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Executive Summary 
 

Purpose 
 
1. This paper sets out the results of the first comprehensive effort to collect information 

on the activity of the community learning and development (CLD) sector in Scotland 
for almost ten years. The exercise was run as a pilot data collection along with an 
associated evaluation. 

 

Background 
 
2. This pilot exercise was a key strand of the CLD Performance Information Project 

(PIP). PIP was set up by Learning Connections in order to address the widely 
accepted gaps in performance information relating to the CLD sector. The project has 
been designed to improve information on the inputs, outputs and outcomes of CLD at 
both national and local level. 

 
3. This exercise in particular focussed on the outputs of CLD. It aimed to collect 

information related to the tangible deliverables of CLD; specifically the number of 
individual learning opportunities accessed and the number of community groups 
supported by the sector. 

 
4. The data collection was carried out over a snap-shot week in November 2005 and all 

32 local authorities participated in the survey. They coordinated the return of 
information on activity carried out directly by their staff and volunteers, and activity by 
partner organisations on their behalf. The collection was focussed primarily on local 
authority delivery at this stage as it gave a manageable starting point from which to 
develop a robust process. 

 
5. The full text of the questions asked can be found online1 but in general terms the 

local authorities were asked to report on: 
 

• the number of learning opportunities that they directly provided for adults 
and young people during the reporting week; 

• the number of community groups that they directly supported during the 
reporting week; 

• the financial resources that they provided to other organisations to deliver 
opportunities or support; and 

• where possible the number of learning opportunities that other 
organisations provided for adults and young people, with support from the 
local authority, during the reporting week. 

 

                                                
1 
http://www.communitiesscotland.gov.uk/stellent/groups/public/documents/webpages/cs_006379.hcsp
#TopOfPage 
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Results 
 
6. The following are the main results from the data collection: 
 

• 62,123 adult learning opportunities provided directly by local authorities 
were accessed in the week; 

• 84,919 youth work opportunities provided directly by local authorities were 
accessed in the week; and 

• 4,401 community groups were supported directly by local authorities 
during the week. 

 
7. In addition it was reported that during the reporting week local authorities provided 

support to other organisations to deliver: 
 

• 18,409 adult learning opportunities; and 
• 34,323 youth work opportunities. 

 
8. Finally, it was reported that in financial year 2005/06, local authorities would provide 

the following financial resources to other organisations: 
 

• £8,469,391.99 to deliver adult learning; 
• £6,718,666.13 to deliver youth work; and 
• £11,044,881.50 to deliver community capacity building. 

 
9. The following are important considerations in respect of all these figures. More 

detailed consideration is included in the main report. 
 

• This data is the result of a pilot and is therefore provisional and should be 
treated as being broadly indicative rather than definitive. 

• The data is only valid at Scotland level. 
• Depending on the extent to which the data collection is changed in future 

years, comparison will be possible at the Scotland level year on year. 
• Due to the wide range of local factors impacting on the level of CLD 

delivery, the data does not support comparison between local authorities. 
 
10. As well as the data return, respondents were also asked to complete a detailed 

evaluation form. This was followed up by individual discussions with some officials 
and focus groups. The following are the main results from the evaluation: 

 
• The data collection process and supporting documentation have in 

general been a success. 
• Collection of data on direct delivery by local authorities was broadly 

judged to be robust. 
• Collection of data from partners was a qualified success. Feedback 

suggested a relatively low return rate from partners but also suggested 
that the information that was returned was robust. 

• It proved to be extremely difficult to separate funding specifically for CLD 
from the general funding supplied by the local authority to their partners. 

• Clarity must be maintained on why the information is being collected, with 
a particular emphasis on what the information is being used for. This will 
help to maintain what has been so far extremely positive stakeholder buy 
in. 
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What will happen next? 
 
11. Based on the results of the evaluation we should proceed with the following steps 

with a view to collecting this information in the coming year and establishing this as a 
regular data collection: 

 
• the guidance and supporting documentation should be revised and 

developed based on the specific points and actions set out in the 
evaluation report; 

• process improvements should be considered, aimed primarily at 
increasing participation from partner organisations but also crucially at 
reducing the burden on those being asked to collect and collate data; 

• fundamentally consider the need to collect finance information directly 
from local authorities based on the specific points in the evaluation; and 

• ensure appropriate communications are carried out with colleagues at all 
levels within the range of CLD providers. 
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Background 
 
12. This report sets out the results of the pilot quantitative data collection exercise and 

evaluation carried out by Learning Connections with the objective of quantifying the 
scale of the activity of local authority community learning and development (CLD) 
providers. 

 
13. The quantitative data collection is part of the CLD Performance Information Project 

(PIP). PIP was set up in response to the stated aim of being “able to assess more 
thoroughly the contribution of CLD to outcomes” set out in Working and Learning 
Together to Build Stronger Communities (Scottish Executive 2004). PIP has been 
designed with the following objectives: 

 
• To develop a national framework to:  

 guide CLD partnerships in their approaches to performance 
information; and 

 make the generation of meaningful core data at national level 
possible. 

• To support implementation of that framework by partnerships. 
• To enable greater shared understanding of approaches to performance 

information, through the dissemination of effective practice. 
• To establish a programme of longitudinal research to develop better 

understanding of the impact of CLD. 
 

14. The robust collection of quantitative information on the activity delivered by CLD in 
Scotland is central to achieving these objectives. PIP is considering information on 
CLD in terms of: the inputs required to deliver the activity; the outputs actually 
delivered; and the outcomes that these achieve. This survey is our main source of 
information on the outputs of CLD. 

 

Survey aims 
 
15. Within this sector there has been no systematic collection of information at national 

level since 1997 (the process was based on a set of Performance Indicators for 
Community Education Services, known as the ‘Green Book’). In recent years there 
has been an acknowledgement of the need for a robust collection of data reflecting 
the activity of the sector. 

 
16. At a local level the information is required to plan, monitor and evaluate the delivery 

of CLD activity within communities, as well as to inform local strategies and policy. 
Similarly at the national level there is a need for information to support the 
development and evaluation of national policies and priorities. 

 
17. The quantitative data survey aimed to collect information at a national level that 

would allow us to quantify the amount of activity being delivered primarily by local 
authority CLD services. This information would be used along with other information 
being gathered by Learning Connections within PIP, from a range of sources, to give 
us an accurate picture of the CLD sector. 

 
18. In order to ensure the robustness of the data collection process it was necessary to 

test-run the whole process with a pilot survey. A pilot can highlight issues that cannot 
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be picked up during a design phase. In the particular case of this survey the key 
issues we expected to be highlighted were:  

 
• any problems with our definitions of CLD; 
• issues with the data collection process (including, for example, timings, 

problems with forms, and the quality of the guidance); and 
• the capacity within the sector to provide quantitative information. 

 
19. By piloting the survey we can identify and correct any systematic problems within the 

survey which will affect the results. By eliminating factors due to the survey we can 
be sure that anything we find out within the results is a real effect and not a reporting 
anomaly. 

 

Survey design 
 
20. The survey was designed in consultation with the field. The survey itself is relatively 

straightforward. It focussed on the three national priorities for CLD: 
 

• achievement through learning for adults; 
• achievement through learning for young people; and 
• achievement through building community capacity. 

 
21. For the first two priorities local authorities were asked to report all the opportunities 

provided directly by them, which were accessed in the target week. It should be 
noted that the number of opportunities accessed may be greater than the number of 
individuals participating as any individual may undertake more than one activity 
within the week. This should not be considered as double counting as we are 
deliberately counting the uptake of opportunities not individuals. 

 
22. It is important to recognise the distinction between opportunities accessed and 

individual uptake of those opportunities. It is not feasible in this type of multi-agency 
survey to collect the levels of participation of individuals with reasonable confidence 
that double counting has been avoided. Within PIP we are investigating alternative 
approaches to collecting information on the individual uptake of CLD opportunities. 

 
23. For community capacity building we asked for the number of community groups who 

had received support during the reporting week. 
 
24. In addition to the activity delivered directly by the local authorities we also asked for 

information that gave us two perspectives on CLD work which the local authority 
enabled or supported others to undertake. This recognised that in several authorities 
the main delivery model for CLD is to fund or otherwise enable partners to provide 
services on behalf of the council. It is therefore important to capture this information 
in order to get a true picture of the activity within the sector. 

 
25. The survey therefore asked for the funding provided by local authorities to partner 

organisations to deliver activity on their behalf. We also asked for the count of the 
youth work and adult learning opportunities delivered by the partners, with the 
support of the local authority, in the target week (where this was possible). 

 
26. The counts of opportunities accessed (both those delivered by the local authorities 

directly and those delivered by partners) were carried out over the course of 7 – 13 
November 2005. This was expected to give a snapshot on a typical week. 



 

 7 

 
27. It was not expected that it would be possible to multiply this figure by 52 to give a 

year’s activity. It should also be noted that across the 32 local authorities we would 
expect to see variation in the numbers for the chosen week. Put simply, in some 
areas this will be a quiet week, in others a busy week. Across the country (assuming 
this variation is random in nature) we would expect the fluctuations to balance out to 
give a reasonable national figure. As part of the pilot evaluation respondents were 
asked how typical the week selected was for them. 

 
28. In the case of the financial information requested it was not sensible for this to be in 

terms of a single week – the natural unit of measurement for information of this type 
is by financial year. Finance information was requested on the projected spend in the 
financial year 2005/06 provided to partners. 

 
29. The questionnaire was set in context with a description of the background to the 

survey explaining why we were requesting this information. General guidance was 
provided explaining the concepts behind the data collection in terms of what and how 
the data should be reported. The guidance recognised the cross-cutting nature of 
much of the work of CLD and asked respondents to count activity where it best fitted 
within the three national priorities. 

 
30. Where possible respondents were asked to provide actual figures but were given the 

opportunity to submit estimates if necessary. Where estimates were used 
respondents were asked to note this on the survey form. 

 
31. The survey form was sent to the chief executive of each local authority asking them 

to nominate a single person within the authority to coordinate and collate a single 
response. 

 
32. Detailed guidance and definitions relating to each question were provided along with 

the survey form. Due to the complex nature of the CLD sector the definitions are 
extremely important. Definitions were produced by Learning Connections with 
guidance from the CLD field and drawing upon widely used definitions already in 
existence. 

 
33. Guidance on how the definitions should be used stressed that the professional 

judgement of the respondents was important. Depending on the means of delivery, 
what on first impressions might seem to be the same activity might or might not be 
included. For example if a football team is being run with the intention of winning the 
league it would not be considered as youth work. However if the explicit intention was 
to develop team working, communication skills and mutual respect amongst the 
young people involved, then it might legitimately be counted. 
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Evaluation process 
 
34. The evaluation process was completed in a number of stages. An evaluation 

questionnaire was attached to the survey form with a request that the person 
coordinating the main data collection complete the evaluation and return it to 
Learning Connections. The evaluation was a mixture of free text and tick box 
questions focussing on the sections of the main return. The actual form used can be 
found on the Learning Connections website at www.lc.communitiesscotland.gov.uk. 

 
35. This was supplemented with a series of five focus groups in Kilmarnock, Glasgow, 

Edinburgh, Perth and Aberdeen, designed to allow for more qualitative information on 
the process to be gathered and to gather views on how we should proceed with this 
data collection in the future, if at all. All respondents were invited to take part in the 
focus groups. 

 
36. Finally, following analysis of the returns, we identified a number of local authorities 

whose returns appeared to be anomalous – significantly above or below those of 
other areas, allowing for population. These outliers were highlighted based on a 
statistical model selecting points greater than 1.5 times the inter-quartile range above 
or below the 75th and 25th percentile lines (the diagram on the next page describes 
this process). In addition to these a number of ‘borderline’ cases were also selected 
for interview. One interview was carried out for reference with a middle ranked 
authority. 

 
37. These were contacted individually and the details discussed, with particular attention 

to how they had interpreted the definitions of CLD or other aspects of the guidance. 
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BOXPLOTS 

All points in this range are classed as outliers 

75th Percentile + 1.5 x Interquartile Range 

75th Percentile - 75% of responses lie below this point 

Interquartile Range Median - 50% of responses lie below this point 
= 75th Quartile - 25th Quartile 

25th Percentile - 25% of responses lie below this point 

25th Percentile - (1.5 x Interquartile Range) 

All points in this range are classed as outliers 

Identification of 
outlying results 
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Data collection results 

Introduction 
 
38. All 32 local authorities responded to the data collection. All provided information on 

opportunities they delivered directly. There were varying response rates to the 
questions on the support provided to partners to provide services on their behalf. 

 
39. There are a number of caveats that must be attached to this data. The data is the 

product of a pilot process. The pilot was designed as a means to develop a robust 
process. As such the data must be treated as provisional. The data will remain 
provisional until we are able to replace it with new data collected through a full 
finalised collection process. 

 

Results of the national CLD pilot data collection: November 2005 
 
40. The following table sets out the detailed national information collected. 
 
Question No. of 

returns 
Scotland total 

 
Q1: National priority one: achievement through learning for adults 
 
(a) Please state how many community-based learning 
opportunities for adults, provided directly by local authority 
staff or volunteers, were accessed during the reporting period? 
 

32 62,123 

(b) Please state the total financial resources provided by the 
local authority to other organisations to enable them to provide 
community-based learning opportunities for adults. 
 

30 £8,469,391.99 

(c) IF POSSIBLE, please state how many community-based 
learning opportunities for adults, supported through funding or 
in kind by the local authority, but provided by staff or 
volunteers from another organisation, were accessed during 
the reporting period? 
 

30 23,560 
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Q2: National priority two: achievement through learning for young people 
 
(a). Please state how many youth work opportunities, provided 
directly by local authority staff or volunteers were accessed 
during the reporting period? 
 

32 84,919 

(b). Please state the total financial resources provided by the 
local authority to other organisations to enable them to provide 
youth work opportunities. 
 

29 £6,718,666.13 
 

(c) IF POSSIBLE, please state how many youth work 
opportunities, supported through funding or in kind by the local 
authority, but provided by staff or volunteers from another 
organisation, were accessed during the reporting period? 
 

27 34,323 
 

 
Q3: National priority three: achievement through building community capacity 
 
(a). How many community organisations or groups received 
community development, community work, or community 
capacity building support, directly from local authority staff or 
volunteers, during the reporting period? 
 

32 4,4012 

(b). Please state the total financial resources provided by the 
local authority to other organisations to enable them to provide 
community development, community work or community 
capacity building support. 
 

27 £11,044,881.50 
 

 

Robustness of the data 
 
41. Based on the evaluation and comparison with other relevant published information 

we have come to the following conclusions regarding the data: 
 

• Data drawn from question (1a), (2a) and (3a) (i.e. delivery directly by local 
authorities) can be used given the limitation that it is treated as 
provisional. Externally the figures can be used to set the work of CLD in 
context and should be treated as broadly representative rather than 
definitive. 

• Data drawn from questions (1b), (2b) and (3b) is not robust enough to be 
used. There is no simple interpretation of the data that could be drawn. 

• Data drawn from questions (1c) and (2c) is not robust enough to be used 
in general. However the data can be interpreted as indicating the 
minimum delivery by partner organisations on behalf of the local 
authority. This definition is too narrow to allow the data to be useful 
outside of those directly involved in the data collection (i.e. those with a 
good understanding of what the data is). 

 

                                                
2 This figure varies from the original figure of just over 5,000. The figure was revised following the 
evaluation of the pilot collection.  It should be noted that these figures remain provisional. 
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42. Feedback throughout the evaluation process indicated that the individual local 
authorities were confident in the robustness of the data provided for the first part of 
each question (delivery directly by them). From the evaluation our assessment is that 
the definitions, in general, have been interpreted correctly. There are a number of 
relatively technical but important points which require either clarification or tightening 
of the definitions before the collection is repeated. Details of the specific issues 
around the definitions are set out in the section below on the results of the 
evaluation. 

 
43. Analysis of the spread of the results suggested a number of authorities had returned 

figures higher than we would have expected based on the other returns. These out-
lying authorities were interviewed individually with the aim of identifying any survey 
related factors accounting for their relatively high figures. 

 
44. In all but one instance the local authorities confirmed their figures were within our 

interpretation of the definitions. In one instance, however, it was confirmed that the 
number of people involved in community groups rather than the community groups 
themselves were counted. The authority was asked to make an estimate of the actual 
number of groups to allow a final figure to be adjusted accordingly. 

 
45. Local authorities generally felt that the information they received from partner 

organisations was robust but that the breadth of the work being carried out by 
partners was not reflected as many partners didn’t respond to the survey. Local 
authority leads made an invaluable contribution to the success of the exercise by 
quality assuring the data they received from both internal and external partners. 

 
46. As part of the evaluation the plausibility of the results has where possible been 

checked against existing figures. In the case of the adult learning figures, the PIP 
count was compared with Scottish Household Survey (SHS) figures for 2003/04. This 
found that around 99,000 people in Scotland reported being involved in adult 
education (using a broader definition of adult education than that used by PIP). 
Comparison of this with the PIP figure of 62,123 adult learning opportunities 
(provided by local authorities alone) being accessed suggests that the PIP figure is 
logically plausible. 

 
47. Similarly in relation to youth work it was possible to compare the PIP figure to the 

survey of the youth work sector undertaken by YouthLink Scotland on behalf of the 
Scottish Executive in 2003. This found that local authorities reported 96,058 young 
people were involved in their provision over the course of a year (compare the PIP 
figure of 84,919 participating in one week). Again, broad comparison with this figure 
suggests that the PIP results are plausible. 

 
48. No figures were available for comparison with the community organisation question. 
 
49. Analysis of the results confirmed our expectation of variations in the total counts 

between local authorities. Comparisons with data collected for YouthLink Scotland’s 
mapping of the youth work sector (2003) showed a similar pattern to data collected 
for this exercise. No local authority level information was available to compare the 
spread of the adult learning or community capacity building activity. 

 
50. In most cases the discussion around the apparent outliers confirmed our belief that 

due to a range of local circumstances there is significant actual variation between 
authorities in terms of CLD being delivered. 
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Acceptable uses of the information 
 
51. The data has been collected with the aim of establishing Scotland-level counts. 

Although the information has been collected at local authority level it does not 
support comparisons between local authorities. The activity week was selected as 
being a random typical week. We would therefore expect random variations between 
authorities in the numbers of activities delivered. Across the country we would expect 
these random variations to broadly even out, allowing us to use the national figure. 

 
52. As well as the expected random variations in the counts there are variations as a 

result of numerous other factors. Some of these are demographic and others 
strategic (for example local strategic priorities, relative levels of funding and staff, and 
relative levels of deprivation). All of these impact on the levels of delivery in different 
authorities. 

 
53. In order to produce a valid comparison between local authorities all factors impacting 

on the level of delivery would need to be controlled. These factors are extremely 
complex in nature and we are not in a position to take account of all of them through 
the national collection. Irrespective of this the data is still valid at the national level as 
it gives us a picture of the actual delivery accepting the local variations. 

 
54. The data can be used by individual authorities to inform their own work as they are in 

a position to understand the local factors impacting on their activity. It is anticipated 
that year on year data within a council area can be used locally given the caveat that 
any changes are interpreted within the context of the local environment. It should, 
however, be recalled that the figures are provisional. If as a result of this evaluation, 
the data collection is changed in any way, it is not valid to compare year on year 
variations either at the local or national level without taking into account the 
component of the change due to the change in process. 

 
55. Feedback across the evaluation process highlighted serious issues with the finance 

information. Although this information was relatively straightforward to collect (in 
comparison to the data collected for the other two question parts), the definitions and 
their interpretation caused some problems. 

 
56. The most significant issue around the finance information was the difficulty in 

separating out the proportion used specifically for CLD and that used more generally 
by partner organisations. This in turn led to confusion about which grants to partners 
should be included – only those for specific CLD activity, those partly funding specific 
CLD activity or all grants to organisation who undertake any CLD activity. Based on 
this the key conclusion to be drawn is that the finance data cannot be robustly 
interpreted and the data collected is not therefore suitable for broad use. More 
detailed investigation with data providers will be required before attempting further 
collection of financial information. 
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Evaluation results 

Introduction 
 
57. Results from both the quantitative and qualitative aspects of the evaluation have 

been summarised below. Quantitative results from the respondent evaluation form 
are supplemented by qualitative information from the free text fields in the evaluation 
form, individual follow up meetings and the focus groups. 

 
58. The guidance was split into a summary of the process, background information, 

general guidance on the process and specific guidance relating to the individual 
questions (including the definitions to be used). The evaluation form was structured 
to mirror the layout of the main collection form and asked questions relating to each 
section. 

 

Guidance summary and background information 
 
59. The summary was generally well received. Around 95% of respondents found the 

summary and background information helpful or very helpful. No respondents found 
the summary unhelpful. In the text comments there was a balance between 
comments stating that the summary and background provided was concise 
compared to those who thought it too lengthy. 

 
60. Over 90% of respondents felt that they understood why the data was being collected, 

though around 20% felt they would like more information on ths. A similar number 
were not aware of how this specific data collection fitted into the wider PIP 
developments. These two groups were very closely correlated suggesting there has 
been a failure to reach a sub-set of local authorities or people within them during the 
initial work of PIP. In particular there is a need to more clearly articulate how the 
various strands of PIP will come together to give a broad picture of CLD. 

 

General guidance 
 
61. Around 95% of respondents found the general guidance helpful or very helpful, and 

either clear or very clear. Around three quarters of respondents found the level of 
detail to be about right. The rest were split evenly between ‘too detailed’ and ‘not 
detailed enough’. 

 
62. The finance section of the general guidance (section 3) was the most commented on. 

It was selected as both the most helpful and least helpful section in the general 
guidance section. The collection of finance information was also a main theme in the 
focus groups. The general feedback was that the definition of what to include needed 
to be clearer. 

 
63. Particular attention was drawn to being more clear about what funding streams 

should be included and how the funding should be treated when resources for CLD 
activity are part of a more general grant. 

 
64. There was also specific comment on the definition of an opportunity (section 2 of the 

general guidance) both from the text comments and the focus groups. Some 



 

 15 

feedback indicated that it was important to find a way to distinguish between the 
substance of opportunities (for example counting a half hour contact differently from 
a week long course). It was suggested that counting learner hours may be a better 
option, though the increased complexity of this was acknowledged. 

 
65. Several suggestions were made regarding additional guidance that would be helpful. 

It was suggested that the Q&A guidance that was developed during the collection 
process should be expanded and made widely available. Guidance on how to collect 
information on cross-cutting or generic CLD was requested. More detailed 
information on funding streams to be counted was requested. 

 
66. It was suggested that the full guidance was only of use to a limited number of people 

mainly in coordinating roles and that a set of more focussed guidance could be 
produced dealing with individual portions of the data collection. 

 
67. The emphasis on applying ‘professional judgement’ was commented on as being a 

pragmatic approach to dealing with a very complicated field, though a small number 
of respondents were concerned about the lack of consistency they perceived this as 
introducing to the collection. 

 
68. Discussion in interviews and from the focus groups highlighted particular issues 

around the inclusion of leisure and sport activities as examples of CLD. Within the 
guidance, in order to help respondents identify whether a particular activity was a 
learning opportunity the key question “is there a deliberate action that helps 
participants to grow in confidence, knowledge, understanding or skills?” was asked. If 
the answer was ‘yes’ and the activity fitted within the other definitions it should have 
been counted. 

 
69. Within sport and leisure many activities will fall within this definition, while many 

others will not. Feedback from the focus groups and interviews suggested that further 
consideration should be given to how different local authorities interpreted this 
aspect. 

 
 

Guidance on specific questions (including definitions) 
 
70. Over 95% of respondents felt the questions and specific guidance were either clear 

or very clear and helpful or very helpful. 
 
71. The largest number of respondents (37%) did not find any specific questions 

confusing or difficult to understand. The questions that apparently did cause 
confusion for some were 1b, 1c, 2b, 2c and 3b – that is the questions related to 
resources provided to partners to deliver, and actual opportunities delivered by 
partners on behalf of the local authority. 

 
72. Overall the definitions were well received. None caused any general problems and all 

were felt to be necessary. There were a number of specific points raised about the 
definitions. 

 
73. It has been widely acknowledged throughout this exercise that the definitions of CLD 

are complex, however the definitions produced for this exercise have been widely 
welcomed. This is reflected in the debate surrounding the details of the definitions, 
which has focussed on fairly specific points. 
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74. In general, however, the specific points can be grouped under the following 

headings: 
 

• clarification of the definition of an opportunity;  
• difficulty in separating out the CLD element of broader funding; 
• inclusion of what were seen as ‘leisure-based’ activities or learning in 

counts of adult learning and youth work; and 
• definitions of community capacity building. 
 

75. It was noted in the focus groups that clarity was particularly crucial for any elements 
of collection undertaken by non-CLD practitioners. 

 
76. There were several suggestions as to how clarity could be improved. This generally 

involved greater specificity of what should be counted. Examples were counting only 
of accredited or credit-rated learning opportunities; counting only of activity delivered 
by qualified workers; and counting only activity related to the CLD Strategy. 

 
77. These options all relate to how we should ring-fence what is counted. It was noted 

that CLD includes a spectrum of activity, methodologies and approaches. It is 
relatively easy to say what is in or out at the extremes but the grey areas pose a 
problem. 

 

Evaluation of the process for data collection  
 
78. The majority (85%) of those responding found the data collection process to be either 

clear or very clear. There was a more equal split between those who found it difficult 
or very difficult to collect the data (41%) and those who rated the collection of the 
data to be either not difficult or straightforward (48%). 

 
79. The following graph shows the reported accessibility of the different items of data 

requested for each of the questions. 
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80. Most difficulty was presented by the questions relating to opportunities provided by 

partners (1c and 2c). For both of these questions over 50% of respondents either had 
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to collect the information specifically for this exercise or could not access the 
information. 

 
81. Overall the finance information was the most accessible with over 60% of 

respondents having the information either readily accessible or accessible with some 
effort. This is consistent with previous comments on the finance related questions – 
access to the information was not the problem but rather splitting out the specific 
CLD contribution from more general grant information proved the biggest challenge. 

 
82. Information on youth work and adult learning opportunities delivered directly by the 

local authority (1a and 2a) was reasonably accessible with over 50% of respondents 
classifying it as either readily accessible or accessible with some effort. For both 
questions the remaining respondents collected this information specifically for the 
exercise. 

 
83. Information on community groups supported directly by the council (3a) was not as 

accessible with over 60% requiring to collect the information specifically for this 
exercise. 

 
84. Three per cent of respondents felt it was unfair of us to ask for some of the 

information, in all cases this was related to the finance questions. 
 
85. Most respondents (56%) reported that the collection of data over this specific week 

presented them with only minor problems. Around 70% reported that the week 
selected was either typical or very typical for them. 

 
86. Two local authorities took the opportunity of postponing their data collection for one 

week. Some examples of factors affecting the collection were major staff training 
events, HMIE inspections and major one-off events taking place. It should be noted 
that factors which would both inflate and deflate the count were reported. 

 
87. Selecting a random week was generally supported for the collection of data on adult 

learning and youth work although it was suggested that a monthly count might be a 
better reflection of the activity with community groups. 

 
88. An annual count was also suggested although this was felt to be very difficult for 

authorities who did not have in place a robust data collection system. Taking more 
than one snapshot through the year was also suggested to give a picture of the 
seasonal variations in the activity of the sector. 

 
89. In terms of the investment of staff time in undertaking the count, in most local 

authorities it took over 10 hours to collect the information and involved more than 10 
people. 

 
90. Feedback suggested that the timescale given to the local authority contacts to collect 

and return information was too short, particularly as they had to collect information 
from partner organisations. In many cases where no management information 
system was in place an ad-hoc collection system had to be designed for this 
exercise. 

 
91. Some respondents stated that additional support from Learning Connections would 

be welcomed around designing a standard management information system to be 
used across the country, clearly setting out the minimum data requirements. 
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92. Where management information systems are already in place respondents felt that it 
is important that national data collections align with it. For example many systems 
are based around a quarterly cycle of data collection and collation, and the timing of 
this exercise did not fit into this cycle. 

 
93. There was discussion in the focus groups about the need to include partners in the 

collection. It was suggested that it would have been more helpful to collect data 
through CLD partnerships rather than through local authorities. There was general 
consensus around the need to engage partners more fully, though there were 
different views about how this could be achieved. 

 
94. There was agreement that the data collection should be carried out consistently and 

that more regular collections would be helpful but that the regularity of the collection 
had to be weighed against the burden on suppliers to provide data.  

 

Views on the way forward 
 
95. A number of specific pieces of data were suggested for collection although there was 

a consensus that it was best to establish the data collection process before 
attempting to expand it. It was recognised within the focus groups that it is important 
to balance the detail that is being collected against the usefulness of that information, 
and that it would be necessary to guard against the danger that data collection 
became the driving force for practice (i.e. doing the things we measure, rather than 
measuring what we do). 

 
96. Suggestions for increased or alternative items for collection were: 

• demographic and equalities information on participants; 
• the actual numbers of people registered on learning programmes; 
• information on the level of engagement with individuals and groups; 
• number of learner hours; 
• a list of partner organisations included in the return; 
• a list of funding sources; 
• detail on the learning programme (including title, the date of the activity, 

its duration, and the person in charge of its delivery); 
• financial information related to participation; 
• evidence of the impact or achievement resulting from the work; 
• assessed or accredited learning outcomes; 
• specific indicators related to policy priorities (for example participation by 

NEET3 groups; employment related outcomes; and progression to 
FE/HE); 

• tracking learners/participants; and 
• participation in training programmes for community groups. 

 
 

                                                
3 Not in education, employment or training. 
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Additional themes 
 
97. During the evaluation process, particularly during the focus groups, a number of 

additional themes relating to the collection of data on CLD were raised. 
 
98. A number of other bodies collect information relating to CLD both as a result of 

statutory responsibility (eg HMIE, Audit Scotland) and as result of funding (eg ESF). 
There is also a responsibility on CLD services to supply information relating to 
regeneration funding and community planning. Within partnerships there will be a 
range of reporting requirements in place which PIP must position itself within. Central 
coordination of these various reporting requirements in terms of timing and definitions 
would be seen as a valuable step forward. 

 
99. Throughout the evaluation of this exercise the importance of ensuring consistency 

between PIP and the new version of How Good Is Our Community Learning and 
Development? has been heavily emphasised. Practitioners feel it is essential that PIP 
supports them in providing the evidence required of them by HMIE in How Good Is 
Our Community Learning and Development? 

 
100. Respondents emphasised the need to be clear about the use to which any 

information collected would be put. In many cases the aim to create a national picture 
did not filter down to those involved in the collection. 
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What will happen now? 
 
101. Overall there was a consensus from the focus groups that having re-started the 

process of gathering data at national level, momentum should be maintained. The 
working assumption is that the data collection should therefore be re-run in future 
years. 

 
102. It is important that as that happens we continue to learn from and build on this pilot 

process. Further work therefore needs to be done in order to: 
 
Revise the guidance and supporting documentation 
 
103. Even without the immediate addition of any new items to the data collection, it will be 

necessary to revise the guidance and supporting documentation in the light of the 
pilot. This should focus on potential changes to definitions used in the guidance. 

 
104. This should include consideration of the definition of a ‘learning opportunity’ 

(including whether it is desirable and possible to include collection of information on 
the substance of opportunities). 

 
105. It should also seek to develop increased clarity in relation to the inclusion of a range 

of activities in a CLD count and further consideration of the definition of community 
capacity building. 

 
Improvements to the data gathering process 
 
106. These should aim to make it easier to gather more comprehensive data and to 

reduce the burden on those being asked to collect and collate data. 
 
107. In particular the most robust data gathered in this pilot was in relation to local 

authorities’ own delivery, though limited information was gathered on delivery by 
partners. In future data collections it would clearly be desirable to expand the input 
from other partners further. Consideration will have to be given to how this can be 
done, while maintaining the quality of the count. 

 
108. In addition this count was undertaken using a paper-based system for reporting back 

to Learning Connections. Consideration will be given to developing systems for future 
use that are more efficient (for example web-based reporting). 

 
Consideration of needs for financial information 
 
109. The financial information gathered from this pilot was the least successful element. It 

did not produce useful data and we need to fundamentally consider whether it is 
possible to gather robust information on finance by this means. 

 
110. Any such analysis needs to be set in the wider context of the gathering of financial 

information from local authorities by the Scottish Executive. 
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Appropriate communications 
 
111. We need to continue to build the information that is provided to colleagues and 

stakeholders at all levels on the work of PIP – certainly in relation to national data 
gathering but also more widely. This will be particularly important as we move from 
the earlier, pilot phase of the programme and focus on how we support colleagues at 
a more local level to make sense of and develop this agenda. 
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Annexe 1: detailed evaluation form returns  
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

1.1 How helpful did you find the guidance? 

4% 

74% 

22% 

Don't know 

Helpful 

Very helpful 

1.2 How clear was the summary? 

74% 

26% 

Clear 

Very clear 
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2.2 Did you think  the level of detail w as  
cor rect?

89%

4%
7%

About right

Not detailed enough

Too detailed

 
 

2.1 How helpful did you find the background  
information? 

81% 

4% 

15% 

Helpfu
l Unhelpfu
l Very helpful 
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2.3 Do you understand why this information is being 

collected?

4%

81%

15%

No, but w ould like

more info

Yes

Yes, but w ould like

more info

 
 
 
 

 
 

2.4 Do you understand how this survey fits into 
PIP? 

8% 

77% 

15% 

No, but would like 
more info 

Yes 

Yes, but would like 
more info 
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3.2 Which sections were particularly helpful?

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

%
 

 

3.1 How helpful did you find the guidance? 

85% 

15% 

Helpfu
l Very helpful 
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3.3 Which sections were not helpful?

0 2 4 6 8 10 12

1

3

5

7

9

%
 

 
 
 
 

3.4 Was the guidance detailed enough?

84%

8%
8%

About right

Not detailed enough

Too detailed
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3.7 How clear was the guidance?

77%

19%

4%

Clear

Very clear

Very unclear

 
 
 
 
 

3.6 Which sections did you not understand or find confusing?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

%
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4.2 Which questions did you not understand or find confusing?

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40

1a)

1b)

1c)

2a)

2b)

2c)

3a)

3b)

None

%
 

 

4.1 How clear were the questions and specific  
guidance? 

80% 

4% 

16% 

Clear 
Unclear 
Very clear 
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4.4 Which questions did you have difficulty finding the 

information to answer?

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35

1a)

1b)

1c)

2a)

2b)

2c)

3a)

3b)

None

%
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

4.5 How helpful were the 
definitions? 

83% 

17% 

Helpful 

Very helpful 
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5.1 How long did it take to complete?

1 - 3 hours

15%

3 - 5 hours

12%

5 - 10 hours

15%

More than 10 

hours

58%

 
 
 
 
 
 

5.2 How  m any people w ere involved?

2 - 5 people
8%

5 - 10 people
15%

More than 10 
people
77%
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5.4 How clear was the process?

Clear

80%

Don't know

4%

Unclear

4%

Very clear

12%

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Accessibility of data

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

1a) 1b) 1c) 2a) 2b) 2c) 3a) 3b)

Not available

Collect specifically

Accessible with some

effort

Readily accessible
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5.9 Did the collection cause problems?

Minor 
problems

56%

No problems
40%

Serious 
problems

4%

 
 

5.6 Generally how difficult was the information to collect? 

Difficult 
36% 

Don't know 
4% 

Not difficult 
40% 

Straightforward 
12% 

Very difficult 
8% 
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6.2 Do you see the relevance of this to your 
own work?

Yes

89%

Don't know

4%

No

7%

 
 

5.10 Was the week typical? 

Quite typical 
68% 

Quite  
untypical 

4% 

Very typical 
12% Don't know 

12% 

Very untypical 
4% 
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6.3 Were you aware of PIP before this 
exercise?

Don't know

4%

No

15%

Yes

81%

 


