustainability indicators (as a tool 

for awareness raising, or for performance management), and the impact of pre- 

understanding of participants, informal processes and both 'official' and 

'funofficial' consultees in shaping a set of indicators. 
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The contribution made by the development of the dialectical research model for 

use in writing up and visually mapping processes of creating frameworks of 

sustainable development indicators relates well to the points made by Normann in 

relation to the generalisability of research: 

"If you have good descriptive or analytic language by means of which you can really 
grasp the interaction between various parts of the system, the possibilities to 
generalise also from a very few cases, or even one single case, may be reasonably 
good. Such a generalisation may be of a particular character, it might be possible to 
generalise a statement of the type "a system of type A and a system of type B 
together comprise a mechanism which tends to function in a particular way. " On the 
other hand one cannot make any generalisation about how common these types of 
systems and interaction patterns are. But the possibilities to generalise from one 
single case are founded in the comprehensiveness of the measurements which make 
it possible to reach a fundamental understanding of the structure, process and driving 
forces rather than a superficial establishment of correlation of cause-effect 
relationships. " (Normann, 1970: 53 quoted in Gunimesson, 2000: 89) 

One area for further research will be to use the dialectical research cycle 

framework and mapping approach in the process of devising, and recording the 

context of, frameworks of sustainable development indicators other organisations. 

including in other local authorities. 

6.3 Recommendations 

Sustainable development indicators have been promoted as a tool for focusing 

public awareness around sustainable development issues. For this to be successful 

there needs to be a clear process by which these findings will be developed into a 

consensual programme of action and implemented. In the absence of such a 

process the indicators will not command sufficient political and management 

support to become the basis of internal and external reporting. They become 

peripheral to the performance management process and are doomed to have only 

a limited impact upon behavioural change, individually and institutionally. 
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Serious consideration should be given to the use of tools other than sustainable 

development indicators where there is currently insufficient political and 

management support to sustain behavioural change. 

Where indicators are not embedded in clear management and decision-making 

processes, the range of indicators that could be chosen is huge. This approach 

offers a direct route into the,, potentially overwhelming, value-laden morass of 

deciding what sustainable development means and how to measure it. While this 

can be a fascinating intellectual exercise for those who are inclined towards this 

activity it is very difficult to translate the scientific justification for any particular 

indicator choice to a non-specialist audience in an engaging way. This has been 

identified as a particular problem within UK sustainable development work and 

this contrasts with the model of sustainable service planning characteristic of 

international local governance approaches. The tension between the need for 

collective exploration of radical options for sustainable futures, and the need to 

make an immediate and measurable improvement to local environments should 

be addressed by separating the stages of visioning and of identifying appropriate 

measures of progress. A process of negotiation and conflict resolution should 

follow visioning between stakeholders, formal agreement must then be secured 

over actions that will be undertaken and where responsibility for resourcing and 

implementing these actions rest. Indicators should then be identified, along with 

targets for improvement. These should then be used to review the effectiveness of 

actions and share lean-Ling about the implementation process. Using indicators as a 

feedback mechanism embedded within such a process defines the role each 

indicator is being used to perform, and the purpose of using indicators in the 

wider process. It is these issues of governance, and the quality and approach to 

governance that is required that is at the heart of achieving effective action 

towards sustainable development: 
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If sustainable development indicators are to be promoted as a public awareness 

raising tool this should not be a primary or even a first phase objective,, but a later 

option for using sustainable development indicators that are well embedded in 

performance management processes. Stakeholders in processes of accountability 

can then use the progress, or lack of it, that is being achieved in evidence. 

Experience in the use of performance management systems in a variety of settings 

highlights the value of vigilant, robust and well-informed support networks to the 

success of effort topromote individual and institutional behavioural change. 

The model of local governance that has emerged in the UK presents considerable 

barriers to the implementation of sustainable development. For these barriers to be 

removed timescale need to be much longer, policies need to be more effectively 

integrated, considerable institutional change is needed to enable power to be more 

evenly shared within partnerships and ways in which communities (whether of 

locality or interest) are empowered, or disempowered, to participate in decision 

making needs to be kept under continual scrutiny. 

Meaningful participation requires that all concerned and affected stakeholders be 

provided the information and resources they require to influence, and contribute 

to, the decision-making process, and that planning and decision-making processes 

must be designed and implemented to foster comprehensive stakeholder 

participation. 

Further Study 

A. The conclusions and practice recommendations contained in this thesis 

should be used as a foundation for research evaluating work on sustainable 

development indicators in the changing context for local governance created by 

the 'Community Planning' initiative. 
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B. The dialectic and hermeneutic approach developed in this thesis for 

presenting a rich, context-laden description of process and content should be 

applied to processes of devising sustainable development indicators in other local 

government settings and in other types of organisation. 

C. The dialectic and hermeneutic approach should also be extended to assess 
its value for addressing the need for contextual information to facilitate 

transferable learning between organisations with regard to sustainable 
development initiatives other than indicators. 
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Figure I 
Social Welfare 
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Performance Indicators 

Effectiveness 
is the service doing what it is supposed to? 

Efficiency 
Is the required standard of service being provided at the lowest cost? 

User experience 
How does it feel to the public to use the service? 

Indicators of sustainability therefore need to be helpful in judging: eý 

Performance Indicators 
I for sustainability 

Effecfiveness 
Is the service meeting social welfare needs within ecological balances 

Efficiency 
Is the required standard of service being provided at the lowest 
environmental and social and economic cost? 

User experience 
How does the service contribute to the service user's quality of life? 

What difference does (he type of performance measures used make to the achievement of 
sustainability? Take the example of Scotfish Power. The main measure of performance they are 
currently obliged to use is basically how much energy they have sold 

Energy utilities in other countries see their role differently, and therefore select different perfornance 
measures. They see their role as the provision of energy services - heat, light, motive power for 
machinery and so on. This means that they can improve their performance without having to 
encourage increased energy consumption. (Figure 2) 

This is good for the customers, who can get the same services while consuming less energy. r, 
It is good for the environment as less consumption should mean less environmental damage e$ 
It is also makes very good economic sense for the energy companies, as energy saving measures are t% 
much more cost effective than building new generating capacity. 

- 11 
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Issues behind indicators 7 

Lesley Rowan - University of Stirling 

The context of seeking sustainability 

Many people who receive services from. or who work for, local authorities are unclear about: 
what sustainability is? 
why sustainability is important? 
how sustainability is different from what they do at the moment? 

Adrian has already looked at the first two issues. I will focus on how sustainability is different from 
the way that we do things at the moment ? Cý 

Many people perceive a conflict between social welfare and the environment. This is based on chain 
of commonly held assumptions. It is assumed that social welfare is dependent upon standard of 
living; that standard of living is dependent upon consumption; that consumption is dependent upon 
production; that production is dependent upon resource inputs and outputs; that resource inputs and 
outputs inevitably mean damage to the environment. 

If this set of assumptions really apply, then to improve social welfare we have to accept that damage 
to the environment is a kind of "occupational hazard". 

But do these assumptions really apply? They certainly fail to recognise that damaging the 
environment reduces social welfare. What else do these commonly held assumptions fall to 
recognise? C. 

To me they fail to recognise that we are part of a complex interconnected web of social and 
environmental elements and that we cannot simply ignore the impacts of our actions. It is like poking 
your finger into an inflated ballon - the air has to go somewhere, so the sides will stretch and bulge 
out to accommodate your actions - or maybe the ballon will go bang. 

If what we are interes(ed in is welfare then we can do much better than we are at present without 
laying waste to the environment. 0 

The assumptions behind people versus the environment are just that - assumptions - we can decouple 

each and every one of these linkages. (Figure I ell Ll 

We can decouple welfare from material standards - by ftwussing on quality of life. 
At present we tend to count how much people earn and how much people own, We do not tend to 
assess how useful these things really are to people. 0 

For example, "rush hour" journeys into the centre of Edinburgh that could be done by bus in 15 iV 
minutes in the 19. SCK- i)()%%- wk-c over an hour by car. Measuring standard of living sees inore and more n-C. 
cars as an ever increasmg improvement. Whereas focussing on quality of life brings into ques6on r, t- C, 
why so many pcopIcarc travelling so much. and what mean% of transport would be most effective 
inMCCtIFI. OSpeople mohilli), needs. 
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10.25 Chairman's Opening Remarks 
Questions will be taken after each speaker 

10.30 The Government Perspective 
Ed Reavley - Scottish Office 

10-50 Why Sustainability Indicators ? 
Adrian Shaw - Strathclyde Region 

11.10 Local Government Sustainability Indicators Research 
Project 

Robin Millward - Consuftant 

11.30 Issues Behind Indicators 
Lesley Rowan - Stirling University 

-,. 
VARIOUS 

12.00 Workshop: Choosing Workable Indicators 
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1.00 Lunch 

COMMITTEE ROOM 1 

2.00 Indicators In Practice 

Housing and Urban Development 
Jane Brooke, Glasgow District 

Rural Sustainability 
Mike Halls, Ettrick and Lauderdale District 

Sustainability Indicators In Canada 
Wendy Simpson, Environment Canada 

2.45 Workshop: Using Indicators to Measure 
Progress in my Authority 

COMMITTEE ROOM 1 

3.45 Concluding DiscU83ion 

4.00 Close 

UZZY. DOC 
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We can decouple living standards from consumption - by making things that last. An example of this 
is the well built tenements and houses that can be found in many Scottish towns and cifies that have 
already been homes for two or three generations. and with a little maintenance could provide secure 
shelter for several more generations. 

Another way of decoupling living standards from consumption is to use appropriate technology to 0 do things. For example doing short journeys on foot or by bike instead of by car. 61 % of all car 
joumeys are under 5 miles and 32 % of all journeys are under I mile. 

We can decouple consumption from production by avoiding unecessary processing of goods. Did 
you know that you can get porridge in a fin these days. Unless you like cold poffidge it pfobably saves 
you no more than a minute or two of cooking time. This small time saving is at the cost of a tin can, 
the environmental cost of transporting it, and the fact that you will pay about 10 times more in cash 
terms. 

Using locally sourced products will save the energy of transporting products from farther away as 
well as offering the opportunity to bK*st the local economy. 

To decouple production from resource inputs we need to reduce the amount we use to achieve the 
level of service that we need. A very recent example of how reducing resource use can have indirect 
as well as direct benefits is the E600,000 saving made by a Regional Council over a two year period 
through energy efficiency measures. They were then able to redirect money and pay for seat belts 
to be put in school transport. 

Another approach to decoupling production from resource inputs is to close the resource loops by 
reusing and recycling materials. It is important to stress that the order of priority is reduce, reuse, 
recycle, otherwise the total amount of material treated as waste will still rise. 

Finally. to decouple resource inputs and outputs from environmental damage we need to look at the 
kind of resources we are using. By using renewable resources such as energy instead of fossil C. 

resources we not only reduce the impact of harnessing the energy, but we also reduce the impacts of 
using it. Burning fossil fuels at a rapid rate is not only depleting the resources available to future 

V 
generations, but is also putting pollution into the atmosphere much more rapidly than the natural 
balancing mechanisms of the plane( are able to deal with. C, 

So by changing our assumptions about the way that we do things, improving social welfare whether Cý ý 
in Craigmillar or in Ethiopia does not need to damage the environment. Nor does improving, social 
welfare in Craigmillar have to be at the expense of people in Ethiopia. 

The role do indicators play in the 12rocess of achieving sustainability 

Indicators are basically infomiation which help you tojudge the effectiveness, efficiency and user tD. 
experience of a service. 

- 
1. 
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However, if we look it the kind of measures of performance currently in use, we find that they are 
fragmented, tending to focus on economic. or social. o themes (Figure 3) and they 

t- V gj environmental 
take little or no account of the need to ass", s the effectiveness of serviices in meeting social welfare 
needs. 

For example, when I looked at the Audit Commission Citizen's Charter Indicators to see where they 
filled in terms of the primary issues they are designed to measure, I found the pattern illustrated in 
Fi, mre 4. While I an) the first to agree that this is a subjective exercise, the pattern does suggest C, 
that (he Audit Commission has a rather narrow focus of what it is important for Local Authorities 
toachieve. It also shows that environmental issues are not a great concern. 

For comparison, I tried the same exercise with the issues being covered by the Transport Strategy 
adopted in Central Region, known as All Change! Ile strategy identifies the piublems of increasing 
car use in Region, and instead of advocating yet more road building, the solution being pursued is 
to encourage greater use of altemative means of transport. It is a radical programme not least e, 
because it intends to switch a lot of the new spending on transport away from roads and car-parks 
to specific projects for, traffic calming. and improved facilities for those walking, cycling and 
travelling by bus and rail. I should stress that this diagram is bamd on the the policy points not on 
indicators, as indicators fiave not t3een (j&eibped 1(')r aiflejimentg oi fni strategy. Wddm n6wever, 
serve to illustrate what a more integrated approach looks like in this framework. 

The process of developing appropriate indicators of sustainability 

Many authorities have experience of dcveloping local indicators, to measure the effectiveness of 
local action in pursuit of locally defined objectives and policies. 

Values ----V Goals -V Policies Strategies Indicators 

Indicators should be one element in a comprehensive process of managing services and of 
managing change. They have a specific role in providing feedback on the implementation of policy. LI CP 

To improve local authorities perforinance in achieving sustainabifity, the focus needs to be on how 
to ineel social needs within the ecological balances of our planet, and how to provide services k! ) 

efficlently, in resource as well as economic terms, as well as how to ensure that it is the quality 
of life of people at both local and global levels that shapes the services that are provided. 

Today we have an opportunity to explore ways of developing indicators of sustainability. The 
framework we will use in the workshops highlights the interconnectedness of social, economic and 
eiwironniental issue--ý. 

There is no single nghl answer to what the pattern should be: just as we are not seeking to find one 0 C, 
ideal form of sustainable society. We need to build on cultural and ecological diversity to find many 
forms of sustainable society. 

Thl,, isa learning process forall of us. I hope we can support each other in the process of finding 
0 

mv. IN N- of living of' delivering servicesand of planning for the future as if people, the economy and 
planel ma(lere(l. 
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LOCAL AUTHORITIES INDICATORS CONFERENCE 

NORKSHOP LEADERS' NOTES 

Participants will be advised that 6 workshops are available, each with a 
slightly differ-ent locus.. 

There will be I on each of the following topic areas : 

0 Planning (Bob Reid, Depute Director of Planning, Grampian). 

0 Transport Mavid Spaven, Transport-Cons-oltant). 

Environmental Policy (Allan Speedie, Environment Charter Officer, 
Central -Region). 

Social Policy/Poverty (Jean Bareham, Scottish Education and Action for 
Development). 

Environment and Energy (Richard Dixon, Community Service Volunteers 
Environment). 

Indicators and Performance Review (Claire Monaghan, Management Science, 
Sti rl i ng Uni versi ty) - 

Participan 
- 
ts will be encouraged to join the group in which they have some 

expertise but we need to-keep numbers fairly ev-e-n - a: bout 1-0 persons-p-er 
group. 

Session I 
1-Hojjr Developing Indicators 

of Sustainability 

1. Introductions 

Who people are, what job they do, why they have come to the Conference. 
5 mins 

Select a Scribe 
2. Working in threes, 

-participants 
draw up lists of indicators they use in 

their department. 5 mins 

3. Each threesome selects the 2 of its indicators which are most important 
in the influence they-have on decisions Ih -t-h-ei-r -d-epaTtment. Leader 
writes up 10 on flipchart. 

(Note - just in case participants dry up completely, it would be prudent 
to have a list of fairly general indicators, eg GNP, unemployment rate 
etc up your sl-eeve. Lesl-ey Rowa-n, will have other lists available at 
the Conference you could draw from ). 

- 
!L 
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4. Leader re-states the role of the 3 circles on the chart - 
Eronomy/Sac i -ety/-ETtv i -ro-nme-nt. If a-n i-rvdi-c-&tor refl-ects -& s-ocial goal, it 
would benefit ordinary service users eg % increase in incomes. If an 
economy goal, it would benefit national economy eg % potential rent 
collected; if an environme-ni goal , it -would bie-nefit th-e -natural world 
eg species diversity in nature reserve. 

5. Group discusses the list developed in (3) and places each indicator in a 
circle. Some will fall into more than I circle eg change in 
unemployment would fall into both society and econoiny circles, but would 
have no necessary relationship to the environment. Note that most items 
in conventional lists fall into separate circles, predominantly in 
'-ec-onomyl unless the list ha-s te-e-n 4rawn up by Environmental Health! 
("Post-it" notes are available if you want to use them). 

6. New flipchart with linked circles. Leader re-emphasises that 
"envir-onme-nt I-s Tvot -negotiabl-e". 

7. Group tries to come up with indicators which fall into the centre of the 
linked Circles - -s-at-i-s-f-ying -CTiteria for en-vironment. soci-ety and 
economy together. You could work in threes again if you like. Try to 
tease out qualitative as well as quantitive indicators. 

Model answers might include : 

% houses achieving high standards of energy eff ic iency 
% food produced locally 
p, e, d-eitrian/cyclist deaths per year etc. 
satisfaction with neighbourhood 

8. Group discusses the pattern which the indicators make - some good 
sugg0s`tlovs 'May D-nly meet 2 Tath-er tha-n 3 criteria. Why? 

Well done to get to this point! 

Session 2 
I Hour But will it fly? 

(Participants may change groups if they must, but are recommended to stay 
with their origi-n-al group). 

(Note - if the group hasn't got to stage 8, keep going if at all possible. 
Stages 9 onwards are use-ful a-nd valvable, b-ut if th-e group di-gre-ssed in the 
morning, try to get them to reach at least stage 8 by the end of the 
afternoon). 

Select a Scribe 

Review morning's achievements. Note any fLtrther thoughts about the 
pattern emerging. 

10. Group to assess the importance of each of their list of indicators. 

- 11 
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What does indicator X mean for the environment/society/economy. Is it 
trivial or would it change anything if people started to seriously use 
it? 

Note comments/deletions. What difference would they make. Why? 

11. Group assesses the balance of the revised list. 

-Has swetM-nj iiWoTtant -been left -out; -does the -basket of i-ndi cators 
feel coherent; does anything stick out like a sore thumb. Why? 

-Note comments and reasons. 

12. Group considers the practical implications for daily work of using these 
i, ndicators. 

Are they easy to understand? 
Can the mate-rial be -easily-/, c-hea-ply -coll-ected? Can service users/community groups be involved in collection? 
Would there be any undesirable consequences from managing these 
i-ndi-cators? 

Note comments and reasons. 

13. Assuming everyone's happy, fill in the format sheet with the chosen 
indicators/who collects/how/under what circumstances. 

Well done! 

14. Consider the points the group wants to make to the SANGEC Team. 
Del egates vi II get wri tt-en fe-edba-ck -mai led to them. 

Have a well-earned cup of tea. We'll try to hold a short de-briefing for 
works-hop I-eaders at 4.00pm 

I 

SG/637/CM/JB 
24 March 1994 

-. 1 
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REPORTING ON SUSTAINABILITY 

THE CHALLENGE FOR LOCAL AUTHORITIES 

EDINBURGH 

6 APRIL 1994 

THEC0NFERENCEREP0RT 

Lesley Rowan 
Jane Brooke 
Adrian Shaw 

This Conference was supported by : 

COSLA 
Friends of the Earth (Scotland) 
Scottish Academic Network on Global Environmental Change 

-I 
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BACKGROUND 

The Conference "Reporting on Sustainability - the Challenge for Local 
Authorities" was held as COSLA's contribution to the Edinburgh International 
Science festival. It formed the first day of three days of specialist and 
public fora designed to give the opportunity to debate the role of various 
different approaches to reporting on sustainability. 

Local Authorities are increasingly under pressure to promote "Sustainable 
Developmentu. Agenda 21, the European Union's Fifth Environmental Action 
Programme and the UK Government's Strategy for Sustainable Development have 
all highlighted the need for Local Authorities to take action. 

It was the view of the conference organisers that it was important that 
reporting on sustainability within Local Authorities should emerge from 
existing good practice in performance review, and practical policy 
development. 

AIMS 

to increase awareness about sustainability issues 

to increase people's understanding about the role of indicators in 
monitoring the effects of their practice towards or away frov 
sustainability 

to build people's confidence that appropriately chosen indicators can be 
of value in shaping good practice 

to begin to explore approaches to devising useful, context-specific 
indicators of sustainability in local government in the UK. 

TARGET AWIENCE 

This conference was not aimed at "experts" but at anybody who is interested 
in promoting sustainable development in Local Authorities. 
The list of delegates is attached (APPENDIX 2). 

APPROACH 

It was the view of the conference organisers that indicators of 
sustainability are simply one component in a management process. They need 
to be embedded in a framework which starts with values, and leads to 
actions. The role of indicators is to give feedback on the impacts of 
actions so that the relationship between these impacts and identified needs 
and policy priorities is explicit. 

Indicators of sustainability are tools for assessing the condition of human 
and natural systems. the stresses upon them and the impacts of policy 
responses and practical actions. 
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Chosing appropriate indicators then becomes specific to the local context and 
the processes that are being managed. There is an important learning 
component in both devising and using indicators. By being involved in the 
process of assessing which measures may be appropriate, explaining them to 
others and monitoring the data which is collected, people can develop their 
awareness and understanding of the issues they are dealing with to a much 
greater extent than if they simply use externally generated checklists or 
procedures. 

Issues around sustainability require us to deal with problems at many levels 
and in many ways at once. This creates a need for many people to understand 
the issues and recognise that they have a responsibility to make changes to 
their current practice. There are over 5 million people in Scotland making 
decisions on sustainability every day. We do not have the capacity to give 
them all a checklist or a set of indicators against which they can measure 
their every action. What we can do is to develop a framework which 
encourages understanding of the issues around sustainability and enables 
people to make positive decisions in favour of sustainable practices. 

An attempt was made to extend the conventional framework for performance 
indicators to incorporate sustainability issues. 

Performance indicators for sustainability need to take account of : 

Effectiveness 

Is the service meeting social welfare needs within ecological balances? 

Efficiency 

Is the required standard of service being provided at the lowest 
environmental, social and economic cost? 

User experience 

How does the service contribute to the service user's quality of life? 

However, the measures of performance currently in use are generally both 
fragmented and incomplete, tending to focus on economic or social or 
environmental themes. 

For example. an exercise to plot the Audit Commission's Citizen's Charter 
Indicators on the basis of the primary issues they are designed to measure 
produced the pattern illustrated in Figure 1. It is accepted that this is a 
subjective exercise but the pattern suggests that the Audit Commission has a 
rather narrow focus of what it is important for Local Authorities to 
achieve. It also shows that environmental issues are not a great concern. 

For comparison, the same exercise was carried out with the issues being 
covered by the Transport Strategy adopted In Central Region, known as All 
Change! The strategy identifies the problems of increasing car use in the 
Region, and instead of advocating yet more road buildtng, the solution 
pursued is to encourage greater use of alternative means of transport. It is 
a radical programme, not least because it intends to switch a lot of the new 
spending on transport away from roads and car-parks to specific projects for 
traffic calming, and improved facilities for those walking, cycling and 
travelling by bus and rail. It should be stressed that this diagram is based 
on the policy points not on indicators, as indicators have not been developed 
for all elements of the strategy. It does, however, serve to illustrate what 

I --I, - IZ* L-2- LL. 4 . 40ý--o-w1v fCTr41F)C IN 
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This way of trying to make explicit the extent to which particular 
measurement approaches take account of environmental, social and economic 
elements was used to frame the workshop discussions. 

The workshops began by looking at performance indicators currently in use by 
local government and exploring how these differed from indicators developed 
with the explicit intention of measuring performance on sustainability. 
Participants were asked to assess where they felt various indicators fitted 
in terms of social, environmental and economic objectives. It was suggested 
that by attempting to focus on policy making and performance measurement that 
has useful social and environmental and economic outcomes we move away from 
setting up conflicting policy streams and start to develop policy and 
practice that builds in accounting for sustainability. 

This way of trying to make explicit the extent to which particular 
measurement approaches take account of environmental, social and economic 
elements was used to frame the workshop discussions. 

The workshops began by looking at performance indicators currently in use by 
local government and exploring how these differed from indicators developed 
with the explicit intention of measuring performance on sustainability. 
Participants were asked to assess where they felt various indicators fitted 
in terms of social, environmental and economic objectives. It was suggested 
that by attempting to focus on policy making and performance measurement 
which has useful social and environmental and economic outcomes we move away 
from setting up conflicting policy streams and start to develop policy and 
practice that builds in accounting for sustainability. 

Six parallel workshops were offered. each with a slightly different locus. 
The workshop leaders were from a variety of disciplines representing a broad 
spectrum of those who will be developing practice and policy on 
sustainability in their own work. They were : 

Planning (Bob Reid, Depute Director of Planning, Grampian). 

Transport (David Spaven, Transport Consultant). 

Environmental Policy (Allan Spedie, Environment Charter Officer, Central 
Region). 

Social Policy/Poverty (Jean Bareham, Scottish Education and Action for 
Development). 

Environment and Energy (Richard Dixon. Community Service Volunteers 
Environment). 

Indicators and Performance Review (Claire Monaghan, Management Science, 
Stirling University). 

The main purpose of the workshops was not to generate a definitive list of 
indicators. It was intended to be a learning tool which can help 
participants to clarify their ideas about indicators and begin to develop 
indicators appropriate to their own circumstances. 
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However, we attach examples of the indicators which were generated in the 
workshops to give an idea of the kind of outputs and issues which this 
approach generates. It is fair to say that most of the workshop participants 
felt ready to start addressing how to develop appropriate indicators by the 
end of the workshop sessions. The outputs are not necessarily what people 
would wish to go back to work and use. The aim was to develop the learning 
process not to come out with a definitive checklist. 

SPEAKERS 

Ed Reavley of the Scottish Office Environment Department reviewed development 
in Central Government (both Department of the Environment and Scottish 
Office) since the publication of the UK Sustainable Development Strategy. 
The Government is committed by the strategy to developing sustainability 
indicators and initial steps toward this objective have been taken. 

Robin Hillward of Touche Ross outlined the work to date on the Local 
Government Management Board's Sustainability Indicators Project. 

Adrian Shaw of Strathclyde Regional Council suggested reasons why 
sustainability indicators could be useful in local government and stressed 
how the subject integrated environmental, economic and social issues. 
Problems associated with fishing were presented as an example of an 
unsustainable local economy that led not only to environmental damage, but 
economic and social problems. 

Lesley Rowan of Stirling University examined a framework for looking at 
susta. inability which seeks to decouple improvements in social welfare from 
increased environmental damage. The presentation then demonstrated how 
performance indicators can be adapted to incorporate sustainable development, 
and introduced the approach to be used in the workshops. 

Three. speakers in the afternoon gave examples of sustainability indicators in 
practice. Jane Brooke of Glasgow City Housing described how indicators could 
emerge from a model of the relationships between poverty, health and housing 
in Glasgow. A research programme - jointly funded by the City Council, the 
Greater Glasgow Health Board and the OECD, is about to start. This is 
intended to inform policy makers and the public about change within the model 
and the impact of public policy and expenditure. 

Mike Halls of Ettrick and Lauderdale District Council presented a report on 
the Rural Sustainability Project in Borders Region. This project which is 
supported by a variety of bodies including Scottish Enterprise, Scottish 
Natural Heritage, Rural Forum, Borders Regional Council and Ettrick and 
Lauderdale District Council has developed a variety of sustainability 
indicators relevant to rural sustainability issues. A full report is 
expected to be made public in the near future. 

Wendy Simpson-Lewis of Environment Canada State of the Environment Unit has 
been involved in preparing the Federal Government's State of the Environment 
reports. The unit now has several years, experience in developing 
environmental indicators. This experience is of great relevance to UK 
central government and local authorities both in the choice of indicators and 
method of development (including extensive public consultation). 

- :1 
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What Happens Next? 

The story so far 

The process of organising the conference has already encouraged 
cowunication between a wide range of people including many who had not 
previously realised that measuring sustainability was of interest to 
them! 

2. The process of developing the workshops and the coments from 
participants suggest that there is value in developing training materials 

(a) for use by local authority staff 

(b) for use by Elected Members 

(c) for use by Community Councils/the public 

Those interested in any aspect of this work should contact Lesley Rowan 
- 0786: 467368. 

3. Participants from a social Policy background proved to be particularly 
adept at making the linkages between the impacts of environmental and 
social Policies. This has already stimulated the Scottish Environmental 
Forum to focus forthcoming work on Communities and Sustainability. 

The outputs of the Conference are being presented to the Steering Group 
of the LGMB Sustainability Indicators Project for consideration in their 
discussions. 

SG/650/CM/JB 
10 May 1994 

- 
:1 
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SCOTTISH NETWORK ON GLOBAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
CHANGE 

REPORTING ON SUSTAINABILITY 
SANGEC*/NEW ECONOWS, FOUNDATION/ 

ENDS OF THE EARTH SCOTLAND 
JOINT CONFERENCE 

Senate Room, Old CoIlege Quadrangle, South Bridge 
Wednes&y 6 April 7: 30 p. mfrhursday 7 April 9: 30 am. 

University of 

Details from. - Indicators Conference, SANGEC, Department of Latin American 
Studies, University of Glasgow, Glasgow G12 8QH. 

-IL 
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SCOTTISH ACADEARC NETWORK ON GLADBAL ENVIRONMINTAL CHANGE 

REPORTING ON SUSTAINABIUTY 

SANGEC/NEW ECONOMICS FOUNDATION/ FRIENDS OF THE EARTH SCOnAND 

Modem government manages the world to numbers, "indicators". 

Current favountes are economic indicators: balance of payments, size of the money supply, rate of 
unemployment, rate of growth. 

But even successful economic management is making its contribution to the spread of environmental 
crisis. 

As Governments take on board the dangers, the search for alternatives takes wing. 

At the 1992 Earth Summit in Rio, world leaders agreed to move towards the creation of "indicators 
of sustainable deuelopment" 

Preparations are now underway. The UN Commission on Sustainable Development wants to we 
indicators to frame governments' annual reports. The OECD and EC are drawing up lists. The 
World Bank has commissioned reports and conferences. The UK Local Government Management 
Board is studying local authority sustainabilitV indicators. The Scottish Office has commissioned 
research on indicators covering Scotland's uplands, lowlands, waterways and the country as a 
whole. 

In the UK, the New Economics Foundation led the campaign to extend the list of economic 
indicators to couer social and enuironmental needs. WWF has asked it to draw up a report for the 
EC Structural Fund and the Commission on Sustainable Development. 

In Europe, Friends of the Earth Netherlands has developed a series of indicators to rationallse 
developed countries' we of "environmental space" to make way for development in the South. 

World-wide, Canada's State of the Enuironment Reporting Unit is recognised as a pioneer in the 
field of environmental reporting. 

The NEW ECONOMICS FOUNDATION, FRIENDS OF THE EARTH SCOTLAND and the 
SCOTTISH ACADEMIC NETWORK ON GLOBAL ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGE are 
joining forces to present a panoramic view of the debate. 

"REPORTING ON SUSTAINABILITY will explain the background, take issues raised by the 
1991 State of the Scottish Environment Report, look for tests of public accountability and 
participation, and provide a chance for Scottish academics and campaign groups to influence NEFs 

proposals. 

COSLA and SANGEC are Jointly organising a separate day conference on Wednesday 6 Apnd on 
local authority indicators and suatainability strategy. 

Both conferences will benefit from the presence of Wendy Simpson Lewis, of Canada! s State of the 
Environment Reporting Unit. 

SANGEt gratefidly acknowledges the support of the Economic and Social Research Council. 
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REPORTING ON SUSTAINABILITY 
Final programme for speakers and chairs 

April 6.7,8 
Senate Room, Old College Quadrangle, South Bridge 

University of Edinburgh 

Wednesday 6 April 
930 am COSLA-SANGEC conference on local autbority indicators, COSLA offices. 
4: 00 prn COSLA conference closes. 

2: 00 pm Meeting of confaence chairs, Centre for Hurrian Ecology 
3: 00 pin SANGEC AGM 

6: 00 pm Supper in Centre for Human Ecology for conference speakersi. 

7: 30 pm Public meeting: 

A Scottish State of the Environment Report for a Scottish 
Sustainability Strategy? 
Chair: Professor T. C Smout, Institute of Environmental History, St. A ndreivs. 
Kevin Dunion, Director, Friends of the Earth Scotland 
Wendy Simpson Lewis, Canada's State of the Environment Reporting Unit 
Dr. T. Dargie, consultant, State of the Scottish Environment (1991) 
Ed Mayo, Director, New Economics Foundation 

Thursday 7 April 
9: 30 Registration and Coffee 

10: 00 Introducing the Indicators Debate 
Chair., Dr. Jacqueline Roddick, Coordinator, SA NGEC 
Ed Mayo, New Economics Foundation: History of the Debate 
Dr. Malcolm Slesser, Edinburgh Centre for Human Ecology- The European 
Indicators Project 
Jacky Karas, NER The NEF Proposals 
Comments: Paul Gill, Stirling U. Dept. of Economics. 

11: 30 Preliminary Workshop on the NEF Proposals 

2: 00 State of the Environment Reporting in Canada and Scotland 

Chair. - Professor Loening, Edinburgh Centrefor Human Ecology 
Wendy Simpson Lewis, Canada's State of the Environment Reporting Unit 
Dr. T. Dargie, consultant, State of the Scottish Environment Report 1991 
Comments: Dr. Chris Hope, Judge Institute of Management Studies, Cambridge 

The "State of the Environment Reporting" workshop will follow this sessi(m in the Centre for Hisawn Ecology 
after coffee. 

4: 00 North-South Pressures on Negotiating Indicators 

Chair: Dr. Mark Imber, Department of International Relations, St. Andrews U. 
Dr. Chris Hope, Judge Institute of Management Studies, Cambridge U: 
Environmental Indices for Development; 
Dr. Jacqueline Roddick, Institute of Latin American Studies, Glasgow U: 
National Reporting Guidelines at the CSD. 

-! I 
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6: 00 Supper in Centre of Human Ecology for conference speakers. 

7: 30 Public meeting: 

Poverty and SustainabUity in Scodand 

Chair: Canon Kenyon Wright, KAIROS. 
Cathy McCormack, Easthall Community Association, Easterhouse, Glasgow. 
Jane Brooke, Glasgow District Council Housing Department. 
Larry Henderson, Central Regional Council, "All Change" Transport Programin e. 

Friday 8 April 
9: 30 Last registrations and coffee. 

moo Friends of the Earth Europe: *Environmental Space" 

Chair. Ed Mayo, New Economics Foundation 
Friends of the Earth Scotland and Norway 
Comments: Chris Church, Sustainable Communities Project, UNA UK. 

11: 30 Local Authority Indicators of Sustainability: 
COSLA/SANGEC Conference conclusions. 
Chair. - Linda Gray, Director, Scottish Education and Action for Development. 
Adrian Shaw, Strathclyde Region Environmental Policy Manager: 
Lesley Rowan, Stirling U. Department of Management Studies 
Jane Brooke, Glasgow District Council Housing Department: 
Comments: Friends of the Earth Scotland 

2: 00 Workshops 1,2,4 
(Workshop 3, State of the Environment Reporting, is being 
held Thursday at 4: 00 pm in the Centre for Human Ecology) 

1: Participation: choices and consequences 
Facilitator: Dr. Jacqueline Roddick, SANGEC 
Presentation: Brooke /Rowan /Shaw 
Place: Senate Room 

2: Regional indicators of sustainability in Europe 
Facilitator Jacky Karasý New Economics Foundation 
Place: Centre for Human Ecology. 

4: Presenting indicators to the public [single or composite? ] 
Facilitator: Paul Gill, SANGEC. 
Place: Centre for Human Ecology. 

4: 00 Plenary: Re orts from Workshops and final discussion 
Chairs: Jackie 

Mdick 
and Jacky Karas. 
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3.1 Resmrces am used eftlently and waste is minimised by closing cycks 

RK 

7 
toIr 

- - 
Caminent 
;;; Of; = of M; 03 pmWing N umber S Mittirm 

compi g of kitchen, and garden wad& i in bebavkw. This indicator not got 
fa r 12 -0 On Positive Action - waft reduction 

- but also stresses the need to 'close 
cycles'. I 

1. mestic waste production per capita per -1110 overall aim ;; to minimin t amount 
of waste produced. Over time this indicator 
will show whether waste levels am falling. 

Amount of tný- colleded Shows paWess towards the Govanment 
recycling as a percentage of total domestic target for this particular wage stream. 
solid wast& 

1.4 Amount of comumcial waste As an Mract measure of effi a3ency, it is 
which goes through transfer stations per dear" that attention is given to this 
2111111111. larger waste stream. Definitions will vary, 

as will reporting procedures. 
umber I percentage of -ýi M An indi measure in relation to rewu= 

participating in recycling schemes. use, but when defined, it is a useful 
indicator of changes in environmental 
avAireness and corporate performance. 

1.6 W abstraction rate per capita/per- Continual increases are unsustainable. 
capita consumption. 

L= Per capita energy consumption in the Energy consumption is one of the major 
home (e. g., gas, i electricity, coal, oil) issues of sustainability. I'he indicaw is 
(both average and individual figures]. something individuals can measure for 

themselves, and it might prompt energy 
efficiency. It should indicate increasing 

- sin-bility providing any decline is not 
due to poverty( or the amount consumed is 

related to beating sub-standard housing ). 
1.8 Installed renewable energy capacity - Diversification in type of energy supply is 

windmills, biogas, solar panels. required as well as a shift to less polluting 
technologies. Units of measurement, for 

example, kilowatt hours need to be defined. 
1.9 % ot housing stock with energy Energy rating schemes are beinj 

rating of 8 or greater. introduced. This shows the direct effects of 
efforts to improve energy efficiemcy. 

1.10 Area of open land lost to Te-veiwoýpments. I-And is a resource. Contini cps by 
conversion to urban areas and major 
development programmes, including road- 
building, is unsustainable. This indicator 
will require defining at the local level. 

- 11 
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5.2 Pollution is Ihnited to lei whkh natural systms can cope with and 
without damap 

jW In-ft"W commut 
-2.1 catbon dioakle (CO2) aninW= per EnwU un in buildimp- ;; do ux, s bigg" ' 

", 1whold (averagelper cepila). wnve of C02 anissiom in"uak cmW 
calculate their own carbon vbakm' 
(exampl" an available which'help couvert 
the amount into something tuSible for 
householders). Including transpwt is an, 
option but this wmW make it harder to 
agFWft Coummity figures. 
As with enwa use, W povwty dwuld be 
considered. 

2.2 Air quality indicators - sulphw dioxideq, air quality is a pro-requisite for 
oxides of nkrogen, carbon monoxide, ham health and the well-being of the 
volatile orgms& compowAN paidwistes, whownent as a wbole. A straighdbrward 
OZOOD, PAHs, PCBs, dioxin str. - measure of local pollution loading. 
concentrations (substances as appropriate 
locally). 

2.3 Number of cars failing MOT emissions A fin vmuld show failure to 
tea as a Pat tap of total. pm formance but might be due to tightenin 

of standards. Could be hard to measure. 
2.4 Quantity of Crcs coik-c-twd TOW =racyc S. A short-term indicator as the am be 

to phase-out CFCs. 
2.5 Tonnes of sewage 2iscliarged untreated or sewage has undesirable health and 

incinerated. environmental, im; xicm A reduction clearly 
shows increased sustainability. (Alternative 
methods that utilise the nutrients am 
positive too. ) 

--2.6 Number of prcw=UonsZ2;; I; -"rwxO-; "aP*-; t A decrease should show improved 
notices for breaches of pollution performance, but might reflect enhanced 
regulations. spolicingo arrangements /resources. 

ý 2.7 Numýý. of reported pollution incidents The indicator requires carefid interpre-M 67m 
(total and 'serious'). because growing public awarmiess and 

publicity about how to report incidents 

might lead to a rise in reported incidents. 
.. 2.8 Area of contam nated land. I - Quality of land is a key -; Ity issue. 

A decrease over time reflects a positive 
trend. *17he indicator could also measure 
land brought back into a usable state. 

2.9 Expenditure on pollut; on Good response indicator, but probabiy only 
control/prevention technology. usable where companies are reporting 

environmental performance. 
, 2.10 e o? river mileage in Class One. of Key indicator reflecting the i rt;:: IN 

freshwater ecosystems. Rivets are classified 
by the NRA, an important data source.. 

2.11 Numbers of beaches failing EU Blue Flag Good provocative indicator but not 
standard. necessarily indicate sustainability. 

- -" 2.12 Numbers of bathing waters failing ET odprovocative indicator. Uo 

Directive standards. 

-i 
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5.3 Ile diverdty of natuire is valued and ected 

Ref Indicatw Comum" 
3.1 Ponmtw of ft populabom wilb prdm 

M 

Oudm an an unponam refuge -for way 

3.1 RGMr of poods Wfth &PIL am by tKoftwel indessors, 
so Ws would. be an indkeet indicoor of ft 
haft o( the local wavimmamm 'and 
people's b4mve in wildlife. 

or parcomage increase of Good izWkaw of 'bealth' and/or 
populations of characteristic ffectiveom of awmageamt, but my be 

indicators of species to collect data and must be linked 
to c1mgm in area of natural/semi-naturd 
habitat. 

Chmsm in areas 'of mi-MAUZ Requires locg Z=Wm of key b9guft. 
"tids as S of total wes. 

ý 
including uwf&W 'naftical is Pm up ýPm 

3.5 Am of protected nakwal cw Loss of babitat is 'or indicator of km of 
habitw (SSSh, ESAS, Local Nafte species divwdq. 
Reserves etc. ). 

, 
3.6 Change in populadion of Red Data Book Good pmvocafive 

3.7 Pet tap of fannimW covered by fa Good MBIXKM Uldicator. 
conmvmion plans. 
Percentage of humd fwmed organicWly. The soil is aM biolog= v P. Durce. 

5.4 Where possMb* local needs are met locally 

Re( hurmaw 
"T. r - Pacmtw of allotiments in usalwaiting 

tiMe for 211011MOUIL 
am peweived by the widet 

conammity to be ixmqxxum uses of bmmk 
in urban arms. Shmugas mist 

in some areas, over-supply in others. 
Infbnnaum gathering may need to rafted 
whadw land allocated for this purpose a 
being - -2 

4.1 Mentage of income spent locally. Reflects a complex set of issues 
linimd with individual lifestyla, balmmkmv 

people's needs, local pmvumm of 
ate. 

arcentege of local denmd waw met -for public waW supply is ýý2 
from local resources. rojected to rise 10% between IM -2012. e e 

rp: 

" ý 
nv. img adequate water resom am n n1 

available is identified as a key mustaimbility 
issm. 11is indicator is clear and easy to 
understand as a measure of supply. 

ermtage of local de_ý_ building 1-he consmmuon is major I of 
mahmials Owt locally. resourCC5. 

-. k 
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Sj Fveryone has &a= to gocd food, wMer shelter and fuel at reasonable 
cost 

CoMm" 
NVMbW U homeless a Local autiorilks- are legany required to 

may accoammod assia People in defined areas of a prkwky 
need' (Fern-lies with young chadna, 
pnw=1 women, and those made 
vulnerable through old age. pbyliW 
disability, mental handicap, illness) Easy 
to understand, Wks but infanxisdon 
gadwring needs to ad the context. 

5.2 Percentage of housing stock seeft 
I 

Sbows usunat need, boA not P, p ow - WiU 
major mmovation in publk/private sector. require greater definition. 

o n 5.3 Of audior4 dwellinp pacentsee WOUMSS a lix-ficalor. way stimulate o=M Audit I 

on". ad-WO 
5.4 Ferwitap of population with dMIG Clear and easy to understand as a messure 

water quality below EC standards. of quality. A clearer picture way emerge if 
a time element is introduced. For exanqA*, 
length of time or number of ow Ure"es 
when standards am breached, 

- rather than 
using a definition which implies quality to 
be permanently below the standards. 

--5.5 Percentage of homie-a heated to agreed An indicator a;; M7M used by 
standud for less than 10% of household Glasgow Housing Dept. within the coatext 
disposable income. of and-poverty strategy. 

m 5.6 Percentage of dwellings 31's"M; nP';; ed ftom NOth I ink quality of life, with potendal 
water/electricity/gas ffiqnAies. . mpacts and poverty/income difficulties. 

The indicaw measures die extreme position 
(it masks those still vulnerable but wbo 
avoid disconnection by setting up an 
alternative arrangement with die utility). 

5.7 Income needed to puM&selmeet bask Defined and ;;;;; 0 by official statistics 
basic household needs. (Retail Price Index) but this has limitations. 

Developing a more localised indicator may 
show "wing results. Will require 
careful definition . 

- 11 
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5.6 EVeryone hM UW Pp A 9A ake =tWyWg work in a dive= 
., -- --Ly 

to 12 

economy. Ille vahn of unpaid work Is recogalsed, whI[st payments for 
work are fair and fairly Istributed- 

Rd - hWICIdw COURS" 
T= Perceotar livinglelow poverty liI& Ilere in a widening poverty lip gap 

vulnerable groups in many an&L Ilds will 
roiled unmet needs and dmxwfi)i* fidings im 
the local situadon and a posAk stress an 
other sectors OwWth, social services aw). 

of long-term unemployment- A good 9 c4mventional I ;; =MW but I 
infe ww1kn, needs to roiled current 
limitations. 

6.3 Jobs cc awd/loaL In terms of W time equivZMs (FM). 
IT P;; ýtap of busiamm hilin within 3 -1be reasons may be comp, rex and ru; GZ lo 

ye=- national circumstances. R could also 
indicate, particularly for small busiýý, a 
lack of low support stmaw" aw 
economic iWentives. 

6.5 percentage of work?; ým 7MMW in top 5 Reflects the structure of local emwomy. 
largest Local es are vulnerable to the 

collqM of a few big employers. Greater 
diversity is usually preferable. 

6.6 Number of businesses with environmental Many businesses have adopted voluntary 
strategy. envirowneintal martagement practices as a 

aw to public press= but also in 
recognition that improving environmental 
perfoswaace can incratse competitiveness. 
'Stnftgy' will require careful definition. 

6,7 Numbers Fm-u-Mipating im Ucal Economic Lddicators of changing economic structure 
Trading System (LETS), community and "empows, 

. 
9. Meammmot and 

_ ' 
etc. 

- 
definition will need careful cAmsideration. 

7 9 ToW number of child day cam spaces 
available. 

-Provision of workplace nurseries, 0 day 

care facilities is an important measure of 
equity. 
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protected by creatin safe, dean, plemant 5.7 People's good health Is 

envl iiia wts mW health So v which emnihms" prevendion of Illnew 
as weU as proper cam for the dck 

Re( Indkoftr CMEM" 
7.1 ' Pwcontw of Owba. Tren& Mating to a reductm- may dkow 

poddve mults from national/ k, K&U 
wodtplace health education ptogiýs . 

7.2 Percentage R wmwei& dddm& I ;; m of future bw a 
central role in sustainabis 
This izmiicator highlights poomday 

health and is impoctral for 
amelioradve actics programme. 

7.3 hifimt moftdity/1000. arstand-ble, and probably 
wvocafive. 

' 44ý Low birth weaSWI000. Has izoportant correlations with otbw ZM 
factors such as poor nummal nutritioia, 
access to pre-natal cue, low iI 
naternal habits (nooking am. ) Can re 
nice/admicity differences. 

Child asthnWI000. Thought to refted poflution, al Sh exact 
causation under dispute. 

7.6 
ý 

Heart 1000. 
' 

-MrOM stress of m3em fife. 
7. 7 Pea m tage of population covered b y f map n itubcator to availability of r . cervical cancer/brew cancer pmventative health care. 

pmgmmmes and fth-up rate. 
- - 7.8 ; GGient noise levels Gr; ýg EC An oM overlooked fonn of p 03 RRPM 

standards. Absolute levels and change am both of 

7.9 Road traffic accidem-ts/1000. Undaizfý-Ie. Will requim careful 
definition as to mode of tmasport and 
severity. 

- 11 



Appendix 4A page 7 

Sj A to fadlftksý services, goods and other people, is not achieved 
at the expense of the en-viromnad. or Nximited to those with cam 

Re( MOW conubeft 
3.1 Pa=asp of populatim vAthin 400 Will ne-ed to milect quality and 

me 11- of public Umsport. Of SWAM 
8.2 Olvd to work distsom Rechichm skwuM ux5catis umesse in 

8.3 ; Camp Of IXVUWNM witlin I -lie Nggest increase in traft gicwth is 
metres of basic services (e. g. health linked to non-work trips. The ingficator 
centre, food diop, PO/bank, odmxg comments on dw provision of basic 

=vices, coWd to everyday life, and 
PeopWs soceaL WUl need to vary X in 
rural/urban areas and define services. Could 
iiivestisaft munber/frequeocy of trips 
walked. 

8.4 Percentar of town centre or length of Demonstrates planning 0 -in sensitive to -Rc 
straft anised, non-car users. Probleez of comparability. 

9.5 Kilometres ol dedicated cycle routes. Good response uxbcalior of local pnon 
8.6 Investment in public transport ss7a response ildw-alor Of local priori 

percentage of expenditure am roads but must bear in mind national (Dol) I 
expenditure on local trunk roads. 

8.7 Non-road freight as a percentage of total' Would reflect a shift from road to 
fireight. (tonncAuL) Mil/water. 

8.8 Numb r of companies offering Could reflect shift away from car culture. 
subsidies/loan for use of bikes, public 
traniqxwt. 

" 8.9 Passenger miles by mode per 'is. Passenger travel W more don GGWIG 
die last 40 years, with all the growth in 
private car usage. A major issue in planning 
for sustainability is to meet needs for access 
and mobility in ways which do not plan 
unacceptable burdens on the environtowt. 
Selected routes may be the most pmgmatic 
-approach. 

9.10 Percentage of population living within I Recycling saves energy-but the savings can 
km of recycling facility (or served by be diminished by car journeys specifically 
kerbside collection). undertaken to deliver materials to the 

recy; ling centre. Easy access to facilities 

makes householder participation mom 
likely. 

-I 
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3.9 People live without fear of personal violence ft= crime or pamecution 
because of their personal beliefs, race, gender or swaaft, 

Rd Indicdw coawmft 
9.1 Pa Mp at populafim befin ode to A sukoctive but valu" indicator 

to out at Disk fmXIOM Contnlxfts to overall public 
options of local quality of lif6. 

- 
iolent criUMS11000 Audit Comm"sion indký. 

9.3 7 lurswiw 10 Audit Commusm umficator. 
' 9.4 MGM= increan in cost of property Mm = in would reftect 

insurance -se"Id, business). gwwing p9C6IdM (SCOW or perceived)- 
9.5 N;; ýO( ; =y notivated Despite probbMs of 8 vita 

attacks bidicator of COUMUnity relations. 
9.6 of reported is a CnMAM equity isan- for 

Assaults. istainability but there am problem with 
wasummmi Public safety is generally 
regarded as nwasurable. 

9.7 Numbers of tribunal cases for This could indicate good 
discriMinAdOnihAtUMMML industrialicommunity relations (but j; dSht 

nmk out-of-court settlements or cam not 

m w"ml 
proomded with). 

Num g Mg community policeumn ý Provocative indkator. 
I 

by mum. 

5.10 Everyone has accm to the skills knowledge and Infointnation needed to 
enable them to play a full part in society 

Rd hwic-mw 

. z3m ý 
comma" 

- 10.1 r m mdw 5 in 20 
. .7 

NO cam ndicaw. 
a percentar Of IotIL 

10.2 
7F = 

Pupil/ 
---- 

Bask umswre of quality of 
- m" . 

191"; 11011ýý F 

94 V", in 
. 

11M M could Address & sp = 
I timm education or training (mcludin between highw education students, 

evening clasemi). an training counes, and 
'traditional' adult education. Indicalorcould 
be dmwed by pPý 11or m of univasitsimm" 

10.4 Per tage of 18-21 year M in Tbasame connowl asabove isappLicable. 
furdwAiisbet education or training. 

- 0 10.5 Pementage of mcbools wbkh bav-0 Conunitownt to addressing-Z "MMM; ir 
undertaken - maw educaflon imues duough local scbools. 
programme, or in semce training 
(INSM in the last two, scademic years 

10.6 Pubfication of local Environment Strategy, Fmily understocki; does this to 
State of the Envirownent Report, ate. menumble action mdw than sinqAy *good 

PR"? 

- 
iL 
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5.11 AU seegm of the community are wered to partidpaft In decisimot- 
making 

COUSUMM 

Pacentar of popwation, far a. 

I 

Would amd Owd over several years to be 
mý 

of specific voluntary groups. Uroups to be 
, HAS Number of voluntary groups. Indirect measure of comarnualty 

but not necessarily in 
dad 

11.4 Edinic Morifies as a percentage of total 
schow governors ndaw to mix of pupils. 

Edinic integration important but Wd to 
measure. 

11.3 Number of neighbours lourm by name. Psommcative im&= or wban 
=I. Percentage of electorate voting in Mr 

elections. 
Icative fiklicatar.; Of do 

relevowe of voting? 
1177 of rcqxmm to EZI Plan air 

similar public consultation document. 
degree of acftd participatim 

5.12 Opportunities for culture, Ids, and rea eation are readily available to 
all. 

Rief hwkuw 
M ' 'm " 

Comment 
IIE I II WMIPIsClOavailal" 77ft7of =N r 9MU ; 20 idnd of opm sps= a ;; Mm 

f" emmmuwty uw/1000 Aram 
12.7 Percentar Of population Mins > IS -Relevance And am of U16 will 

from accessible grow spew of tecognised. very greatly between authoritims. 
ecowgicel Vahm 

12.3 Paccotago of public buildings -with Audit Commission iisdiccator. TIm only 
disabled access or facilities for physically indicator in this listing mfiecting an 

quality of life imm of disabled 
PCOPIG. 

m 1 12.4 1 Ubn" use per capita. rn imficator. I 
I 

Audit In; =G 

- 11 
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5.13 Races, spa and objects combine meanin and beauty with utility. 
Sealements an Obuinan" In sca and farm. Diversky and local 
dighictivenew are valued and p ------- @ 

Rer Indkator. COUMMM 
13.1 mruc in ommmily Numimn indired Masan of cam for 

Wedc). 
13.2 of local anwaity/residems' 

gro"L 
An mWasm of cue tbr do kxml 

13.3 Pwmuw of land demignawd izwJu-& AONBsINadoeW rce'n-wr- 

landomp quality or amnity vahm Arms, NatiomW Padm Hwitap sibes, 
COOMY stem 

13.4 Area, of P= Z;;; Sl gmuspaw Vam A nwasm of within m 
am devoted to cam settlements. 

;i 

13.3 at Penmutage of historic buildings OR 'at masure of state of historic 
risk' regista. eamonment, but easy only if regmer 

exists. 
13.6 Number of developments breaching Local Xýýýg plans are trying to 

Plan. dk quafity and character of the envirommot 
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Sustainable Development: 
The need for a New Professionalism 

Lesley Rowan, 
Dept of Management & Organisation, University of Stirling 

Presented at the ENRICH Workshop - Building Collaborative 
Programmes in the Human Dimensions of Global Change 

Edinburgh 9th/10th October 1995 

The challenge is to upend our thinking, to turn values on their heads, to invent! 

. and adopt new methods, a nd to behave differently. The frontiers are personal and ' professional, requiring changes which are radical but quite surprisingly 
practicable: to question our values; to be self-critically aware; to see simple as 
often optimal; .. to help people to do their own analyses; .. to test and use 
participatory approaches, methods and procedures; to encourage decentralisation. 

Robert Chambers. 1"3 

1. The need for sustainable development 
"We are confronted with a perpetuation of disparities between and within nations, a worsening 
of poverty, hunger, ill-health and illiteracy and the continuing deterioration of the ecosystems 
on which we depend for our well-being. " 

Agenda for Action in the 21 st Century, UNCED 1992 

The major problems currently facing us can be summarised in terms of social justice and 
sustainability: 

How can the needs of current and future human populations be met? 

How can the ecological balances of the planet be sustained? 

For tens of thousands of years humans have altered the natural environment by hunting, fire and 
agriculture, but most of the change has been gradual, reversible and local. Over the past three 
ccnturies population growth and industrialisation have greatly increased the extent and severity of 
human impacts. In 1700 the total human population was around 680 million (Turner et al 1990). 
Currently the population is over 5,500 million and this figure is increasing by nearly 90 million 
people each year (Brown et al, 1994). 

The complex and finely balanced set of structures and process that form our natural support 
systems are now threatened by the numbers and the lifestyles of the planet's human population. 
Urbanisation, industrial isation, over-intensive land use and fishing, industrial accidents and the 
dumping of waste are all taking their toll on the natural diversity of the planet that has taken 4,600 
million years to develop (Sarre & Smith, 1991). 

But despite the current scale of human impact on the planet a large number of the human population 
lack the basic amenities to support sound health. And because it is our life support systems we are 
damaging we are further hindering the ability the planet to absorb ever increasing human pressures. 

The rich countries of the world, such as Scotland, consume far more of the planet's resources than 
their fair sham. The 20% of the world's population who live in the rich countries consume 70% of 
the world's energy, 75% of its metals and 85% of its wood and paper. At the same time 
approximately one-fifth of the world's human population are currently living in absolute poverty, 
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this is defined as being the income level below which a nutritionally adequate diet and essential 
non-food items are not affordable (per capita income of under f2O6 per year) (Carley & Christie, 
1992). Even in high income countries wealth is not distributed in such a way as to ensure that the 1ý basic need of the people are met, in the UK, for example, one in five children are defined as living 
in poverty (Hewitt and Leach, 1993). 

It Is not only the current problems of meeting basic human needs without destroying our complex 
ecological support systems that are of concern. One third of the world's human population is 
entering its reproductive years during the 1990s (Population Concern, 1993) and projections for 
the next hundred years range from a total human population of 8 to 14 billion before a leveling off 
takes place (Carley & Christie, 1992). The rate of urbanisation, particularly in low-income 
countries, is also escalating rapidly. Within the next decade half the world's population will live in 
cities. In the huge cities of low-income countries a high proportion of the inhabitants live in what 
are officially categonsed as slums, and the lack of adequate food, fuel, clean water and safe means 
of waste disposal means that health problems are endemic. 

, nidation, There are clear linkages between industrialism, population growth, environmental deu 
urbanisation, and increased resource constimptIon (Figure I) and with the cylobalisation of trade L- C, 
and the oovernments of middle and lower income countries demonstratino their keenness to Cý L- 
promote industrial isation the linkages are becoming cyclical - with a positive feedback loop fueling 
human induced ecological and social destruction. 

industfialisation 

increased 
resource consumption 

r 
urbanisalion 

ein ironmental 
deuradation Lý 

population 
C, ro%,., th 

F. IlUre I 
The destructive 
cvele of global 
industrialisation 

The task of finding ways of sustainim) the ecological balances of the planet hi the face of the 
cyro%% ing deniands of the world's human population haN e come to be described as "SLIStalliable 
I- developillent". 

The term 01,14)[11all) came to public attention %k hen the World Commission on Fnvironment and L- Development (commonly known as the Brundtland Commission) reported in 1987, allhough it had 
been M use for at least a decade before then. WCED defined sustainable development as: 

"Development that enstire the needs of the present without. compromising the abilitY of' future 

gencrations, to mect their own needs". (WCED. 1987) 

The need J'Ora shift towards sustainable development. was recognised by 160 governments at (lie 
1992 Upiwed Nallons Conference on Environment and Development. the Tarth Summit'. 
A kev outcome of [lie [. arth Suninia was'Aklenda 2 1' -a programme of action to*wardssustainablc L, L- deveiopment. Agenda 1-1 makes it clear that a] I sectors of society need to work together to achle%e 
successful change. It stresses the need to involve certain ke) sectors - women, youth. trade 
unions, local authorities, business, scientists. indivenous people -and citizens proups. It k the first 

Z, C* 

linie that a major international agreement hasaccepted that political change involves. such group's. 
A,;, t part of(he Agenda 21 process local authorities across the world are supposed to he 
developing a-, Wcai plan ofaction. a 1-ocal Agenda 21', in partnership with local communities. II 
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The values and practice of sustainable 
development 
we are going to reform the wofld, and make it a better place to live in, the way to do it Is 

not to talk about relationships of a political nature, which are inevitably dualistic, full of subjects 
and objects and their relationship to one another; or with programmes full of things for other 
people to do ... The social values are fight only if the individual values are right. The place to 
improve the world is first in one's heart and hands, then work outwards from there. " 

Robert M. Pi rsi g( 1978) 0 
The achievement of sustainable development depends upon the recognition of four basic values: V 

The Future - that the effects of an human activity on the ability of future generations to Ineet 
their needs and aspirations must be considered-, 0 

The Environment - that the full and true environmental costs of any human activity 111ust be 
(aken into account-, 

Equity - that controi over resources must be more evenly distributed both within and amongst 
countries: 

Participation - that development requires that people can share in decision making about C, goals and about the means of development. and that they can also take an active role in LI 
pursuing 1hem. This implies an element of education WithiD the process of development. 

(Adapted from Bosworth, 1993) 

Vaiues -; p Oýjectives -? Policies Actions Indicators 

Heim, clear about thew- core values makes it possible to review policies and actioiis against (liern. L- L- 
and to look at %kaN s of chanoint, what Is done so that we aet closer and closer to living by these 
% alues (Rowaii. 1994). It is important that the review process is honest. The use of indicators is 
made ineanin gless if the priority becomes massaging the fiOure to inake things look better. rather t" 0 . 15 L% than dealmg with the underlying problems. Feedback is a very important part of leaming, so it v; 
css, critkal that the indicators of performance used reflect the values and imperatives, of sustainable 
development. 

Normal Professionalism and Barriers to 
Sustainable Development 

Robert Chambers has written v0dely oii issues of development. perceptions of reafil), and 
approaches to effective participation (eg Chambers. 199d.. 1993: 1994a. b. c, (1,1995). In 
part I L-tj I ar lie lias drawn at tention to the effects of the thinking, %alues, niethods and I)cliik% iour Cý dominant in it profession or discipline. which lie lernis'normal professionalism'. Chambers argues 
that the importance of"'nornial professionalism' is the way in which power. , kcalth, k-nov%lcd, -c 
and profcvlonafism are intimately finked- and that in individtial perception, choice and behaviour 
deep KYL)3ý 

Normal professionalism \ alues things more than people. numbers more (Imit judl2ements, lit"ll 
L- C, 

technologý more than low. and ýk ha(ever is urban. industrial. clean and hard more than ýk hatoer iýs I rm-al. a!,,. nctjjwrai. dlil\ and soft. 

Although much of the %% ork tipon Miich [lie paradigm of 'normal prof ssional'sin' is based has 
Cý been aim, i)-o ilic poor in 'third-%%orld' cotintrie%. it can be seen to have FIRIch ý%iderapplicahili(N,. 
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and will be used here as a framework for exploring the entrenchment of existing structures and 
practices which, it will be argued are underpinning widespread unsustainable development. 

Putting things before people 
Standard-of living, cash and matenal rewards are becoming more highly valued than quality of life. For many people their status and identity are now based on high levels of material 
consumption. Maintaining these levels of 'comfort'is resulting in the institutional ised destruction 
of the environment, short term wants being traded off against damage to ecological systems that 
have taken millions of years to evolve. 
The current focus of many organisations is on inputs and outputs not on outcomes. The issues that 
are monitored are patterns of spending and staff allocation, and conformance with pre-set 
timescales for projects, the building of infrastructure, the production of reports and creation of new 
monitoring systems. But this monitoring often fails to identify whether the service is really 
effective. Is it meeting peoples needs? Is it doing so at the lowest possible environmental or social 
cost? Is operating in a way that is sustainable in the long-term? (Rowan, 1994). 

Putting numbers before judgements 
For example cost-benefit analysis reduces complexity to single figure monetary comparisons and 
forecasting techniques turn complex causality into assumptions of simple lineal relationships. These 
approaches turn genuine political problems into bogus technical problems and are used to 
maintain an apolitical and value-free stance in dealing with what are, more than anything else, 
problems of power and values. People's health, the environment and the future can be traded off 
in an opaque process of generating single measures or criterion for decision making. 0 

Blueprints for development 
Standardised blueprints for development are used in top-down organisations, they are designed by 
experts and are felt appropriate for widespread implementation. This approach can fails to take 
account of widely known local conditions. One example is that many of the system built housing 
tenements in Glasgow are of a design inappropriate for a cold wet climate, this has resulted in 
widespread problems of fuel poverty and ill health for the people who have to live in them. For 
many years the housing authority blamed local people for the problems of damp and condensation 
they were experiencing, rather than recognise that the problems were structural rather than social 
(Brooke, 1994). 

Centralisation, power and control 
The desire for control leads to specialisation of subject and physical territory, and the use of 
jargon which makes information incomprehensible to the non-specialist. A narrow focus is used 
for the teaching and training of new entrants based on the existing status quo, there is emphasis on 
the acquisition of qualifications which in turn re-inforces existing custom and practice. 
Centralisation rewards those who are already 'inside' the system, and discourages diversity and 
inventiveness, this reinforces the compartmentalisation of different 'disciplines'. 
Gaps occur in the work that is carried out, particularly in focussing on the needs of the poor, of 
women and children, and of geographical peripheries. 

The desire to retain power and control leads to the benefits of alternatives being hidden, distorted 
or ridiculed. For example those attempting to promote the harnessing of renewable energy CI 

sources in the LJK have had to deal with falsification of cost information to make non-renewables 
appear uncompetitive and the dismissal of technologies seen as mainstream in other countries, such 
as combined heat and power, as marginal (Rowan, 1991). 

Co-option and assimilation are also practiced to maintain control. Damien Killean of 
Strathclyde Poverty Alliance provides a salutary example, when questioning whether 
sustainable development is really set to become the panacea see by some: 

"I am reminded of the 1970s epidemic of Structure Planning in Britain with major, legally 
required, public consultation processes which purported to involve the whole community. I 
tracked the process in Coventry where bureaucrats became sIdlled in raising any specific 
issue identified by the public to a level of generality that became meaningless and in reducing 
general IsS'Ues to a complexity which confused anyone's ability to pursue them. " quoted in 
Church ( 1995) 
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4. Local Agenda 21 in the UK: the persistence of 
normal professionalism? 

Because so many of the problems and solutions being addressed by Agenda 21 have their roots in 
local activities, the participation and co-operation of local authorities is seen as a determining factor 
in fulfilling its objective (UN, 1992). However, examining current on Local Agenda 21 in the 
UK suggests that in most local authorities there is little progress being made in shaking off the 
institutionalised practice of the'normal professional'. 

Despite the clear guidance in Chapter 28 of Agenda 21 that: 'by 1996, most local authorities in 
each country should have undertaken a consultative process with their populations and achieved a 
consensus on "a local Agenda 21 " for the community' (UN, 1992) there are a number of examples 
of authorities drawing up aa document in-house with little or no reference to local people and 
describing it as "a local Agenda 21". 

Some of the better developed Local Agenda 21 exercises have made considerable efforts towards 
accessibility and empowerment through roundtable structures, working groups, community 
conferences and regular reporting in the local media (eg Vision 21, Gloucestershire). But the 
majority of work to date in UK local authorities involves only a tiny fraction of the local 
population, employs methods that restrict participation to those with higher than average levels of 
formal education, and has not yet succeeded in turning the rhetoric of empowerment, participation 
and community capacity building into effective practice. It does not appear to be lack of money 
that is the primary problem, rather a lack of willingness for those who currently control budgets, 
staff and physical resources to relinquish the power and control built into existing ways of 
working. V 
The manner in which Local Agenda 21 is being promoted to and pursued by local authorities in the 
UK serves to stress that having well worded international policy frameworks is far from enough. 
Existing problems include: 
- Competition for status and resources between various individuals and organisations operating as 
consultants in the field of 'sustainable development'. This is leading to territoriality and 
discouraging a shared learning process, as the emphasis can be on dismissing the work of the 
opposition' rather than building on experience and progress. 
- Various attempts to 're-define' the nature of sustainable development and create specialisms 
within it on peoples own terms, perhaps with the intention of giving established organisations a 
competitive advantage in this 'marketplace'. 
-A focus on short-term projects and blueprints that have little time for local capacity building and 
in this respect can do considerable damage by raising false hope and increasing local people's 
sense of dependence on professionals. For example the pilot phase of the Sustainability Indicators 
Project run by the Local Government Management Board was particularly intended to assess the 
development of indicators of sustainability at a community level - yet the time frame for the pilots 
was 6 months, with pressure for early reporting and instant results to meet top-down objectives of 0 
good media coverage and personal profile. 

S. 'new professional 16'sm I 

"It is not that we should simply seek new and better ways for managing society, the economy and 
the world. The point is that we should fundamentally change how we behave. " 

Vaclav Havel 

It is clear from section one that sustainable development problems in low-income and high-income 
countries are i-nterlinked. The destructive cycle of global industrialisation touches the lives of 
people right across the planet. However, this common thread offers the opportunity to seek 
interlinkages in potential solutions to the problems of sustainable development. 

IncreasingIrthe traditions of low-income countnes adopting high-technology western, sed 
'solutions' to problems are being reversed by the transfer of methods and structures which 
promote diversity, empowem)ent and local initiative from low-income to higher income countries. 
For example Scottish Education and Action for Development promote leaming by sharing 
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experiences with activists from low income countries who have expertise in developing methods of 
popular participation and building alliances among disparate groupings (SEAD, 1995). These 
approaches fit with the alternative paradigm presented by Chambers, that of 'new professionalism' 
which reverses the existing norms of behaviour and methodology. New professionalism includes: 

Putting people before things, and poor people first of all 
There is a need to focus much more directly on quality of life and whether people have access to 
basic services, rather than on indicies of wealth and consumption. 

Work on sustainability indicators has sought to focus attention on whether the basic needs of local 
people are being met; the effects of the lifestyle of local people on the ability of people in other 
places to meet their needs; whether local people are being encouraged to improve their quality of 
life; and whether the environment is being cared for to ensure that future generations are able to 
meet their own needs. The issues for which indicators were developed, and the trends in terms of 
sustainability are shown in Figure 2 (Sustainability Indicators for Fife, Fife Regional Council, 
1995) 

Decentralisation, democracy and diversity 

Rich (1994) argues that there is a growing perception that neither local or global economic and 
ecological systems are predictable from the standpoint of the state, which in turn means that the 
world cannot be managed through conventional centralised projects of administration and control. 
Decentralisation means that resources and discretion are devolved enabling needs and priorities to 
be identified and tackled locally. 

Diversity in methods and practices is necessary to reflect the differences in social and natural 
environments that we face on a regional, let alone a global scale and to deal with complexity, and 
rapidly accelerating rates of change in ecological, economic and social conditions. The need for 
diversity emphasises the need to value local knowledge and ensure it is incorporated into decision 
making processes. The importance of diversity rclates to the concept of fit explored by researchers 
in the fields of business policy and organisational design. 

Increasingly work on sustainable development has focused on the need for an improved 
participation in order to achieve effective action (eg Carley and Christie, 1992; Brooke & Rowan, 
1995; Church, 199-5), and this 'improvement' generally rests on a shift towards 'empowering 
participation'. 

"Active participation of local 'stakeholders' is considered to be an important part of effective, 
efficient and equitable development projects and programmes. Experience has shown that 
participation cannot be imposed but must be developed through a process of joint analysis and 
constructive dialogue between the relevant actors (local people, external agents, etc) and that 
there are a range of principles, concepts and techniques that can assist adoption and application of 
effective participatory methodologies. " Mitlin & Thompson (1994) 

Work on 'Participatory Ixaming and Action'(PLA) methods adaptable to rural and urban contexts 
in low and high income countries is developing rapidly. The approaches involve facilitators 
handing the initiative over to local people, who are encouraged to use their first hand knowledge 
and expertise of practices and priorities to construct charts, maps and matrices, all of which yield 
information making it easier to plan for the future. This analysis often uses highly visual pattern 
languages unique to particular communities. In many cases, the problem-solving strategies that 
result arc innovative, successful and sustainable. These PLA approaches are felt to have much in 
common with soft systems methodology (Checkland 1981 quoted in Chambers 1994c; Pretty, 
quoted in Lamb, 1993). As Pretty, of the Sustainable Agriculture Unit of the International Institute 
for Environment and Development (IIED) points out: 

'Both ideas operate on the premise that problems are endemic and don't stand still; they can't be 
conclusively solved by blanket techniques or exorcised for good by troubleshooters. The 
solution in both cases is to equip people who face such problems with the confidence to tackle 
them as a group through an organised process of enquiry. The resulting knowledge can be 
applied without further involvement from outsiders and adapted creadvely to suit changing 
circurnstances. ' 
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Local Initiative 

"Behind nearly every successful community struggle lies a wealth of collective energy drawn C) CO 

from a coalition of residents, volunteers, activists and community groups. Looked at this way, 
community power is a power shared by many. Its strength lies in the horizontal connections 
among many people and many groups. The key processes are networking, partnerships, 
cooperation and interdependence. The structures are open, shifting, spontaneous and non- 
hierarchical. Contrary to the belief that power-sharing means giving up power, power sharing 
means gaining more power by building solidarity, vision and community purpose. " Nozick 1991 0 

There are a number of examples of such grassroots initiatives operatino in Scotland at present. 
Local Exchange Trading Systems (LETS) can help to make local economies more self-contained. 
This means that money circulates locally, bringing benefits to local traders and suppliers, retaining 
jobs and profits locally, and encouraging skills and expertise to be retained. By trading using a 0 local currency people don't have to compete directly with the economies of scale and the subsidies 
which large companies ensure always play to to their advantage. Even taking a small percentage of 
trading in local currency may give a company the breathing space it needs to survive. By 
encouraging local trading, and the use of local land and natural resources, it is possible to keep a 
much closer eye on the benefits and problems it brings, and to reduce the negative impacts on other 
parts of the planet (Rowan, 1995). Other examples of local initiatives that can underpin a shift 
towards sustainable development include: Credit Unions, Food Co-ops, Housing Co-ops, Fair- 
trading networks, Anti-poverty networks, Volunteer Bureau, Youth Networks and Community 
Education Projects. 

Development through flexible and adaptive learning processes rather 
than blueprints 

The participatory learning and action methods, and the direct and very personal experience people 
, gain from involvement in local initiatives are well suited to a more adaptive and iterative style of 
development. Instead of mechanistic implementation of a set plan the emphasis is on learning and 
changing, on empowering local groups and on demand from below (Korten, 1980). This fits with 
organic organisation style which is flexible and adaptive to a changing environment. Cý 0 

6. New professionalism and the challenge of sustainable 
development 

"The question that must be addressed ... is not how to care for the planet, but how to care for each 
of the planet's millions of human and natural neighbourboods, each of its millions of small 
pieces and parcels of land, each one of which is in some precious way different to all the others. 
Our understandable wish to preserve the planet must somehow be reduced to the scale of our 
competence - that is, to the wish to preserve all of its humble households and neighbourhoods" 
Nozick 1991 

Agenda 21 makes a clear statement of the need for all sectors of society to work together to achieve 0 r: 1 
successful change. It is the first time that a major international agreement has accepted that political 
change needs the active participation of a wide range of stakeholders to be successful. Agenda 21 0 
also stresses the importance of capacity building - improving the ability of individuals and groups 
to actively participate. 

This paper has emphasised the difficulties of moving towards sustainable development in the face 
of the vested interests of those who currently have status, wealth and power within existing 
structures. It is also clear that bottom-up approaches are insufficient on their own to achieve lasting 
change on the scale that is required. They can be too easily undermined by top-down decision 
making. Community based initiatives struggle under the burden of trying to build capacity whilst 0 
continually fire-fightincy the negative impacts of business as usual. 

What is needed is a much more sophisticated interaction between the communit based knowledoe y0 
of what works and what doesn't and the enabling policy framework (Carley, 1995). A shift to new 
professional i sm in policy making, practice and behaviour could provide the most effective route for 
achieving this. 
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It is important that any transition does not simply attempt to wrest power from those currently in 
control. There are numerous examples of such revolutionary approaches, but violent transition and 
imposition of ideology worsens the conditions for people and planet. Rapid change is most 
damaging to the most vulnerable, and the uncertainty and instability make capacity building and 
long-term planning yet more difficult. 

The extension of practice of new professional methods and behaviour offers an opportunity for a 
non-violent transition towards sustainability. 

Through the adoption of participatory leaming and action approaches, there is considerable scope 
for a changed but very important role for the professional. The nature of the tasks and the sources 
of status would be altered, but there is ample opportunity for gaining respect and reinforcing self- 
worth. The experience of participatory learning and action increases people's awareness of shared 
interests, and local action-centred contact networks give confidence to gencratc further cycles of 
improvement. This is the true basis of 'sustainable development. 
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FoE Sustainable Scotland Conference 
7th November 1995 

Sustainability Indicators for Fife 

Lesley Rowan, on behalf of Fife Regional Council 

11 t.. 

... L,. cause so many of the problems and solutions being addressed by Agenda 21 have 
their roots in local activities, the participation and co-operation of local authorities will 
be a determining factor in fulfilling its objectives. As the level of grovernment closest to 
the people, they play a vital role in educating, mobilising and responding to the public 
to promote sustainable development. " 

ChaEter 28, Agenda 21 0 WýNWMj 

Local Government Management Board Sustainability Indicators 
Project 

It is estimated that over two-thirds of Agenda 21 commitments cannot be delivered without the 
commitment and co-operation of local government (Gordon, 1993). The Local Government 
Management Board (LGMB) identify 6 principle steps for local authorities in making progress LI M lowards sustainability, of which one is'measurincr, monitoring and reporting on progress týp 0 1=ý L% towards sustainability', which is where indicators come in (I. GMB, 199-5). 

Indicators can be seen as having two primary roles: 

benchmarking - measuring progress in relation to externally set standards. L" C1 For example per capita energy consumption for a region. 

feedback - as a way of learning whether locally chosen policies and actions are effective in 
In. dealing w, thstistainability issues. 

For example measuring whether a campaign increase walking, cycling and public transport 
ws, aae and car-sharino is actually resulting in a reduction in miles travelled b car by those Cý Cý Y 
fi% ing in a particular community. The ownership of the process of identifying issues, solutions 
and appropriate indicators of progress is much more important with feedback indicators. 

The ai ni of the Local Government Manacrement Board Sustainabi lity Indicators Project was to 
learn more about the ways in which indicators can be selected and used so that they are 
effective in informing choices and actions. The project included research intogood practice in 
other countries. the development menus of issues and of indicators, and a six month pilot 
phase in 6 pilot loCal authorities: Cardiff. Fife, Hertfordshire, Mendip, Merton, Oldharn and 
4 additional local authorities who 'shadowed' the process, Bedfordshire. Lancashire. 
Leicester. Strathclyde. 

The pr(ject began in November 199.3, and the phase involving pilot local authorities took place )i Cý tft froin June 1994 to January 1995. Two reports are available from LGMB covering the findings 
ofthe scoping phase and the pilot phase of the project. 

Fife Regional Council - Sustainability Indicators Project 

Fife have had at) Environmental Charter since 1990 and have published4 Action Programmes 
which set out plaris for future work and review practical action to date. Fife won the Scottish 
"(jreen Local Authority" award in 1993. They have a "Green Business Fife. " Network,. and are 
currently piloting the Environmental Managment and Audit System (EMAS) to hell) improve t-- tn 

internal environmental management systems. 

I 
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Fife Regional Council sought to be a pilot authority for the LGMB project as it was considered 
that it would assist in developing work towards a Local Agenda 21 Plan for Fife and would 
also contribute to the monitoring and review of the Council's own practices in their Policy 
Statement on Sustainable Development. 

It was recognised that participation in the LGMB Sustainability Indicators Pilot exercise would 
be an opportunity to explore effective approaches to community involvement, which is a 
fundamental element of sustainabifity. The empahsis on the project as a chance to LEARN, and 
on the importance of the role of indicators informing AMON were a recuning theme of the 
work. 

A Sustainability Indicators Working Group was set up to run the project. It included 
representatives from the following Fife Regional Council Departments: Economic Development 
and Planning Department, Corporate Services, Engineering (Roads), Education and Social 
Work. 

The Fife Sustainability Indicators Project set out to: 

assess the issues which are considered to be important by local communites and how these 
relate to sustainability; 

identify ways of measuring whether Fife is moving towards or away from sustainability on 
a range of issues; 

~ find out whether data was available to assess trends on these issues; 

-, identify what actions are appropriate to ensure a move towards sustainability. 

Fife has a population of 350,000. It was felt to be impractical to try attempt to achieve 
widespread community involvement in the development of sustainability indicators at a Fife- 
wide level within the pilot stage of the project. For this reason work was split into two levels: 

Fife wide 
Where the role of the indicators was priMarily benchmarking and the role of the public 
consultation process was to assess the issues on which indicators should be developed. 

Community pilots - Benarty, the East Neuk, and Glenrothes 
In which different approaches to community involvement were tried, with the aim of learning 
mote about how to develop indicators as a process of feedback on the effects of policies and 
actions at a local level. 

Fife Wide - 'Sustainability Indicators for Fife 1995' 

The development of the 'Sustainability Indicators for Fife 1995'report was not a nice, neat, 
linear process which could just follow the menus and checklist generated by theLGMB 
project- At various stages the members of the Indicators Working Group wrestled with the 
what the ideas behind sustainability actually meant in practice, how these related to current 
lifestyles and expectations, how develop a global focus without imposing ideas top-down, and 
the constraints on action within local government in the midst of a majOTre-organisation 
exercise. 

The LGMB project guidelines required pilot authorities to select indicators from a menus of 
105 indicators grouped under 13 themes, and attempt to collect data on them. Fife selected 39 
indicators to seek to collect data on. Of these 8 were included in the final draft of the report, 
and 6 were included in a revised form. A lot of staff time was put into this early data collection 
and presentaoon. With hindsight the menu-driven approach was felt to have pre-empted wider 
discussion ed which issues are most important to sustainability in relation to Fife. 

2 
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The short-timescale for the pilot project, and the pressure to produce evidence of progress to 
LGMB meant that there was initially a reliance on easily accessible published data source. These predominantly relate to inputs (money, materials, staff time) and outputs (reports, 
conferences etc) but there is relatively little easily accessible information on outcomes or on 
quality of service. This could have masked the need for better information on outcomes, as it 
was not initially being sought. 

The LGMB menus are relatively strong for quality of the environment and some aspects of use 
of resources and basic needs, but the indicators recommended for 'community' issues are very 
weak. This lead to the coRection of data for indicators which really do not measure 
sustainability issues effectively. 

Public Consultation 

The process of compiling the'Sustainability Indicators for Fife'report included a consultation 
exercise regarding the relative importance of the issues behind the 13 themes identified by the 
LGMB project. To do this organisations and individuals were asked to rank 16 statements 
(based on the 13 themes) in order of importances. 161 of these questionnaires were returned by 
individuals, Community councils, environment interest groups and national and local voluntary 
groups. 

The issues identified as most important to the respondents in this exercise were: 

I. Food, water, housing and fuel are available to everyone at an affordable price; 

2. Everyone has access to health care that promotes health and cares for the sick; 

3. People are free from crime and persecution; 

4. Damage to the environment by polution is kept to a minimum. 

The findings of the survey were used to focus the report on issues felt to be of particular 
importance in Fife. For example, additional work was put into the development of 'Basic 
Needs' indicators. 

Key Principles of Sustainability and the Global 
Footprint concept 
The discussions within the Indicators Working Group highlighted the need have a clear 
definition of sustainability which would underpin both the selection of indicators, and the 
assessment of whether for any particular indicator the trend was felt to be towards or away 
from sustainability. The following principles and the concept of the global footprint were 
used. 

Key Principles of Sustainability - 
The future - in any activity we carry out we must consider the effects of that activity 
on the ability of future generations to meets their needs and aspirations; 

The environment - in any activity we carry out we must also take into account the 
full environmental cost of these actions; 

Equity - we must aim for a fair distribution of, and access to, resources, services and 
opportunities; 

Participation - we must aim to ensure that all people are able to share in decision- 
making a4out issues which affect the quality of human life and of the environment. 

3 
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Global Footprint 

Local activities have global consequences. What we buy, how we travel, what we eat and how 
we beat our homes have effects both locally and globally. We can describe these effects as our 
"global footpTint". Our global footprint includes both social and environmental effects. 

The use of this concept in the Fife-wide report was to try and emphasise that it is notjust the 
local environment and local quality of life that need to be taken into account. 

The Indicators 
The information for each indicator that was used in the final report was divided into the 
following section: 

Graphic - this shows the trend over time; 

Background - this outlines the importance of the issue in fife or in Scotland; 

Sustainability issues - this section explains the relationship between the issue and the 
principles of sustainability, and draws together linkages with other issues and indicators 
covered in the report, 

Analysis of indicator - this section explains why this particular indicator is being used to 
measure the issue, what the data means, and how the issue might be measured more effectively 
in the future; 

Evaluation - this section uses the four principles of sustainability to make an assessment as to 
whether the trend of this indicator is towards sustainability, away from sustainability or 
inconclusive; 

Data and information sources - these notes provide a guide to where more information 
can be found-, 

The Way Forward -Mis section identifies actions which could be taken to move this 
indicator towards sustainability. Actions were not identified for all the indicators, and views 
about appropriate actions were sought as part of the continuing consultation and updating 
process around the Sustainability indicators for Fife Report. 

Trends of the Sustainability Indicators for Fife 1995 
Of the 20 indicators selected: 

10 were moving away from sustainability: - (homelessness, long-term unemployment, poverty, land quality, biodiversity, quality of 
surface and underground water, pleasant urban environment, food supply: agriculture, food 
supply: fisheries, energy) 

4 were moving towards sustainability : - 
(life expectancy, infant mortality, nusery education, safety for pedestrians and cyclists) 

and 6 were inconclusive: - 
of which one was due to there being no clear trend in the data (crime), and 5 were due to data 
not being available in a comparable form for more than one year (affordable warmth, alternative 
means of transport, air quality, household waste, sewage treatment and disposal). 

It is proposed that a revised second edition of Sustainability Indicators for Fife will be 
produced in 1996. This should enable some of the data availability problems to be tackled. It is 
also hoped that additional indicators can be developed for issues that were felt to be important 
but for which it was not possible to develop an appropriate indicator during the pilot project, 

4 
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these included access to basic services, skills and training, decision-making and community 
economic development. 

Consultation on sustainability issues and indicators is being explored through an existing 
network of Fora run through the Chief Executive's Department of Fife Regional Council, 
involving women, people with disabilities, ethnic minorities and the elderly as a part of the 
development of work on Local Agenda 21 within Fife. I'he 3 Fife District Councils and the 
Regional council are working together through their Environmental Liaison Group to prepare a 
report for the Fife Council on how to take forward Local Agenda 2 1. 

Community pilots 
ý Benarty, the East Neuk, and Glenrothes 

The large population and the diversity of the communities within Fife makes seeking 
meaningful involvement very difficult at a Fife-wide level. There is no Fife-wide newspaper, 
umbrella groups and community councils do not exist everywhere. For this reason it was 
agreed that three local pilot areas would be chosen that would give scope for more detailed 
consultation. 

The local areas were selected on the basis of geography, the types of issues likely to arise and 
the existing community networks. The three community areas pilots were: 

Benarty -4 ex-coalmining communities, where the project was co-ordinated through the 
existing local service network, with Community Education taking the lead. 

Glenrothes -a new town, where the project was co-ordinated through the Tenants and 
Residents Associations and the local media. 

East Neuk - 13 coastal communities, where the project was co-ordinated via the Community 
councils and their liaison group. 

Different techniques for consultation and involvement were used in the community pilots, these 
involved adaptions of the'sustainability themes' questionnaire for local use; meetings of 
Community Council Chairs to explore what was felt to be good and bad about the local area 
and specific actions that should be taken to deal with problems and enhance good 
characteristics; work with a Student council representative and contacts for a network of youth 
clubs. 

Due to the lead in times for developing community involvement and the workload of 
community groups on other issues it was not possible to develop local indicators in any of the 
community pilots within the timescale of the LGMB project. Since the end of the pilot period 
further consultation exercises have taken place in Glenrothes and the East Neuk to explore the 
use of 'Participatory Learning and Action'tools in exploring local sustainability issues and 
developing indicators. The experience of the community pilots have been useful in informing 
on-going work towards a Local Agenda 21 for Fife. 

As a result of the Fife-wide consultation exercise and the work undertaken in the community 
pilots it was felt that future work could usefully be focused around exploring effective 
techniques for identifying: 

~ Are t 

Does the lifestyle of local people compromise the abUity of people in 
other places to meet their own needs? 

~ Are local people being encouraged to improve their quality of fife? 

Is the environment being cared for to ensure that future generations 
are able to meet their own needs? 

5 
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Issues Arising from the LGMB Sustainability Indicators Project 

Ownership 
wIle major finding of the project has been that while indicators are no substitute for action to 
achieve sustainability, they do act as a useful tool in identifying areas of concern, and help 
target necessary action. But indicators are only truly useful if they are'owned'by the local 
community and measure issues ofrelevance locally. The importance of ensuring local 
'ownership' of any indicators work does mean that it is impossible to be prescriptive about 
what indicators should be used. " 

Clir Tony Coleman 
Forward to the LGMB Sustainability Indicators Ptoject 

Report on the Pilot Phase 

Project timescales 
Although one of the primary purposes of the LGMB project was to promote community 
involvement in, and ownership of, progress towards sustainability, the six month timescale of 
the project made it very difficult to achieve this. To devise and undertake a comprehensive 
exercise of identifying issues, negotiating local solutions and the agreeing the most effective 
ways of monitoring progress was beyond the scope of the project, however, it did enable 
some useful experimentation and learning about the earlier stages of this pTocess. 

Additional Issues Arising from the Fife Sustainability Indicators 
Project 

Data Availability 
It was found to be very difficult to obtain time series data for a number of indicators. this 
problem has become more difficult for certain issues, such as energy consumption, in reccnt 
years due to privatisation of previously public utilities. 

It is also difficult to obtain data on outcomes for many issues, as opposed to information on 
inputs and outputs. 

Communication 
Sustainability is about basic issues, and needs to be discussed in plain language. Jargon 
confuses and alienates people, yet is found in many presentations and publications about 
sustainability. Communication is notjust an issue of the language which is used to present 
ideas, but also whether the process is structured so that there is felt to be something worthwhile 
to communicate about. It is difficult to get effective local involvement by communities unless 
the process really has the power to make positive changes in the practice of local authorities and 
other agencies. Staff in Fife have recognised that different ways of working are important to 
securing community involvement, and are taking time to think through effective ways of 
working which do not raise false expectations. 

Demands on Staff Th'ne 
To follow through an effective programme of identifying and reviewing Sustainability 
Indicators at Regional and local level is a long term commitment and will require a lot of staff 
time. It is important that these activities are, as far as possible, integrated into existing 
programmes to improve public participation and decentralise services, rather than requiring 
substantial additional resourcing. 

The difficulties of reconciling local quality of Iffe/quality of the environment 
work and global issues and impacts 

There are a variety of tried and tested methods for identifying people's views on local quality of 
life and quality of the environment issues. However more work is needed on approaches which 
secure effective community involvement in relating local actions to global impacts. 
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The value of the pnqect as a learning process for future action 

The cross departmental working undertaken in this project was felt to have been a very 
effective way of securing co-operation and open-working. Other benefits of the project include 
tdeveloping new contacts in a wide range of oTganisations, the experience of trying to engage 
with communities to develop indicators, and the discussions entailed in the development of the 
Sustainabilility Indicators for Fife ReporL These are all proving useful in developing further 
work towards a Local Agenda 21 and other related projects. 
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IRTHIS WHCHERR06ýý 
with rhe. Task Force on Planning Healthy & Sustainable Communities, 
The University of British Columbia- 

P eople depend on nature, which 
provides a steady supply of the 
basic reqtnrements for life. 

Energy is needed for heat and 
mobility, wood for housing and 
paper products, and we need quality 
food and clean water for-healthy 
living. Through a process called 
"photosynthesis" green plants-convert 
sunlight, carbon dioxide, nutrients 
and water into plant matter, and all 
the food chains which support animal 
life - including our own - are based 
on this' . 'plant matter. Nature also 
abso rbs our waste products, and 

f 

provides life-support services such as 
climate stability and protection from 

ultra-violet radiation. Further, nature 
is a source of joy and in'spiiation.. 
Figure I shows how - very tightly 
human life is interwoven with nature, 
a connection we often forget or 
ignore. Since most of us spend our 
lives-. in cities - and consume . goods' 
from A over th6 world, we tend to 
view nature as a collection of 
commodities or a. place for 

recreation, rather than the very 
source of our existence. - 

Figure 1: Human life is interwoven with nature 
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BIG 
The ecologically proýductive land 

available to each person on Earth has 
decreased over the 

* 
last century 

'Ifisure 4). At the . moment there is, 
on average, 1.6 hectares (about one 

need. at leqst 
three 
Sarths, 

city block), or one-third of tle area 
which each Canadian is currently 
using according- to table 1, In 
contrast, the land appropriated by 
richer count6es has increased. 

(0, SW1M5) 

A JI. - *- ýQ 

Iv 

, CA7fm (Ru atwrt LAW AMCFRIAr. Vj 7- 
(lw 64. -c: --cu) 

C. 5) 

. 

Figure 4: A historical look at. the ecologically productive Ixod available to each, person and our 
- ecological footprints 

. This means that if everyone on 
Earth lived like the averaze 
Canadian, we'd need at least three 

. 04 

"tç. 

/ -.. ' 

" '! 

Figure 5: Wanted - two ph2atom P13nets! 

Eirths to provide all the material and 
energy essentiall w6 currently use 
(figure 5). 
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8 16 IS OUR ECOLOSICOL FOOTPRIBI? 
If the world's population 

ýontinues to grow . as anticipated, by. 
r me year 203 0 there wilt be 10 biWon 

a ple,, each of whom will have an 
e of only 0.9 - hectares of 

Productive'land available, assuming 
erels no finiher soil degradation.. 
s- shows the pressure of 

ý opulation s; ze on . '. nature's 
ductivity. 

r. The numbers become 'really 
Iteresting when you look at the land 

that people in North America rilly 
use. Figure 6 'shows the 

x1ogical footprint for the Lower 
7raser Valley, the area east of 
; ýncouver, which contains 1.7 

, ýillion people or.. 4.25 people pq 
,, ectare. The area is far smaller than 
19 at needed to supply the resources 

P"ur its Population'.. If the average 
4nadian needs 4.8 hectares as 
. own in table 1, then the Lower 

P': Praser VaUey needs an area 20 times. 
`ýger than what's actually available 

pwr food, forestry products and 
lergy.. M_ Holland has a population of 15 

POW 
.. illion people, or 4.40 people per 
'Ictare, and although Dutch people 

,. nsume less than - Canadians on 

. verage, they still* require more than 
Is times the available land for food, 

P7rest products and enenzy. In other 
. -iords. human settlements Aon't 

, Pject only the area where they're 
Milt. 

Increasiniz density in cities can 
Pn. -d to lower land use requirements, 

., it only because of a reduction in 
- built environment, but also 

7cause of lifestyles which are less 
'ft-rgy-intessive, For example, a 

,. -ent study of the San Francisco 

. -ea rouna iflaL - WIICII ICZlUr. 11LI41 uut t; ummunitic5 morc 5usLainaoic, 

-IICO 
oaa mýI 

U5. A. 
ai 1", 5 

Apre 6: The ecologic2l foofprint rOr the LAwer Fraser Valley 

density was doubled, private 
transportation was reduced by 20 to 
30 percent. It's also been shown that 
residential heating requirements can 
be reduced significantly if housing is 
grouped rather than free-standing. 

Our challenge is to find a way 
to balance human consumption and 
-nature's limited productivity in order 
to ensure that our c. -mmunities are 
sustainable locaily, -! glonally and 
globally. We don't have a choice 
about whelher to do týls, but we can 
choose how we do i!. In fact, many 
people concerned with these issues 
believe that if we choose wisely 
now, there's still time for us to make 

11 

... if we 
choose 
wisely now, 
there's still 
time... " 

. 'I 
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and at the -same time improve our 
quality of life. CMES AND XOMS CAN., 

There are three key requirements plan attractive increased P*ation- 
for developing a sustainable -density arm, such as town ccm= 

' and urban village$ itatud -of community- "Buy items accommodating ý ftirther spawl 
(a) Ecological health. Use nature's oft- HY4 working and shoppmg, 
productivity without damaging it. made or space: s in'integrated neighbourhoods 
(b) Community health. Foster social reallocate - utb4n space to 
wellbeing. through the promotion of ý)rrown encourap. . de=ased use. Pf -, cars 
fairness, equity and cooperation. (e4. reduce -road. iind paddag space) - 

OCL711Y (c) Individual health. Secure food, and increased use - of - public 
tmasport, bicycles and w9king (es- 

shelter, health care, education -etc. 
rather than build , bicycle speedways and for everyone. attractive pedestrian aren) 

This means working to integrate 1ýr awa encourage the -planting of Mes and y. e., ronmental, economic and social 
policies so that economic success, establish - urban land-trusts to giYe 
ecological integrity and social health the. communitv more control over 
become compatible. land use 

In - order to make our prornote various kinds of affordable 
communities more livable and 

high-clcasity housing, - such. as 
secondary suites and cooperatives 

sustainable we can work towards . -introduce housing construction 
rsonal, urban and change at the - pe gWelefines which minimize' the, 

commercial levels. consumOdon of resources 
develop coMprehensive %yaste 
reduction systems which . 

include 
AT HOME M CAN., municipal . resource reuse and 
- start composting reduction schemes 
" use more enemy-efficient light bulbs, shower. heads etc 
" sMtch to forms of Mcrearion and tourism which have a low impact 

on the environment This approach differs from 
" grow some of our own food 

today's (flobal economy which 0 
" live closer to work (or the other wky around) 1 favours urban industrial centres. and 
" use bicycles and public transport rather than cars I requires the support and involvement 
" buy items made or grown locally rather than far away of people in each sector of society. 

We can all make a difference. 

Households can start 'D Y Influential groups are. 

reducinsz their resource consumption. Politicians (Nips, MLAs, City 
At the urban level we must develop Councillors, etc. ), Nvho can initiate 
an infrastructure that leaves options or suppori sustainability programs 
open, rather than one which dictates and projects, particularly az the 

for our infrastructure level. They can set resource-intensive ffeStyleS 
own and future generations. Along up screening processes which will 
with these lifestyle chanees, t here take ecological impact into 
must be changes in our economies. account when assessing a budget 



Appendix 5A page 5 

B 16 IS OUR (COL061COL fOOTPRIOT? 

IN DOING'. BUSASW WECAN: 
rely OIL "mmt'. 16011 y 

. a. F1=12, Ow, Conml, ovCrpmCU=ML 
wd dittfibikibiof Om riames 
secure 
Imn cap be 

pmctrd ; vAthaiii the. 
Ivemidoa of I othe . i. PCOP P-In- 
regions; 
charge the. .e costs for'. 'priva m 
transpof=On, - Pollution 
rmu= use 
s*upport conununity-based ndnýash, 
volunteet and thutual aid netwoft 

a-encourage ecologically sound 
businems 

- offer tax breaks and other incentives 
for e ncouraging sustainable 
li&styles; and tax and regulate 
tin isminable behaviour.. 

or project, and 'they can 
encourage the use of the conce'pt 
of sustainability by the 
government, They can persuade 
their parties to develop 

sustainability strategies, involve 
the public, and discuss the 
dilemmas being faced. They can 
supporT community groups 
working g towards sustainable 
societies. 
Administrators and. pianners, 
who can help politicians write 
appropriate legislation and ensure 
that existing policies are 
followed. They too can involve 
the public, present them with the 
dilemmas and invite input. They 
can encourage people to parti-ci- 
pate in shaping the future of their 
commuffity, and support and assist 
community groups making 
positive contributions to society. 

The general public, which is all 
of us' - possibly ' the most 
important group! ' We can look at 
vur life styles, think about what's 
'important to * us, and . start family 
and friends thinking-too. Let's -got 
involved and ' participate in 
community and municipal groups. 
Write and talk to politicians at a 
local, regional or national level, 
and let them know we want to 
work 'With them to develop -our 
communities sustainably. - 

All of us - including politicians 
and planners - -are consumers of 
nature's productivity. We must work' 
together to achieve a more 
sustainable way of living -now in 
order to ensure that resources 
continue to be. available not only for 

ourselves, but . also for future 
generations. 

"We must 
w* 
together.. to 
ensure that 
resources 
con inue to 
be availdble 

... for future 

generations. 
Pl 
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If you're interested in finding out more about the issues r1ised in (hiS7 
pamphlet, we suggest the following reading material. 

Geiieral. 
"For the Common Good: Redirecting the Economy towards Community, the Environment 
ad a Sustainable Future"'by 14crinan E Daly and -John B Cobb, 1989. Beacon Press, 
Boston.. 

'roward Sustainale Corfimunities. A Resource Book for Municipal and Local 
Governments" by. Mark loseland, '1992. Available free of. charge from the National 
Round Table on the Environment and the Ecoimy, Ottawa - phone (613) 992-7189. 

Ecololrical footprint: 
"Ecological Footprints. and Appropriated Carrying ýapacity What Urban Economics 
Leaves Out" by Bill Rees, 1992. Environment and Urban zation, Vol 4, No 2, pages 
121-130. 

I- 
"Ecological Footphints and Appropriated Carrying - Capacity: Measuring the - Kkural 
Capital Requirements of the Human Economy" by Bill Rees and Mathis Wackemagel, 
1993. Forthcoming in Investing in Natu i Capital, edited by C Folke, M Hammer, A-M 
Jansson and R Constanza. 

"How Big is our Ecologiial Footprint? A Handbook for Esfimating a Community ,s 
Appropriated CaMing Capacity" by Mathis Wackcrnagel et al, 1993. A discussion dmft 
preparcd for' the Task Force on Planning Healthy and Sustainable Communities, 
Vancouver. 

Forfurther information, please contact: 

Janette McIntosh, Coordinator 
The Task Force on Planning Healthy =d Sustainable Communities 
The University of British Columbia 
Department Of Family Practice 
5804 Fairview Avenue 
Vancouver. BC Canada V6T IZ-33 

phone: (604) 8224366, fax: (604) 82'ý. -. 5950 

This pamphlet may be reproduced If e-rcer. -ts are quoted, the source should be credited. 

Graphics: Phil Testernale printed on rect-cled paper 

Edifing & Desktop Publishing. THE MUTE STUFF November 1993 
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Contact- Rob Terwey, Depute Director 
Department of Economic Development and Planning 
0592 414141 

Pflot: 

pblwwucm 350,000 

Relevant Initiatives: Charter for the Environment 
State of the Environment Manual 
EMAS Pilot Authority 
Green Business Fife 
Fife National Biological Record Project 
Recently adopted Sustainable Development Policy 
Officer Working on Local Agenda 21 

Initizal Views an R Pg nWr* 

It was envisaged that the project could be completed within the workload of existing 
staff in the Economic Development and Planning Department In co-operation with staff 
from other Fife Regional Council Departments and other Fife based organisations. 

manaldng the Proce= 

(i) In4iouse Team 

Internal Working Group comprising staff from the Fife Regional Council 
Departments of Economic Development and Planning, Education, Community 
Education, Engineering (Roads) and Social Work. 

The Fife project has been carried out at two geographical levels - Fife wide 
and in 3 pilot communities (Glenrothes, East Neuk and Benarty). For each pilot 
area there is a lead officer co-ordinating the work. In Benarty a local Working 
group was established. 

(ii) CAX13MUDity Involvement 

Fife-wide 

A questionnaire developed from the 13 themes was circulated to 171 Charter for 
the Environment consultees and all the Fife Community Councils. Those who 
replied had the option of seeking further information about the project. The 
responses to the questionnaire were used to prioritise the issues on which the 
indicators have been selected/developed. An article about the project was 
published in the Region's Newsheet which is distributed to all households. The 
article included a reply slip and 40 requests'for information hve been received 
to date. All those who have sought further information about the project have 
been sent the consultation draft of the Fife-wide indicators report and asked for 
their views prior to the preparation of a finalised, first Ftfe-wide sustainability 
indicators report. 
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ENM Nkm* (13 co=W coammities) 

Them is a well developed local network of ty Councils chairs and 
Regional and District Councillors. A presentation was made to them about the 
Indicators project., the opportunities for participation and the scope for 
development of local indicators. The feedback at the meeting was enthusiastic, 
but the subsequent response has been low and a follow-up meeting has been 
arranged. 

Glenrothes New Town 

Contact has been via local press articles, the local network of Tenants and 
Residents Federations and the ýocal College. Contact with local Community 
Education workers and the local network of youth clubs i4--also, being developed. 
The short timescale of the project has meant that the Interest in sustainable 
development expressed by some of these groups Is likely to be directed Into the 
wider work on Local Agenda 21 rather than specifically into the development of 
local sustainability indicators. 

(3 ex-coalmining communities) 

The local group formed to co-ordinate work on this project comprised 
Community Education Staff, the Manager of the Local ConununitY Centre, the 
Manager of the Social Needs Strategy Outreach Office, and an Adult Education 
Worker. 

The Group revised the Fife-wide questionnaire to make it more locally relevant 
and then arranged for it to be distributed via the community use school, the 
community centre, community groups (credit union, community store,, tenants 
association), professionals working locally (teachers/social workers). In addition 
on-street interviews based on the questionnaire were conducted by youth trainees 
outside the local shops. 

The next stage is to develop the Interest generated Into local action. Work is 
being plamed with Benarty local group in conjunction with the local Crime 
Prevention Panel and the Benarty Environment Group on priority issues identified 
In the questionnaire responses. The Benarty Group are also interested In 
piloting the basic needs indicators currently being developed with the Fife 
Money Advice Project for use Fife-wide. 

Relevance of the Mirteen Themee 

At least one indicator was selected from each of the thirteen themes and data 
collected at a Fife-wide level. The thirteen themes were also used as the basis 
for drawing up the Fife-wide questionnaire, although the wording was simplified, 
some headings were split into more than one category and a further theme 
about friends and family was added. 

Following the receipt of questionnaire responses and data collection and review 
of the resulting indicators, discussion has developed around the need to focus on 
outcomes rather than inputs or outputs. There is also felt to be a need to be 
able to Identify impacts at different geographical levels, including outwith Fife - 
possibly based on the "ecological footprint" model. This may result in a 
simplified format for the presentation of indicators which does not accord 
directly with the thirteen themes. 

-. iL 
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Indkaters Initially Cbmen 

1.2 Household waste production. 

1.6 Water consumption. 

1.10 Land lost to development. 

2.5 Sewage sludge. 

2.8 Contaminated land. 

2.10 River quality. 

3.5 Protected Habitats 

4.3 Water from local resources. 

5.3 Local authority dwellings 
vacant. 

6.2 Long term unemployment. 

7.3 Infant mortality. 

7.9 Road traffic accidents. 

8.5 Dedicated cycle routes. 

8.6 Investment In public transport. 

9. (1.2.3.6) Crime. 

10.1 Nursery Provision. 

10.2 Pupil/teacher ratio. 

A mil uwasAAKally Cboam Indk 

Used. 

No trend - omitted after review. 

Increase in urban area 1940-1990. 

% of population served by primary, 
4mondary and tertiary treatment. 

For future development: land quality 
index. 

Used. 

Used. 

Almost all supply local. Developing 
food indicator. Local production vs. 
local supply. 

Investigating measure of homelessness 
as key indicator. Developing 
Indicators on access to food, water, 
shelter, fuel - In term of 
affordability, physical access and 
security of access. 

Used. 

Used. 

Used. 
Addition: Cervical cancer screening. 

Inputs not outcomes measured: omitted 
after review. 

Inputs not outcomes measured: 
omitted after review. Developing 
indicator of access to public transport. 

Used. Developing indicator on 
domestic violence. 

Used. 

No trend - omitted after review. 
Additions: Age and destination of 
school leavers. Participation in adult 
education. 

-11 
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11.3 Voluntary Groups. 

11.6 Voting in local elections. 

11.7 Responses to Charter. 

12.3 Disabled access to public 
buildings. 

12.4 Library Use. 

13.8 Tree Preservation Orders. 

I 

Llmd. 

Used 

Used. 

Used. 

Used. Proportion of population that 
are library members by District. 

Omitted after review. Addition: 
Take up of community- Xmts for 
environmental improvements. 

- 11 
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(V) SDedlJ ProjeCta Undertaken 

Work is being developed with Fife Health Board with a view to the production 
of aa separate detailed Health in Fife report. 

Work is being developed with Fife Money Advice Project on access to food, 
water shelter and fuel. This will include affordability, physical access and 
security of access. 

NO Data CoHectim Methods 

Census data, published sources, information collected by Fife Regional Council 
Departments and other Fife organisations. I- 
Promtstion of the ltwk=m 

Seattle type - one page of text plus graphics. 

(Viii) Resource ImpUcation (Actwd) 

More staff time than originally envisaged, plus the appointment of a project 
consultant working three days per week financed through a Scottish office grant 
of L5,000 to cover additional staffing and the printing of Fife-wide and pilot 
area reports. 

The jargon of sustainable development is a' huge barrier to widespread 
understanding and Involvement. A much better initial response has been 
achieved by asking simple questions e. g. what are the good bits about living In 
Glenrothes, what are the bad bits, and through 

* 
focussing on "quality of life of 

the local environment" than either "environment" or "sustainable development". 

There is considerable scope for developing partnerships with groups who have 
historically had a "social" focus and have been put off by "environmentalism". 

And Lessons Reinforced 

Everything always takes longer than you think it will. 

+ Consultation and participation cannot be rushed. 

If you want real Involvement by community groups there have to be clear 
mutual benefits. 

Next Stqn 

0 Continuing to develop locally relevant indicators at a Fife-wide level. 

Continuing to develop partnerships with other organisations and Regional Council 
departments on the priority themes - e. g. access to basic needs, health, crime. 

Working with the communities in. Benarty, the East Neuk and Glenrothes to 
develop locally chosen indicators and initiatives for action on local priorities. 

Integration of the continuing development of Indicators and the lessons learned 
in the course of the indicators project Into work on Local Agenda 21 and the 
implementation of the corporate Sustainable Development policy. 
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Developing the linkages between the indicators and other programmes using data 
sets that are available at a local level. These will Include -deprivation (1991 
census), DSS claims, health indicators, road traffic accidents, crime statistics, 
contaminated land, and protected habitats. Associations and correlations 
between the variables will be explored and GIS will be used for mapping the 
findings. 

The ainn of this work are: 

(I) To test a number of the indicators - to measure their validity against other 
measures that have already been evaluated. 

40 To measure spatial distribution - examining the location and spread of the 
indicators defined and evaluated at a Fife level. 

(III) To evaluate relationships between 3ocio-eco IC and environmental factors. 

(IV) To carry out project work focussed on rural deprivation. 

LM6 

- 11 
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measurt 

SUST NA 1 ITY 
Most people agree that 
sustainable development is a 
good thing - but what 
exactly is it and how do we 
measure it? 
The UK Sustainability 
Indicators Project is an 
exciting attempt tofind ways 
of measuring a community's 
progress towardý 
sustainability. Here, Lesley 
Rowan explains what the 
Project is all about and 
outlines the involvement of 
Fife Regional Council. 

ng 
8AI 

What are indicators? 
Indicators help us to see a "big picture" of 
what is happening around us by looldng 
in deWl at a specific issue. For example, 
the number of salmon in a river is an 
indicator of the quality of the water and 
the condition of the surrounding catchment 
area. 

What makes a good indicator? 
Good indicators: 

reflect something fundamental to the 
long-term social, economic and 
environmental health of a community; 
can be easily understood and are 
accepted by the community as 
appropriate and useful; 

and in Om pflot communities: Glenrothes, 
the East Ned and Benarty. 

Developing community involvement 
Fife-wide 
A questionnaire was circulated to 170 
Charter for the Enyironment consultees 
and all the Fife Community Councils. Ile 
responses were used to prioritise issues 
around which to develop indicators. An 
article about the project was pubfished in 
the Region of Council's newsletter which 
is distributed to all households. All those 
seeking further information about the 
project have been asked for their views on 
the consultation draft of the Fife-wide 
indicators report. 

can be used to monitor, analyse and Benafty 
publicise general trends towards or 

At the community level the project has 
made most progress in Benarty, an area of 
three former coal mining viflages. A local 
group formed to co-ordinate work on the 
project includes community education 
staff, the Manager of the local Community 
Centre, the Manager of the Social Needs 
Strategy Outreach Office, and an adult 
education worker. 
The Group revised the Fife-wide 
questionnaire to make it more locally 
relevant and then arranged for it to be 
distributed via the "Community Use 
School", the Community Centre, 
community groups (credit unions, 
community store, tenants' associations) 
and professionals working locally. In 
addition on-street interviews based on the 
questionnaire were conducted by youth 
trainees outside the local shops. 

The Me Sustainabffity Indicators 
Project 
Fife Regional Councfl is one of six pilot 
authorities participating in the UK 
Sustainability Indicators Project. The 
project in Fife is being used to identify 
which issues are most important to people, 
appropriate measures to monitor these 
issues and the data which nee& collecting. 
The pilot period is also being used as an 
opportunity to learn more about effective 
means of public consultation and to 
develop links with other organisations 
working on aspects of quality of fife in 
Fife. 
Ilie Fife project, assisted by funding from 
the Scottish Office Environment 
Depeirtment, is being carried out Fife-wide 

FIFE 
t Neuk 

of File Glenrothes 

BENARTY 
Firth 
of Forth 

away from sustainable practice. 
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the UK indicators 
PROJECT 

................................. e..... e....................... 

The next stage is to develop the interest 
generated into local action. Work is being 
planned with the Benarty I. Axal Group, in 
conjunction with the local Crime 
Prevention Panel and the Benarty 
Environment Group, on priority issues 
identified from the questionnaire 
responses. The Benarty group are also 
interested in piloting the basic needs 
indicators currently being developed with 
the Fife Money Advice Project for use 
Fife-wide. 

SpecW projects undertaken 
A separate, more detailed report on health 
in Fife is being discussed with Fife Health 
Board. Work is also being undertaken with 
Fife Money Advice Project on access to 
food, water, shelter and fuel. This will look 
at affordability, physical access and 
security of access. 

Lessons learned.. 

0 The jargon of sustainable 
development is a huge barrier to 
widespread understanding and 
involvement. A much better initial 
msponse can be achieved by focusing 
on quality of life rather than 
sustainable development, for 
example, by asking simple questions, 
swh as "what are the good and had 
bits of living in GlenrothesT' 
There is considerable scope for 
developing parmerships with groups 
who have historically had a social 
focus and have been put off by 
66environrneatalism". 

.- and lessons reinforced 
0 Everything always takes longer than 

you expea 
Consultation and parficipation cannot 
be rushed. 
Real involvement by community 
gmups is most fikely to happen if dxre 
am clear mutual benefits. 

-I 

STRATHCLYDE 
Through the Indicators Project, Strathclyde 
Regional Councfl aims to represent key 
aspects of development across the West of 
Scotland. In order to widen participation 
in the Proiject the council formed a worldng 
group, on which Glasgow City Council, 
Renfrew District Council, The Scottish 
Office Central Statistical Unit, Friends of 
the Earth Scotland and CSV Environment 
were represented. This proved very 
successful; having a wide range of people 
involved from the start meant that access 
wag avadable to a large pool of expertise 
and indirect contacts who suggested 
possible indicators and helped with their 
interpretation. 
The indicators chosen fall broadly into 
three categories, covering the physical 
environment (air, water, land use and bio- 
diversity), the hurm environment (energy, 
waste, and transportation), and the social 
environment (economy and population, 
and health). There are at least two 
indicators for each subsection. For 
example, the transportation section 
contains indicators on car ownership and 
uiage, public transport usage and the 
number of traffic calming schemes and 
cyclepaths. For each indicator, data: is 
given for as long a period as possible in 
order to show trends. At 0. stages, the 
emphasis has been plad 
indicatm eas 
-Stmthclyde S 
be published in the New 
that it will form the ba 
Local Agenda 21 congu]Wkmxdb 
results of which will be passed on 
new unitary authorifies. 

2f 

Strathclyde are taking a 
slightly different approach, 

as described here by 
Andrew Faulk 

ile" 

STRATHCLYDE' 
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Introduction 

The first 'Earth Summit' was held in 1992. 
At this meeting, Government leaders from 
almost all the countries in the world discussed 
environment and development issues. An 
agreement was reached on an "agenda for action 
in the 21 st Century", commonly known as 
"Agenda 21". This is the first time there has 
been global agreement to tackle issues of 
environment and development together. At the 
summit there was also agreement that disparities 
existed, both between and within nations, and a 
worsening of poverty, hunger, ill health and 
illiteracy, as well as the continuing deterioration 
of the ecosystems on which all societies depend 
for their well-being. 

At present one in five of the people in the 
world live in absolute poverty and struggle to 
meet their basic needs for food, shelter, water 
and fuel. Yet, at the same time, the richest fifth 
of the world's population consume 70% of the 
world's energy, 75% of its metals and 85% of its 
wood and paper. 

The world does not have enough natural 
resources to allow everyone to consume as much 
as is used by the richest fifth of the populafion. 
We are already using up resources much more 
rapidly than they can be replaced and are 
producing wastes at a much faster rate than can 
be absorbed by the environment. Every year the 
world's population grows by another 100 million 
people. 

"Sustainability" has been defined as: 
"meeting the needs of the present without 
compromising the ability of future generations to 
meet their own needs. " (Brundtland 
Commission, 1987). "Sustainable development" 
is defined as being concerned with "improving 
the quality of human life while living within the 
carrying capacity of supporting eco-systems". 
(Caring for the Earth, 1991). 

The necessity to meet the needs of the present 
while, at the same time, seeking to achieve 
sustainability requires us to take account of four 

Key Pfinciples: 

The Future - in any activity we carry out we 
must consider the effects of that activity on 
the ability of future generations to meet their 
needs and aspirations; 

The Enviromment - in any activity we carry out 
we must also take into account the full 
environmental costs of these actions: 

Equity - We must aim for a fair distribution of, 
and access to, resources, services and 
opportunities; 

Participation - We must aim to ensure that all 
people are able to share in decision-making 
about decisions which affect the quality of 
human life and of the environment. 

Many problems and solutions which are being 
addressed by Agenda 21 have their roots in 
local activities. What we can buy, how we 
travel, what we eat and how we heat our homes, 
all have effects, both locally and globally. The 
impact we have on the environment has been 
called our 'global footprint'. 

An increasing amount of the food and other 
goods consumed in Scotland comes from other 
countries. 'Third world' countries are under 
financial pressure from the World Bank to 
produce cheap goods for sale abroad. The same 
land used to be used to grow food for local 
people. But unless products from other countries 
are clearly marked as "fairly traded' it is 
unlikely that the person who worked to produce 
the goods will see much of the money paid out 
for them in this country. It is currently estimated 
that there are 1.6 hectares of productive land per 
person on the planet (approximately the area of 
2.5 football pitches). Yet the consumption 
patterns of the rich are increasing and currently 
demand 4 to 6 hectares of land per person. This 
means that the rich are taking resources needed 
by other people, as well as harming the 
environment in a way which will make it more 
difficult for future generations to meet their 
needs. 

11111- Sustainability Indicatorsfor Fife 1995 
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Introduction 

Agenda 21 stands out because it emphasises a 
community approach to achieving sustainability. In 
each community it is important to answer the 
following questions: 

0 Are the basic needs of local people being met? 

Does the lifestyle of local people compromise 
the ability of people in other places to meet their 
needs? 

6 Are local people being encouraged to improve 
their quality of life? 

Is the environment being cared for to ensure that 
future generations are able to meet their own 
needs? 

Good indicators: 

reflect something basic and fundamental 
about the long term social, economic or 

environmental health of a community 
over a long period. 

can be easily understood and are accepted 
by the community as appropriate and 
useful. 

have interest and appeal for use in 
monitoring, publicising and analysing 
general trends towards or away from 
sustainable practices. 

a can be reliably measured. 

This information should be used to shape local 
action towards sustainability. 

Agenda 21 calls for the participation and co- 
operation of local authorities to achieve 
sustainability. It is expected that, by 1996, most 
local authorities in each country will have 
developed a consultative process with their 
population and achieved a consensus on a "Local 
Agenda 21" for their community. 

Fife Regional Council is one of six pilot 
authorities in a UK-wide 'Sustainability 
Indicators Project' being organised by the 
Local Government Management Board 
(LGMB). 

The pilot project in Fife has been an 
opportunity: 

to assess those issues which are 
considered to be Important by local 

communities and how these relate to 

Indicators can he used to provide information 
which helps us to understand the "big picture" of 
what is happening around us by looking in detail at a 
specific part of it. For example, the amount and size 
of fish caught in an area may be a good indicator of 
water quality, and of the effects of previous fishing 
in the area on fish stocks. It is important to note that 
all the issues covered by the indicators in this report 
are part of the overall concept of sustainability and 
are not intended for use in isolation from the others. 

Indicators can also improve the planning and 
management of services, as they can he used to 
provide feedback on the effects of these policies and 
actions. 

sustainability; 

to identify ways of measuring whether we 
are moving towards or away from 
sustainability on a range of issues; 

to find out whether there are data 
available to assess trends on these issues, 

to identify what actions are appropriate to 
ensure a move towards sustainability. 

The UK Sustainability Indicators Project 
has had to be completed in a very short 
period, and this has made it difficult to carry 
out the extensive consultation required by 
Agenda 2 1, to detennine local issues and the 
indicators which are considered to be of 
importance. The UK project also obliged 
Fife, as a pilot authonty, to select the 

Stistainahilin- Indicators, for Fife / 995 
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Introduction 

indicators to be tested from pre-selected menus, 
many of which have not proved to be particularly 
useful for Fife. 

questionnaires had been returned, although in a 
number of cases interested groups had returned 
additional copies of the questionnaire. 

The Project has been a very useful learning 
process, but future work on Sustainability 
Indicators in Fife will not necessarily follow the 
format used in the UK Project. 

Whilst every effort has been made to develop 
and quantify these indicators it has become clear, 
in the preparation of this report that, in many 
cases, the data and information which would be 
necessary to develop accurate indicators which 
show trends over an adequate timescale, are not 
available. This is an aspect which will be 
considered carefully in undertaking further steps 
in developing the project. 

A study report prepared for submission to the 
LGMB contains full detafls of the process 
involved and lessons learnt in Fife in undertaking 
the Indicators Project. Copies of that report can 
be purchased from the Director of the Economic 
Devclopment and Planning Department (cost 
E15). 

The guidance document for the UK-wide 
Sustainability Indicators Project identified 13 
44menus" of indicators which related to key issues 
on sustainability. As a pilot authority within the 
project Fife Regional Council was required to 
select at least one indicator from each menu. 

Rather than start the public consultafion 
process with the presentation of the detailed 
indicators, which, in some cases, might have 
been difficult to understand, it was felt to be 
valuable to get feedback on the relative 
importance of the issues behind the 13 menus. 
To do this a range of organisations and 
individuals were asked to rank sixteen statements 
(based on the 13 menus) in order of importance. 
A questionnaire, which is contained in Appendix 
1, was sent to 161 individuals and organisations, 
including Community Councils, environment 
interest groups, and national and local voluntary 
groups. By I Oth January 1995,106 

The results of the questionnaire retums are 
shown in Figure 2. These results have been used 
to make sure that issues felt to be of particular 
importance in Fife are incorporated in the report. 
For example, additional work has gone into the 
development of Basic Needs indicators, as the 
responses to the statements in the questionnaire 
relating to this issue showed that these were 
ranked highest in importance by Fife residents. 

Promoting community involvement is 
fundamental to the indicators project. It was, 
however, considered that, as community 
involvement might be problematic on a Fife- 

wide basis, indicators should also be developed at 
a second level, within three particular 
communities in Fife. Different approaches to 
community involvement are currently being 
developed in the East Neuk, in Benarty and in 
Glenrothes. The results of this work will be 

published in separate reports. 

The Sustainability Indicators Project has 
provided an opportunity to develop skills and 
knowledge which will be useful in developing 
and implementing a Local Agenda 21 in Fife. 
This has included learning about more effective 
means of enabling and encouraging community 
participation, and of developing partnerships with 
other organisations to work on particular aspects 
of sustainability. 

Fife Regional Council has recently adopted a 
Policy on Sustainable Development. The Policy 
focuses on the authority's own activities as a 
resource user, and on its functions as a service 
provider. By taking action in this way the 
Regional Council wishes to set an example to 
local businesses and households, and to create 
appropriate conditions for others to take action 
towards sustainability. 

11-- Sustainability Indicators for Fife 1995 
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Introduction 

I'lie Fife Charter for the Environment and its 
Action Programme will play a key role in 
implementing the Regional Council's Policy on 
Sustainable Development. 

Fife has recently been awarded a grant by the 
European Union to develop an Environmental 
Management and Auditing System (EMAS) to 
monitor and improve the use of resources within its 
own organisation. 

IHZMMIMNýg 

This report is considered to be a first stage in 
developing sustainability indicators for Fife. Your 
views on the report are fundamental to the 
development of future work on the indicators, in 
terms of identifying issues, proposing actions, 
setting targets and monitoring progress. 

Examples of possible acfion points are given, 
where possible, in the "Way Forward' section of 
each indicator. These are acfions which could be 
undertaken to move each issue towards 
sustainability. Your views on these proposed actions 
and your suggestions for additional or alternative 
actions would be particularly welcome. 

Where appropriate the Report also identifies any 
national targets which are aimed at increasing 
sustainability, such as the reduction of Carbon 
Dioxide emissions. A future stage of the project 
may involve the identification of other targets by 
FRC for each indicator. Once again, your views on 
potential targets would be welcomed. 

Director of Economic Development & Planning, 
Fife Regional Council, 

Fife House, 
North Street, 

GLENROTHES. 
Fife. 

KY7 5LT 

Sustainability Indicators for Fife 1995 
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Introduction 

This report presents a selection of indicators 
which are intended to measure the quality of fife 
and quality of the environment in Fife. Figure I 
summarises the current posifion. Consideration is 
also given within the indicators of the impacts of 
acfions within Fife on other countries, and on 
future generafions. 

Groups: For ease of use four broad groups have 
been used to arrange the indicators within 
this report. These groups are indicated at the 
head of each page and are intended to make 
the report easier to read: 

Aspects: These are broad topics which have 
been selected because of their fundamental 
importance in terms of sustainability. 

For example: 

The indicator is the particular way of measuring 
what is happening within a particular aspect. 
For Example: The change in the number of 
households registered as homeless, 

The Presentation of the Indicators For each 
indicator the following information is given: 

Graphic - This shows the trend over time where 
the information is available, or a snapshot of 
the current position if no information is 
available for previous years; 

Background - Where appropriate, this outlines 
the importance of the issue in Fife or in 
Scodand. 

Sustainability Issues - This section explains the 
relationship between the aspects and the 
principles of sustainability, and draws 
together linkages with other aspects and 
indicators covered in the report. 

-: 1 

Analysis of Indicator - Tlils section explains 
why the particular indicator shown in the 
graphic section is being used to measure the 
issue, what the data means, and how this 
aspect could be measured more effectively 
in the future. 

Evaluadon - This section uses the four 
principles of sustainability, identified above, 
to make an assessment as to whether the 
trend on this indicator is towards 
sustainability, away from sustainability, or is 
inconclusive; 

Data and Information Souires - These notes 
provide a guide to where more statistical 
details can be found; 

The Way Forward - This boxed section 
identifies actions which couid be taken to 
move this indicator towards sustainability, 
although, in some cases, no specific actions 
have been identified. In these cases, in 
particular, your views on how sustainability 
might be achieved will be particularly 
welcomed. 

Other Aspects of Sustainability without 
Indicators 

In a number of cases It has not been possible 
to identify a suitable indicator or to gather 
sufficient data to quantify an indicator. However 
these aspects of sustainability were identified as 
being of importance to Fife residents from the 
responses to the questionnaire. "Holding" sheets 
summarising the sustainability issues and the 
way forward on the following aspects are 
therefore included in the Annex to this report: 

Sustainability Indicalorsfor Fife 1995 
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SUSTAINABILITY 
INDICATORS 

FOR FIFE 

Measuring the quality of life 
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Fife Regional Council was one of 6 pflot authorities who re=dy took part in a Local Govemment 
Management Board Prcjw on Sustainabflity Mcators. The project, which is pan of a UK Local 
Agenda 21 Programme, ran from August 1994 and ended formally in March 1995. 

different approaches to community involvement were piloted. The communifies were Benartyý 

Glenrothes and the East Neul 

Comments received during the Fife-wide consultation stage of the project have shaped the current 
format and content of the Sustainabifity Indicators for Fife Report, including the final choice of 20 

indicators. The indicators cover subjects as diverse as Homelessness and Unemplo)ment, Land, Air 

and Water Quality and Energy. The Report is now being circulated widely and comments sought, 

particularly on the action points included in the "Way Forward" section of each indicator. 

Ile developn-cnt of indicators is still being progressed in the level two pilot areas but due to the 

much more parficipative. nature of this, where members of the local community are -setting their 

own agenda, highfighting ism most relevant to the local community and finding possible courses 
of acfion, this process will take longer. 

If you would like further infomiation on the Indicators Project or a copy of the Report (f 10.00) 

please contact: Denise McGregor, Planning Officer, Economic Developwnt & P1=dng Department, 

Fýe Regional Council, Fife House, North Street, GLENROTHES, Fife KY7 5LT 

Tel (01592) 414141 Ea 6328. 

- -I 
a 

Printed on Recycled Paper 
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Figure I 

Homelessness 
Affordable Warmth 
Long-term Unemployment 
Poverty 
Alternative Means of Transport 

Life Expectancy 
Infant Mortality 
Crime 
Nursery Education 
Safety for Pedestrians and Pedal Cyclists 

Land Quality 
Biodiversity 
Quality of Surface & Underground Water 
Pleasant Urban Environment 
Air Quality 

Food Supply: Agriculture 
Fisheries 

Household Waste 
Sewage Treatment and Disposal 
Energy 

- 
il 

Sustainability Indicalorsfor Fife 1995 
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Fife Regional Council 
March 1995 

- 



Appendix 6B page 2 

SUSTAINAMMITY INDIT Jew -J Asur 

1 
.0 SUM-MARY 

The "Sustainability Indicators for Fife" Report provides a mechanisms for 
measuring the quality of life and quality of the environment in Fife. It should 
be seen within the context of the Regional Council's Policy Statement on 
Sustainable Development and the proposed Local agenda 21 Plan for Fife. 
Community consultation and participation has been fundamental to the indicators 
project, both at a Fife-wide level and within the pilot areas of the East Neuk, 
Glenrothes and Benarty. It is intended that the Fife-wide Report be made 
available as the basis for continued public consultation. 

1.2 The public consultation exercise undertaken identified those issues which the 
respondents felt of most importance to the quality of life and the quality of the 
environment in Fife. These were: - 

Food, water,, housing and fuel are available to everyone at an 
affordable price. 

2. Everyone has access to health care that promotes health and 
cares for the-sick. , 

People are free from. fear of crime and persecution. 

4. Damage to the environment by pollution is kept to a 
minimum. 

1.3 The report includes 20 indicators for sustainability which cover a wide range of 
issues all considered to be important to measuring the quality of life and the 
quality of the environment. Indicators are included on the key issues identified 
by the public consultation exercise. Currently in Fife 10 of the indicators 
selected show a trend away from sustainability, 6 are inconclusive and 4 show a 
trend towards sustainability, as shown below. 

Away From SustainabUity No Clear Trend Towards SustainabiUty 

Homelessness 
Long term unemployment 
Poverty 
Land Quality 
Biodiversity 
Quality of surface and 

undergroundwater 
Pleasant urban environment 
Food supply: agriculture 
Food supply: fisheries 
Energy 

Affordable warmth 
Alternative means of 
I transport 
Crime 
Air quality 
Household waste 
Sewage treatment & 

disposal 

Life expectancy 
Infant mortality 
Nursery education 
Pedestrian and pedal 

cyclist safety 

1.4 The Director of Economic Development and Planning has been remitted to: - 

publish the "Sustainability Indicators for Fife" Report for 

general distribution; and 

(2) investigate, through the Charter for the Environment Sub- 
Group, and report on the resource implications of 
implementing the specific recommendations contained in this 
report aimed at investigating the development of the Fife- 

wide project, particularly in the context of Local Agenda 21, 

and the continued development of the project in the pilot 
areas. 

2 
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2.0 BACKGROUND 

2.1 Members of the Environment Sub Committee agreed, on 30th March 1994, that 
Fife PU*ional Council should request to be one of - six pilot authorities wbo 
would take part in the above study. The project was undertaken by the Local 
Government Management Board (LGMB) as part of the UK Local Agenda 21 
Programme. 

2.2 1 -ocsk I Agenda 21 Progrummes require some baseline measurements to highlight 
the difficulty of def ining and . Ing "sustainability" in certain aq=m of our 
lifestyle. Developing an indIc; tOr3 programme at the local level can help to 
estab. 11sh this benchmark. Indicators can also be useful in assisting commmities 
to define and prioritise ways of working towards an understanding of some 
Identified needs and the ways in which a transition can be made towards a more 
sustainable future. 

2.3 It was considered that the indicators project would assist in developing work on 
the proposed Local Agenda 21 Plan for Fife. The project would also contribute 
directly to'the monitor and review role outlined In the Regional Council's 
recently approved Policy Statement on Sustainable Development. Copies- of the 
Policy Statement (E5.00) can be obtained from the Director of Economic 
Development and Planning. 

2.4 On the 31st August 1994 Members of the Environment Sub Committee were 
informed of progress on the project. Agreement was reached on the broad 
range of indicators which would be investigated and the geographical areas to be 
covered. 

2.5 Promoting community involvement is fundamental to the concept of 
sustainability and therefore to the indicators project itself. To be at 
a local level, indicatbrs must reflect community values and objectives. As 
community involvement on a Fife-wide basis could raise problems it was decided 
that Fife Regional Council should develop indicators at two levels. Level one 
being Fife-wide. Three differing communities were selected regarding the 
latter, where different approaches to community involvement would be piloted. 
These being: 

Benarty - through the existing local service network, with 
community education -taking the lead. 

Glemwodmm - through the Tenants and Residents Associations 
and the media. 

East Neuk via the Community Councils and their liaison 
group. 

The local Members for each area being actively involved. 

2.6 A Sustainabiliry Indicators Working Group was set up as a sub group of the 
Charter Steering Group to take the project forward. It includes representatives 
from the Economic Development and Planning Department, Corporate Services, 
Engineering, Education and Social Work Departments. . 

2.7 It was stressed at the Envirorunent Sub Committee that the LGNIB 6 month 
project was a starting point for the deveiopmenc of local sustainability 
indicators. It was agreed by the Sub Committee that it was not possible nor 
perhaps desirable to complete the above proposals within the Eimeframe set for 
the pilot ana it was considered that the project should continue in the context 
of the Charter for the Environment's Action Programme. 
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3.0 LEVEL ONE 

3.1 The Fife-wide Report has been produced after extensive consultAtion with 
interest groups and individuals in Fife. The first edition is however seen as the 
starting point for developing the indicators further. 

3.2 The guidance document provided by the consultants for the project identified 13 
"menus" or "categories" of indicators all of which represented an aspect of 
. sustainability. As a pilot authority within the project Fife was re -* uired to 
select at least one indicator from each menu. Rather than start the public 
consultation process with the presentation of detailed indicators, it was felt to 
be valuable to first get feedback on the relative importance of the issues behind 
the 13 themes. To do this a range of organisations and individuals were asked 
to rank 16 statements (based on the 13 themes) in order of importance. The 
questionnaire was sent to 161 individuals and organisations, including Community 
Councils, envirommental interest groups, and national and local voluntary groups. 

3.3 The results of the questionnaire (see Appendix 1) were used to focus the Report 
on issues felt to be of particular importance in Fife. For example, additional 
work has gone into the development of Basic Needs indicators, on issues such as 
homelessness, Poverty and unemployment, since this theme was given the highest 
priority in the responses to 'the questionnaire. 

3.4 Subsequently a Report was circulated for consultation purposes and an article 
placed in the Fife Insider publicising this process. Detailed responses on the 
Report and the usefulness of each indicator were received and these have been 
fundamental to shaping the final Report. Full details of the consultation 
process are given in the Study Report, prepared for submission to LGMB. 
Interest in the project from individuals, groups and other local authorities has 
also led to the project being publicised nationally in newspapers, journals and 
through radio broadcasts. 

3.5 The "Sustainability Indicators for Fife" Final Report Incorporates a selection of 
well defined and researched indicators aimed at measuring the quality of life 
and the quality of the environment in Fife. Each indicator clearly identifie3 in 
which direction it is rfioving; i. e. away from or towards sustainability or neither. 
An example of this format is contained in Appendix 2. The Report also starts 
to took at the impact of actions in Fife on other countries and other 
generations. what has been called our "global footprint". Each indicator 
concludes with a "Way Forward" box which identifies some ways in which action 
could be taken to move the indicators towards, or further towards sustainability. 

3.6 Some of the more significant issues to emerge from the Fife-wide Report 
include the fact that 10 of the indicators are currently moving away from 
sustainability. Four are moving towards sustainability and 6 are inconclusive. 

. A. s may be expected strong linkages are evident between many of the indicators 
The inter-relationship between social, economic and environmental issues is 
evident. 

31 .7 There are some issues for which adequate indicators have not yet been 
developed and these are currently covered by holding sheets. for example on 
issues such as local democracy and further education. Part of the problem in 
developing these and some of the other- indicators has been a lack of access 
to adequaEe data at a local level. This ýas in most instances been due to its 
politically sensitive nature. 
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3.8 The Report, which has been writtin for use by anyone in the community, is 
intended to be a starting point. It Is considered that there may be scope for 
further community. participation in identifying issuesq proposing action, setting 
targets and monitoring progress Fife-wide. 

4.0 LEVEL TWO 

4.1 A summary of the various approaches to community consultation and 
participation in developing and selecting local sustainability indicators for each 
pilot area, is outlined below. Full details are contained in the Study Report. It 
should be noted that, due to the more extensive nature of the community 
participation. at level two, and the lead-in times this involves particularly where 
other organisations are involved, the selection and development of local 
indicators for each pilot area has not yet been progressed as far as it has been 
Fife-wide. 

4.2 Presentations about the project hav6 been made to the well developed network 
of Community Councils as well as to Regional and District Councillors in the 
East Neuk. Initial interest in the project, particularly the opportunities for 
community participation and the scope for developing local indicators, has been 
good. 

4.3 Community Councils were given the opportunity to complete the Fife-wide 
questionnaire which asked people to rank 16 statements. Several Community 
Councils distributed these to their members and returned the completed forms 
for analysis by Fife Regional Council. The main issues raised consequently 
formed the focus of a workshop for the Community Councils and local 
Councillors. Participants were asked to give examples of what was good and 
bad about the East Neuk in terms of the five main issues raised In the 
questionnaires returned. They were also asked to give examples of specific 
actions that should be taken In the East Neuk to address any problems and 
imprový on its good characteristics. - 

4.4 The analysis of the responses from the workshop is ongoing. Feedback will be 
given at a future meeting. However it is considered that the development of 
local. indicators should now be pursued with individual communities via the 
appropriate Community Council. 

Glenrothes 

4.5 Contact has been via the network of Tenants and Residents Associations, 
through local press articles in the Glenrothes. Gazette and in GDC's Newspaper 
and through Glenrothes and Buckhaven Technical Collfte. Contact with local 
Community Education workers and the local network of youth clubs has also 
been developed. 

4.6 Interest in the project has been varied. Response to local press articles has 
been good. The youth contacts are developing well. Developing local indicators 
via the Tenants and Residents Associations has however been more difficult. 
Due to the imminent wind-up of the Development Corporation the Tenants and 
Residents Associations are currently concentrating their efforts on other issues, 
such as the transfer of the existing housing stock. 



Appendix 6B page :- 

h*VV bft'%M" lh, tpýoiy involved in tM projecL A 
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Wecinp or jWtJStj%-W with the community to move toward3 
indlcacor3 Of 3WWnabillty. 

4.8 A Ia-cW grvlp hu been famed to co-viftate the work on this project 
Comp-tsing Education Staff, the Manager of the local Commumty 
Cencre, the manager of the Local Services Office and an Adult Education 
Worker. 0 

4.9 The Group revised the Fife-wide questionnaire, using variations on the 16 
statements to make it more locally relevant, and then arranged for it to be 
distributed via the community use school, Community Centre, Community Groups 
and professionals working locally. In addition,, on-street interviews based on the 
questionnaire were conducted by Community Education staff outside the local 
sbops. 

4.10 The next stage is to utilise the responses received to the questionnaire and to 
develop the interest generated into local actions. Work has been planned %-ith 
Benarty Action Plan Working Group, in conjunction with the local Crime 
Prevention Panel and the Benarty Action Plan Working Environment Group, on 
priority issues identified in the questionnaire responses. The Benarty Group are 
also interested in piloting the basic needs indicators included in the Fife-wide 
report. 

5.0 THE WAY FORWARD 

5.1 The involvement of Fife Regional Council in the Indicators project has belped in 
developing practical ideas about the concepts of sustainability and sustainable 
development which will be of considerable assistance in developing a Local 
Agenda 21 in Fife. For example information has been collated on the colrxmpt 
of "global footprints". There is also no doubt that without the funding of the 
Scottish Office which enabled the part time and temporary appointment of 
Lesley Rowan to prepare the Study Report and assist in developing ideas an the 
indicators the project would not have achieved the success it has. It should be 
noted that the involvement of staff from several Departments on the Internal 
Working Group was a valuable way of sharing different points of view and 
experiences, particularly when discussions were focussed on issues and solutions 
rather than the technical aspects of measurement. 

5.2 The approach taken has been unique in that the study was based on the views 
of rifers as to the relative importance of the 16 statements/themes that make 
up the concept of Sustainability as defined by the consultants to the LGNIB. 
The work undertaken in respect of some of the issues and how they link 
together and the relevance to sustainability has not been undertaken anywhere 
else and will. stand the new Pife Council in good stead. It is considered 
important however for the work to be continued and the rest of this section 
identifies the suggested development of the project. 

Level 1: Fife 

5.3 It is the view of the Charter for the Environment sub group that many of the 
indicators require development that was not possible within the short period 
available for the project and indeed the Council in committing itself to the 
project recognised that there would be a need to extend the work beyond March 
1995. This development, should be in accord wiEh the principles of sustainability 

6 
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itself. Namely that the first report should now be used as the basis for 
considered consultation with a wide range of organisations and Interest groups. 
Such can -be seen as part of the work for Local Agenda 21 in Fife and as an 
important part of the Charter's 4th Action Programme. The main thrust of. 
such consultation should be two fold-. - 

The first aspect should be to determine whether the issues 
addressed reflect the perceptions of interest groups and 
individuals. A limited attempt at this was undertaken with 
the second draft of the report through a questionnaire but it 
is thought a more comprehensive approach is now required. 
In this respect it is also considered that specific groups, who 
am targeted within Local Agenda 21, should be asked to 
respond to the report. Examples of such groups include 
women, those with disabilities, the business sector and youth. 
It is considered that this could be undertaken through the 
existing Chief Executive's fora for the elderly, women, ethnic 
minorities and people With disabilities. An assessment of the 
existing role and remit of each forum, the representativity of 
each and the mechanisms in place for reporting will have to 
be made. As will an assessment of the value of providing 
training and briefing materials -in order to assist the forum, 
members in integrating sustainability issues intd their existing 
programmes of work. The formation of fora to represent 
other groups not covered by the Chief Executive's fora should 
be investigated e. g. youth. The recently formed Youth 
Consultative Committee established by the Regional Council's 
Education. Department may be useful in this regard. 

40 The second aspect would be to encourage involvement in 
identifying actions that should be taken by all parties to 
make Fife more sustainable. This requires taking an overall 
approach to all aspects to ensure that the concept of 
sustainability is not reduced to that'of environmental 
protection. The fora would be ideal to develop such 
programmes that could be implemented by all parties. The 
fora could identify targets for improvement over the next 5 
years, and the most appropriate ways of measuring whether 
progress is being made towards achieving these targets. 
Green Business Fife could, for example, provide a good 
mechanism to develop some business related initiatives 
particularly through the LIFE project Partnerships in EMAS 
(PIE). 

5.4 It is considered that the wi)rk of these fora could feed into an umbrella 
"Sustainable Fife Roundtable IV. The Roundtable would comprise representatives 
from each forum, representatives from the local pilot areas and members of the 
Internal Working Group. 

5.5 It would be impossible to maintain the level of input that has been achieved 
over the past 4 months, particularly in developing the Fife-wide report. 
Consequently work will be focused on the development of indicators for those 
issues currently covered by holding sheets Oe. Access to Basic Services, Skills 

and Training, Decision Making and Community Economic- Development). In 

addition a system needs to be set up so that the statistically sound indicators 
can be monitored on a regular basis and in addition work can be focussed on 
the development of priority indicators. (i. e. those marked highest in the 
resppnses to the 16 themes). These are currently considered to be: - 

7 
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Food, water, housing and fuel are available to everyone at an 
affordable price. 

Everyone has access to health care that promotes health and 
cares for the sick. F 

People are free from fear of crime and persecution. 
4. Damage to the environment by pollution is. kept to a 

minimum. 

F 

5.6 Nevertheless it is important for the report to be maintained and it is therefore 
conaidered that an annual report should be prepared on the document in a way 
not dissimilar to the process of updating the Transport Policies and Programme3 
document (TPP)- The Sustainable Fife Roundtable could encourage and assist Involvement in this annual process. 

5.7 The work on sustainable indicators can be assisted by other initiatives being 
undertaken by the Regional Council. In this regard it is considered that work 
on a Local Agenda 21 Plan for Fife, the State of the Environment Manual and 
Deprivation Analysis in Fife, aimed at confirming existing or identifying new Priority Areas, is particularly relevant, as will the development of the Regional 
Council's Geographic Information System (GIS). Similarly it is important that 
the Regional Council continues to build partnerships -with other organisations 
such as Fife Health Board. The Health Board have already made a valuable 
contribution to the Indicators Project by providing data for and assisting in the 
development of the health indicators. 

Level 2 

East Neuk 

5.8 Through the East Neuk Communities Group considerable progress has been made. 
Not only have the communities Identified what they consider to be important in 
terms of the sustainability concept but they have identified aspects of the East 
Neuk that they consider should be maintained and those which can be improved. 
In addition as a result of the workshop specific actions have been identified 
which could assist in making the area more sustainable. 

5.9 The stage has now been reached where progress can be made more effectively 
through the individual villages and specific programmes prepared. Elie and 
Earlsferry and Pittenweem have intimated that they wish to continue the project 
further and it is considered that perhaps one or two more villages could be 
involved. Finally it is thought appropriate that a report be prepared by the 
East Neuk Communities Group, assisted by the Regional Council, setting out 
the work they have successfully undertaken 

5.10 The lessons learnt in the East Neuk concerning the involvement of Community 
Councils can be applied to other Community Councils in the Region and also 
elsewhere in Scotland. It is considered therefore that as part of the 
consultation other Community Councils are given the opportunity to undertake 
the steps that have been carried out in the East Neuk. This will require the 
commitment of those Community Councils and also support from the Association 
of Scottish Community Councils. Contact has been made with this organisaEion 
and it is suggested that further development await the response from the 
organisation. It is also understood that there may be central government 
funding available to encourage Community Councils to become involved in 
Agenda 21 processes of which the identification of local indicators is an 
important aspect. It is suggested therefore that approaches be made to the 

8 
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Scottish Office. Any support from the Association should be used to develop 
the tectmiques used in the East Neuk with a limited number of other 
Community Councils and to prepare worksheets so that other Community 
Councils can undertake the work th elves. 

5.11 Links developed with Collydean Tenants Association have to date been 
encouraging. The responses to forms distributed by the Association are awaited. 
However initial discussions regarding these have identified the various issues of 
most concern to the local community. It is intended that this should be 
followed up with local Initiatives aimed at raising awareness regarding 
sustainability issues and by the development of local indicators. In this respect 
it 13 considered that a 100 Household Project could be piloted in the Collydean 
area via the local Tenants Association. 

5.12 A 100 Household Project, piloted in Leicester, involved a group of households in 
Identifying actions they can take individually to Influence the sustainability of 
their community. The lessons learnt by the householders can then be passed 
onto others. It is anticipated that Fife Regional Council would provide the 
required training and support to the householders. 

5.13 In addition it is considered that work should continue with the youth in 
Glenrothes via the Community Education Workers and their links into the local 
youth club network, in particular, and via the students at Glenrothes Technical 
College. A Youth Forum in the area is proposed. 

5.14 A consultant 
, 
has recently provided the Community Education Officers with 

information and some training in the use of Participatory Rural Appraisal. The 
process involves the use of various techniques, including time lines and 
community mapping, which allows a picture of the community to be built up 
over a period of time. It concentrates on various issues, such as patterns of 
employment, and thus helps prioritise action to addressing local. issues. This 
process should link with the existing local Community Action Plan process, 
which is now in its third year of operation, and' will be of value in helping to 
develop local sustainability indicators. 

5.15 Due to the current workload on staff available it is unlikely that the technique 
of Participatory Rural Appraisal will currently be implemented. Instead a 
variant, used by Community Education, will be applied. It is considered that 
this will be quicker and be a more efficient use of resources. 

5.16 In addition it is proposed that the following steps are taken: 

Newspaper coverage, locally, giving information on the Fife- 
wide survey and a comparison with the results in Benarty - 
(It should ýe noted that the responses to the 16 statements 
froM people in Benarry were significantly different from the 
Fi'fe-wide responses). 

Invitation to a meeting/seminar for selected groups e. g. 
Community Action Plan Working Group, Benarty Environment 
Group, Community Centre Management. Committee, 
Community Council and or-hers. 

-9 
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5.17 It is considered that initiatives or ideas from groups or UxUviduals throughout 
Fife wishing to become mom active In sustainability issues should be 
encouraged. Their involvement should be directed towards local action within 
the framework identified. 

6.0 RECOMh4ENDATjQNS 

6.1 It Is recommended that Members remit to the Director of Economic 
Development and Planning, through the Charter for the Environment stwing 
Group, to: - 

Publish the "Sustainability Indicators for Fife" report for general 
distribution. 

2. Investigate and report. back on the resource implications of 
developing the following: 

(1) Development of fora for the elderly, youth, women, ethnic 
minorities, people with disabilities and business in Fife by 
building upon the existing Chief Executive's fora, Green 
Business Fife and the newly established Youth Consultative 
Committee. 

01) Investigation of the establishment of a "Sustainable Fife 
Roundtable". 

(iii) Production of an annual update to the Sustainability 
Indicators for Fife Report. 

Ov) Preparation of a report on Local Agenda 21 in Fife and its 
linkages with this project. * 

(v) Development of priority indicators for those issues identified 
by the public consultation process as being of most 
importance. 

Development of linkages with other Regional Council 
initiatives, such as Local Agenda 21, and the State of the 
Environment Manual. 

(vii) Development . of partnerships with other organisat'Ons, such as 
the Fife Health Board. 

(viii) Development of initiatives with 3 or 4 Community Councils 
in the'East Neuk. 

OX) Investigation of. joint initiatives with the Association of 
Scottish Community Councils. 

Development of a 100 Household Project in Glenrothes. 

Development of a variant of the Participatory Rural Appraisal, 
linked to the existing Action Plan Process, for use in Benarty. 

(Xii) Investigation of opportunities for funding. 

(Xiii) Incorporation of action arising from the above 
recommendations into the 4th Charter for the Enviroranent 
Action Programme. 
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Fife Sustainability Indicators Report -1 st Edition (June 1995) 

Summary of Written Comments Received (December 1995) 

PespandentsName FlespondertsConvnents 

Erwirowvwft* 1. General The report is extremely 
SUSWIOUSSYStam interesift and vefy well 

produced in what must have 
been a very tVd time schedtge. 

Fife Constabdary 1. PlosdAcciderts 

2 Crime (i) Fife Constabulary is 
committed to the 
development of community 
onentated policing and 
therefore supports the way 
forward outlined in the 
crime indicator. 

Whilst Fife has been successful 
in achieving central 
governments target of a 330/6 
reduction in road casuafties, it is 
important to highlight the fact 
that pecial cycle casualties have 
only reduced by 11 % This may 
be due w the massive increase 
in popularity of cycling or 
because File had a low pedal 
cycle accident rate at the time 
the mean was set. Would be 
merit in emesfigating issue. 

Mr Hansen 

Noted. 

Very impressed by the emphasts 
pLaced upon eqOdy issues. And 
te clear benefits of clustering 
indWual indicators in 
mearvingful groups, thus avoiciing 
some of the pedis of 
aggF8gEfjM 

(ii) Whilst number of crimes 
reported rose in 1994 there 
was a skifficant decrease in 
crimes of dishonesty, 
amounfingtolO. 51%. In 
addition detection rates 
increased to 42.36Yo. 

I. Cseý (i) Welcome tone and content 
of the Report. The Report 
is an exce4lent first step. 

(ii) For it to be of any use the 
Report must be put into 
action by the inhabitants of 
Fide, irxJuding the new Fife 
Authority. 

Invesfigations in urban areas, as 
to where core cycle routes 
could be provided in 
Dunfermline, Glenrothes, 
Kirkcaldy, Levenmouth and St 
Andrews, as part of the 
Kingdom of He Cycling 
lnftabve, have revealed defintite 
"blackspot" locations for pedal 
cycle accidenlIs and casuakies. 
Provision of these urban cycle 
routes, should address many of 
these problern locations and 
raise awareriess, and the profile 
of cychng to other road users. 
Feedback from cyclists 
obtained as part of these 
inveskjabons identifies 
junctions, especialty 
roundabouts, as problem 
bcations. This suggests #, eta 
region-wide investigation 
would be beneficial for cyclist 
Saliely 

Noted 

Noted and weicomed. 

Agreed, this is fundamental to 
achemng progress Uywards 
sustainabilirty in Fife. 

Noted 

A" 
smas 
usno 
VAI F, F 
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-No 

AI FA M 
MINES 
MUNN 
NNFAV Fife Sustainability Indicators Report -1 st Edition (June 1995) 

Summary of Written Comments Received (December 1995) 

Respondents Name I Issue I Respondents Corments I Response 

MrHansen 2 Decision MaWng (p3) (i) The Report states that all Noted. It is accepted that 
(Continued) people should be able to partially due to a lack of time 

share in decisioniraking. (i. e. 6 months in which to 
This important area has develop a full set of indicators 
been negieck4 possibly for Frfe) but also because of 
because of lack of time. limited resources that 

consultation and participation 
on a Fde-wide basis did not 
irr4ohm every household. 
Efforts were therefore 
concentrated on consulting a 
range ot organisations and 
i di i l i l di n v dua s, nc u rV 

Community Councils. More 
extensive consultation and 
participation was however 
possible within the pilot areas. 

(ii) Funds should have been Noted. See response to 2(i) 
made available to inform above- 
every household of this 
project by plaicing a small 
ieaflet through every letter 
box. Most people would 
have Ox)red this project, 
but at least they would have 
had the opportunity to get 
involved if they wanted to. 

3 Food Miles The report refers to an Noted. 
increasing amount of goods 
consumed in Scotland from 
othercountries. Itshouldalso 
be remembered that an 
increasing amount of food 
being consumed in He is 
coming from outside Fde- This 
is covered on page 48 fairly 
well. The policies of central 
and local government have 
encouraged this increase in 
food miles to the detriment of 
the local economy as well as 
the environment. 

4. Rai and Cycle Proper cycle facilities should be Noted. Secure cycle parking 
Facildies (p2l). encouraged at stations to avoid at rail stations and halts must 

having to take the cycle on the however involve the rail 
train. Facilities should be operating company- Similarly 
provided for parking, hiring and hire and repair of cycles at 
having cycles repaired at the these locations will involve 
main stations in He the private sector. It is 

anticipated that ft region- 
wide Kingdom of He Cycling 
Initiative shaH provide a 
stimulus, not only to 
encourage cycling but for this 
type of support activity 
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Summary of Written Comments Received (December 1995) 

IS" 

MrHWGW 
(Cwtinueo 

S Car Use (p23). 

6. Cdme (p28-29) 

7. Safety for 
PedesMamand 
Cychsts (p32,33) 

a Land Quality 
(p36-37) and Food 
Agriculture 
(p48-49) 

The report makes relevant 
points aboLA reasons for 
increased car use including 
facHities designed for cars; with 
pedestians and cyclists as an 
afteffiought. Such schemes 
were desOW and executed by 
Fife Regk)nal Council I hope 
that in future the designers of 
such schtnnesdesign roads tor 
pedeshians, cyclists and vehicles 
in that order. 

The report makes relevant 
points about crime. The policy 
of national and local government 
to encourage people into shells 
are a big contribution to a lack 
of people on the streets and so 
an irxxease in crinw. 

Disagree fundarnentafly with this 
approach and with fts indicator 
mo%nng towards sustairkibility 
The indicator being used is an 
exoeBent measure of the 
number of casualties but, unless 
the number of journeys made by 
each mode remains the same, is 
not an indicator of safety at all. 
Safety is actuaRy a measure of 
how many journeys are 
successfuly made without an 
incklelt 

Dividing the number of 
casualties by the number of 
journeys made by each mode 
would be a more realistic 
indicator of safety. A fully 
realistic indicator would inciude 
compensation for the 
environmental irnpact of each 
mode of transport as well. I 
think such a fulty realistic 
indicator would show an 
inconclusive result or a move 
away fMm sustainability. 

(i) Makes interesWg reading 
when combined. The 
amount of land that is 
urbanised is rising. Fkmever, 
the amount of fann land has 
kxxeased marginally. The 
only conclusion is that 
wildlife habitat is being 
converted into suburbs and 
tin shed famis, which is not 
susokeble. 

Noted. Policies contained in 
ft RegionaJ Councils, more 
recent Transport Pokcies and 
Programmes document 8 and 
8C address the needs of aH 
road user groups on an equal 
basis, 

Noted. 

Noted. As part of the 
development of 
transportation strategies 
which seek to achieve the 
sate irýration of all road 
users and a high level of 
resident and interest group 
participation, this suggestion 
is being actively e)Oored in 
the ongoing development of 
the variables used in the 
objective appraisal of 
elements of these Strategies. 

Noted. 

Agree in principle, however 
StruAtme and Local Plan 
policies exist to prevent the 
unsuitaNe develop ment of 
land especially protected 
wilclite habitats. 

AAAM Emus 
usom 
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k6m 

Mr Hansen 
(Continued) 

MrWJMcGreWr 1. Communfty 
Involvement (p5). 

Z Cyding (p2O-21) 

3. Community 
Participation (p23). 

4. Land Quality (p37) 

5. Biodiversity (p38) 

Respondents Comments 

(ii) The report talks about 
developing an indicator for 
the distance food travels to 
reach Fife. Such indicatois 
have been developed already 
and I think Transport 2000 
could supply all the details of 
a suitable indicator. 

Noted. The information 
required to develop a food 
mReW kxlicator will be 
pumued 

Do not agree that community 
involvement might be a problem 
on a Re-wide basis. Each village 
should have a sub-committee set 
up to concentrate on their own 
villageproUems. 

(i) Agree with most points 
raised in regard to providing 
cyde paths. 

(ii) Amain roadway should be 
considered for a trial lane 
cycle path e. g. on the back 
road from Aberdou r to 
Kirkcaldy. 

(iii) In addition provision will 
have to be made for large 
monitored cycle parking 
SpOloes 

Community involvement on 
a Rfe-wide basis is certainly 
a worthy objective and is in 
keeping with the Regional 
Council's commitment to 
Local Agenda 21. However 
for the purposes of the first 
edition of this Fife-wide 
indicators report the 
restrictive tirriescale and 
limited resources meant that 
Re-wide, consultation was 
impractical. It is the 
intention that the lessons 
leamt from the fuller 
consultation and 
participation in the three 
pik)t areas may be developed 
elsewhere in Re. 

Noted 

A viable route for cyclists 
between Aberdour and 
Kirkcaldy is currently being 
inveslý- 

Secure cycle parking features 
as an integral element of 
programmed cycle routes 
and networks in urban areas. 

Agree that the ability of peop4e 
to participate in decision-making 
is important. 

There is a waste of buiking land 
in town areas e. g. in I<jrkcaldy. 
There is no point in building out 
in the countryside when there is 
plenty ot room in the town itself 

Agree that efforts should be 
made to develop appropriate 
sites within urban areas 
before releasing greentield 
sites. The Regiorial Council 
supports the develoMent of 
brownfieid sites. 

(i) Why state that we must 
reduce sewage and effkjent 
discharges ir*o water/ 
courses. It should bean 
offence and punishable with 
heavy peraWs imposed. 

Noted. 
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Summary of Written Comments Received (December 1995) 

ft" 

Mr McGregor 
(COF*X)4 

ra Air Quality 
044-45) 

7 Household Waste 
(p53) 

a Energy (p57) 

(ii) Did the Fife Freshwater 
Macrophyte Survey of 
1991 (NCC) cover the 
outlet of the freshwater 
rivers to the sea or was it 
confined to the inland 
rivers or ponds/lochs? 
The MarcoptW Survey 
covered lochs only. 

(iii) Has a survey been 
undertakendthemarine 
life in the coastal parts of 
the Forth and Tay to 
determine if the standards 
of manne fife and#* 
cleanliness of the two 
areas is on the decline. 

LorKjannet Power Station and 
the BP and other large 
international companies at 
Grangemouthand 
Mossmorran should 
contribute to the costs of air 
quality monitoring in Fife. 

AMvy. jcp Fife has a system of 
colecting waste gkm, paper 
and tin cans it still does not 
have a recyckig plM fDr 
plasticrehm. 

To save energy shoLM 
progrew with the 
redeveloprmnt of the 
railway network and open 
up ststions such as 
Sinclairtown and Dysart. 

The Wroophyle Survey 
covered bchs only. 

The Forth and Tay River 
Purification Boards do 
undeýe extensive surveys 
of marine life in their 
respective estuaries. The 
Regional Councit is currendy 
negotiating access to this 
information. 

SP carr y out a prograrnme of 
air quality monitoring the 
results ot which are made 
public. In the case of 
Aftworran Shelf and Exxon 
fund an independent group 
established by the Regional 
Council. The Mossmorran 
and BraeW Bay 
lLdepe=t Air Quality 
Mondo rig Review Group 
monitor air cpality and 
publish the results 
Part 4 of the Environment 
Act 1995 introduces various 
powers and controls 
regarding air quality 
monitoring to be carded out 
by the new unitary 
authorities in Scotland. 
However there is no specific 
requirement for companies 
to contribute to the cost of 
rrxx*cxing. 

Noted. The recycling of 
household plastics is not 
currently considered 
corTynercially viable. 
However there are a number 
of commercial operators 
who do recycle their own 
plastic. Kirkcaldy DL-*ict 
Council consideredthe 
feasibility of plastic recycling 
facilities and this work is 
b6M continued. 
Noted. Provision ot new rail 
haft at DWgety Bay is 
programmed for early 1997. 
The current Roads and 
Transportation Capital 
Programme, contained in the 
Ragiorvý Council's Transport 
PolbesandProgrammes 
document, contains an 
allocation for construction of 
a new station in #* Dysart/ 
Sindairtown area of 
K*Owdy. 

AA Elk, 
smom 
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Fife Sustainability Indicators Report -1 st Edition (June 1995) 

Summary of Written Comments Received (December 1995) 

Mr McGregor 
(Conbnued) 

Oxford Brookes 
Unhmmity 

9. SkisandTra"ng 
(P61) 

(ii) Rai km should be 

cheaper with improved 
*retal3les. 

Agree that training is essential 
but consider that YTS 
schemes etc are rather a 
waste of time. It would be 
better if companies were 
subsidised w4h government 
or local funds to attract 
additional staff or apprentices. 

General The report makes interesting 
reading and provides a usekd 
N sometimes provocative basis 
from which to consider 
further the current 
sustainability debate. 

2- Observations (i) What in the recent past 
were close knit 
communMes of people 
with mostly local 
employment, local ties, and 
a shared investment in ft 
future of their own 
community, are now, more 
often, just loose-knit 
associations for essentially 
unrelated people with 
their only common 
feature being that of a 
residence, how%w 
temporary; somewhere in 
the same locality. 

(ii) Generalisations are rarely 
found to provide the 
viaý answers to the 
(: fiverse prolNerns of what 
often are kxmfity specific 
issues of real people and 
ftoir own communifies. 
Mwetore, whiW 
accepting the lessons of 
experience but not taking 
ft vafidity of 
oomparaWes for granted, 
each individual ommunity 
(locality) requires anew its 
own full and interrelated 
appraisal to be 
undertaken. 

The Governrnenfs SkM 
Seekers InONOve, whch has 
replaced the YTS Sclvwe, 
offers government funding 
direc to c(xTpanies. The 
RegionW Cound also offers 
Employment and Training 
Grants drect to cornPanies. 

Noted. 

Noted. 

Agree this is a fundarr*w" 
part of the approach being 
undertaken by the Regional 
Council in the level 2 pilot 
areas Y*iere various exercises 
have been undertaken and 
events Wd to gather 
information on local issues, 
threats and opportunities. 
The lessons learM may then 
be used to help develop local 
indicators in other parts of 
Fk 
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Summary of Written Comments Received (December 1995) 

IS" 

Oxford Brookes 
Unkwsity 

I. Prosentatm 

(iii) With more precise 
information and also a 
restructured focus, ft 
problemýl ama of devising 
muW*, appropriate and 
meaningful hdices could 
pertiaps; be divided, and, as an 
alternative, ft more exciting 
potential of developing a GIS 
based, multifactoral matrb(wfth 
pertiaps a single index foreach 
locality, community and t*r 
sub-Woupings could even be 
explored7 

The possibilhies of such an 
approach sound very 
interesfing. Further 
infoffnation on a GIS based 
multifactional matrix will be 
wught 

Director of 
Persomeland 
MarEwnwIl 
ServioesFde 
ReglormlCouncil) 

Director of Social 
Work (Fde Regional 
Courýcil) 

-k 

2 General 

1. Presaytation 

2 DisftuWn 

a Futuresugm 

The presentation of the final 
version is excelkwft and helps 
to make what is a fairly 
complex si. *ýect fairly easy to 
un(jBirstard. 

Nothing to add to comments 
made on earlier drafts. 

Noted. 

The report is well presented 

It shculd be wkl* 
cfisseminated to stimulate 

farmers, voluntary 
organisatlom, and #*general 
pubic as a whole. 

Perhaps wMinability 
*seminars" might be held in 
bcal communities beyond 
those of Benaft St Monans 

and Glenrothes to explore the 
issues raised by the report and 
to define indicators of 
particular relevance to each 
commur* 

Noted. 

Agreed 1000 copies of the 
first edition of the report 
have already been distilibuted 
anxingst the general pjbk, 
Community Councils and 
interest groups, education 
establishments, the private 
sector and govemment 
bodies and organisations. In 
addition the report, and 
other information about the 
indicators Projeict, has been 
distribiAed to many 
organisaboris outwith Fde. 

Noted. The three 
cornrnunities identified are 
pilot areas; R is intended that 
the lessons learnt In each 
could be appWd elsewhere in 
FIEL 

AAA M 
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Diredor ot Social 
Work (Fife 
Regional Council) 
(Continued) 

Royal Society for 
the Protection of 
Birds 

Issm 

(4) The indicators strorgly, and 
crucially, demonstrate ft 
interconnectedness of 
e0Dnw*, PWV*X-i 
communkydevelopmeM 
environmental protection 
and service delivery at Me 
stretegic level. 

(iii) Further development of 
macro-kývel indicators and 
their linkage with specific 
local concerns is awaited 
with interest. 

1- Generd Very much welcome fm 
CounciTs efforts in devokping 
indicators and its early 
commitment to Local Agenda 
21. 

2- Biodkv" (P. 38) Encouraged by efforts to seek 
views of the local community 
and national bodies. Indicators 
reflect community values and 
obocfives. 

Submerged aquatic plants 
seems a very good indicator 
because the trands away from 
biodiversity can probably be 
unAed to causal enmronmental 
factors affectng a range of 
species e. g. habitats, in spite at 
ft wider relationships it is 
doubtful that use of this 
incficator alone is adequate to 
draw conclusion that local 
species diversity is deckning. 

Other indicators do link to 
biodiversity e. g. boreholes, air 
quality and fisheries- Fisheries 
have a direct link to birds and 
the issues and actions identified 
under this indicator mirror the 
concerns of ft RSPB, 
particularly in relation to the 
need for local maruigement of 
fisheries. But these *Kficators 
do not provide a clear linkage 
which enables additional 
conckksions to be drawn about 
the state of biodiversity. For 
example the fisheries Uxlicator 
could be oomplemýnted by an 
indicator on the nationalty 
important breeding seabird 
populations in Rie. 

Noted. R was considered 
essential #W the linkages 
between sociaL economic 
and environmentW issues 
and specific imlicators be 
madsclear. 

Noted. It is intended that 
these YAN be develoW as 
part of an ongoing process. 

Noted. 

Noted. It is intended that 
tNs will be developed 
further. 

Agree Mat an adchonal 
inclicalor on biodiversity 
should be developed. 

Agreed. Better linkages 
between indicators will be 
developed in the 2nd edition 
of the Report. Nationally 
iffq)onant seabirds is a 
potenbally useful indicator 
which may be developed 
further. 
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Respondents Name Issue Resporxlents Comments Response 

Royal Society for a SuggeWd The conservation of Agree Fife Nature will be 
the Protection of biodiversity is a key test of used to develop additional 
Birds (Continued) sustainable development and biodiversity indicators for 

we feel that additional the second edition of the 
biodiversity inclicators are Report 
necessary subject to resources, 
adequate data and practical 
monitoring. The Council does 
have a very important resource 
in File Nature. An effective 
biological records centre linked 
to naturalist groups in the 
community is fundamental to 
the selection and development 
of a representative range of 
bicKfiversity indicators. 

I Protected Areas in Fife - These suggestions are noted 
change in the extent of and will be given further 
protected areas, and the consideration in developing 
reasons vft is an additional biodiversity 
important measure of the indicators. 
health of the environment. 
These suggestions are 
noted and will be given 
further consideration in 
developing additional 
biodiversity indicators. 

2- Threatened species in 
Fife - decline or loss within 
Fife of any nationally (w 
internationally threatened 
species from the red data 
lists would represent a 
significantlossol'globaland 
UK biodiversity and a trend 
away from sustainability. 
Fife is nationally important 
for 5 breeding red data bird 
species. Information on 
these should be readily 
available. Monitoring and 
action for these species 
should be a fundamental 
part of any Local Agenda 21 
Pon 

3L Internationally 
important Sites in Fife - 
these sites of intemational 
importance for migratory 
waterfovA e. g. estuaries of 
the Forth and Tay and 
Cameron Reservoir. 
Recognition of this 
international responsibility 
to biodiversity 
conservation should be a 
fundamental part of the 
Council's Local Agenda 21 
Plan 
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LOAM 

Royal Sockyty for 
the Protection of 
Birds (Confinued) 

Tay River 
Purfficabon Board 

4. Targets 

1. Quality of the 
ErMronrrwd 
Indicator (p39) 

2- Quality of Surface 
and Underground 
Water (p4O). 

Respondents Comments 

It would be desirable in the 
longer term to develop 
indicalors based on species 
which are characteristic of 
species assembUges or natural 
or semi natural habitats. More 
complex but may be possible 
to develop wetiand indicators 
frorn the work being done by 
the Fife Wedands Initiative and 
RSPBmaybeableto 
contribute to monitoring. 

Indicators are of little value 
without targets for their 
maintenanoe, enhancement or 
recovery. The govemment 
through the UK Biodiviersity 
Action Pian is currently 
developing targets for priority 
species and habillals. LA21 
needs to take the national 
targets and adopt them to 
local circumstances This 
process together with the co- 
ordination and irnplementatlon 
of policies and actions to 
achieve targets is best pursued 
through a blodiversity action 
plan or nature conservation 
strategy. We woLAd soDngly 
urge the preparabon of such a 
plan. 

Agreed. Fife Council in 
partnership with other 
agencies is invohoed in 
developing a biodiversily 
plan for Fife. 

Reducing sewage and effluent 
discharges to watercourses 
from ail services is obvioL* a 
prime method of reducing 
nutrient imports to fresh 
waters. Reduction of 
discharges of sewage however 
is difficult to achieve in the 
face of progrMwe 
dm*pmert However, 
improvement of effluent 
treab-nent and hence quality of 
effluert can be adieved. 
Perhaps INS should be added 
as a fourth possibility for the 
way forward. 

According to the 19W Water 
Quality Survey of Scotland 
99% of fresh surface waters in 
the Boards area were class 1 
quality. I am therefore 
surprised at your observations 
in Analysis of the indicator 
This requires some 
clarification. 

Noted. Consideration wil 
be given to adding this to 
ft Way Forward Secfion. 

This has been the WbPcl of 
. and 

correspondence with the 
Forth River Purification 
Board as wel. The Weis of 
nitrates in boreholes are a 
matter of record, but a mom 
sensitive inckator which 
relates plyisical w-ditons of 
water quality, to hurrw 
activity and the corxIftn of 
othoer species is being 
WL#t 

p 
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Mr D Whyms 5. Crime Occurrence of aime can be Noted. 
(Continued) viewed in itself as an indicator 

of a society's health. As well as 
tackfing"symptoms7 community 
identify, socio-economic 
usefulness and equity have a 
fundamental role to play in 
ensuringindividuals are not 
constrained into criminal 
activities. 

6. Safety for Over siml: Aistic conclusion to This particular indicator has 
Pedesirbrisand draw from data. More useful been criticised for its over 
Pedal Cyclists may riot be the gross number of simplistic approach and will 

accidents but the number of be developed further or 
accidents per krn travelled. replaced in the 2nd edition. 
Additional information provided. 

7. Water It is important that access to a Noted. Adding any 
safe, reliable, heat" waW supplements to Rfe's water 
supply is preserved. Considering &4)* is obviously a 
Fife water's current deficit in controversial subject 
certain health enhancing natural 
minerals, it would also be 
appropriate to implement the 
treatment of ft supply with 
fluoride. 

a Food: Agdculture Many pertinent issues Agree. 
addressed, but more emphasis c 
could be placed on increasing 
the ability of individuals and 
communities to produce their 
own food. Access to land for 
tiris purpose seem nominal. 
Many Councils encourage 
allotment cultivation which 
could represent a real 
improvement in diet and 
exercise levels for many - 
especially if systematically 
supported by other Council 
initiatives such as basic 
education, access to resources 
and tools, and linked in with 
LETS schemestarga*v 
communities of high need. The 
Way Forward"does not 

mention organic methods as the 
only long term sustainable 
option. 

9. Fisheries Difficult to know what could be Agee. 
done &Wly in the face of the 
gkA: )al threat to fisheries and 
marine ecosystems. Ideally a 
shift to smaller and less intrusive 
methods wculd result in less 
fish being caught and more 
employment - bift this would 
not work in isolation, and to 
make ft-ie products affordable 
considerable subskkr, would be 
needed. 


