Minutes of EDIP meeting 31 July 2009

Present


Martin Farran (Chair) Joe Micheli, Cllr Tim Cheetham, Mike Moir, Sue Hare, Dave Fullen, Helen Jaggar, Kate Faulkes, Pat Heath, Marine Standish, Angela Freeman, Kate Roe, Debbie Platt, Carol Brady, Sue Hare
Apologies

Eddie Street, David Keddie, Wendy Royffe, Penny Stanley, Jules Horsler
1. Minutes of previous meeting and matters arising 

Minutes agreed, subject to corrections; spelling of Dave’s surname and Helen providing her apologies for the meeting. No matters arising not covered by agenda 
2. Neighbourhoods Framework – Presentation Kate Roe 

Kate delivered a presentation on the new Neighbourhoods and Engagement Framework recently developed by the Council (copy attached). Kate further commented that the new staffing structure whilst agreed, was taking time to fill, reflecting a robust selection process. Some meetings of the Area Partnerships had commenced, with a further round scheduled for September. The new Face to Face survey was continuing to be developed, and would be supported in its delivery through opportunities provided by the successful Future Jobs Fund bid. Kate also commented that the new area plans must add value to wider area planning processes and would focus on agreeing key priorities with the community and how service providers could respond to local issues.  
Kate added that the Neighbourhoods & Engagement Senior Officer Project Board would help oversee the development and delivery of the new Neighbourhood arrangements and a first year review would be conducted. Whilst links existed with the Secretariat, through Joe and Diane, Kate was keen to develop these links further with EDIP. 

Kate asked EDIP to consider and comment on some key questions/thoughts at the end of her presentation as follows:
· Still a need to ensure focus on ‘communities of interest’ as well as ‘communities of place’

· How can the neighbourhoods agenda support narrowing the gap/reducing inequalities between areas?

· How can we ensure our new engagement focus successfully engages with all communities?

· Capacity building – how can the neighbourhoods agenda support local capacity building?

· Neighbourhoods and cohesion – joining up our strategies is essential

Responses from EDIP included the following:
Angela commented on the first point regarding communities of interest (COI), welcoming the recognition of this issue, and in particular ensuring that communities of place were not prioritised at the expense of COI’s, which could lead to instances of ‘nimbyism’ and poor community cohesion. Joe added that EDIP had undertaken much work with COI’s in terms of the previous Locality Planning Framework arrangements. This had included consultation with umbrella groups such as Arena, Older People’s Forum, BBEMI, Barnsley Lifestyles who had all commented that opportunities should be provided for their users to participate fully in neighbourhood arrangements, whilst also recognising the need for specialist interventions to engage the ‘hard to reach’. Facilitation would be required of the groups to allow individual choices to be made. This was further reiterated by the new personalisation agenda.

Martin commented on the need for appropriate differential targets to be developed at a neighbourhood level that represented the participation of under-represented groups (a point also made by the on-going CAA) and the need for perception indicators to purvey the structures. Martin also commented on the links to be made with the community cohesion champion training programme and to expand this thinking to cover ‘community champions’.

Pat commented that there was a danger that the model described by Kate was too ‘top down’ and there appeared no opportunity for third sector groups to get involved in the governance structures i.e. Area Partnerships. This point was further reiterated by Carol, who provided feedback from the recent One Barnsley ‘Active Citizenship’ Forum and Third Sector NI7 Roadshows, which had both strongly raised the issue of lack of opportunities for third sector groups in the governance structures

Pat also commented on the lack of buy in or desire to explore ‘participatory budgeting’ (PB) within the presentation, which had proven to be so successful from experiences in other parts of the country and internationally.
Helen shared the BH Neighbourhood Agreement document as a tool for effectively engaging residents in local decision making arrangements and the monitoring of service delivery. Kate Faulkes also shared the SNI Clean & Tidy Agreement which has a growing enthusiastic group of Community Monitors. It was agreed that Neighbourhood Agreements were an excellent vehicle to engage the community in an ongoing dialogue about service delivery and wider place shaping and should be supported within the Framework

Dave and Helen commented on the capacity building taking place with their residents through the TARA’s and a new in house community training course developed by BH.  Dave also mentioned that the Federation had felt that they had not been engaged on the Framework’s consultation to date, and he requested more work from Kate’s team on this. Action: Kate

BH were also carrying out some community capacity building work with their BME residents panel, and were keen to explore progression routes for residents. Further discussion on this requested outside of EDIP. Action DF/JM   

Cllr Cheetham commented that the Council had pitched the communications on the new Neighbourhoods Framework at the wrong level, with too much information about the 5 Area Partnerships rather than ward/neighbourhood level activity and opportunities to get engaged. It was at this level that citizens were interested and could identify with their local community. This was a shame after spending so much time on the development of the model. Cllr Cheetham also commented on the Neighbourhood Agreement model being excellent practice, and the approach appearing to provide realistic engagement opportunities at the right level, for those citizens that wanted to get involved. 

Sue commented that the Children Services Well Being Partnership teams were already in a dialogue with Kate’s staff to ensure connectivity between their two agendas, and Sue’s colleagues were attending ‘Neighbourhoods Transition Team’ meetings with Kate’s staff. It was agreed that these opportunities now needed to be broadened out to invite other services. Sue also gave an example of how residents in Sheffield had successfully challenged and changed the Council’s plans for a top down model of ‘Participatory Budgeting’ to reflect more participation from the community.
Joe commented on certain points raised by Kate’s final slide that; the narrowing the gap agenda had been previously picked up through the development of the Social Inclusion Framework, and this was due for review in the Autumn. There was a good opportunity to link this review with the JSNA, and ensure neighbourhood profiles for the ‘52 neighbourhoods’ data set, communities of interest and the ‘stronger’ data sets, were developed accordingly within these arrangements. Debbie Platt, from the Secretariat, was the key link on the development of the data sets.
On the capacity building point, whilst local budgets were tight, there were good opportunities within the Regional Empowerment Partnership and RIEP programmes around the ‘improvement’ agenda. Workforce development and the need for Neighbourhoods staff to have or develop the right skill set e.g. excellent facilitation skills, had already been identified as a regional priority. Joe would continue to liaise with Kate to develop these programmes. Regarding the point on ensuring new engagement focuses successfully and is inclusive, he mentioned the work already undertaken on the national standards for community engagement, and successful practice of Berneslai Homes in the use of the Standards. The REP had commissioned the South Yorkshire Community Engagement Improvement Partnership to deliver further training programmes on the practical use of the standards, WHICH Neighbourhoods staff would be able to access. The last point on linking the neighbourhoods and cohesion strategies was vital, and referenced in the LSP Cohesion Strategy action plan. On a practical level, this reflected the need for neighbourhood action plans and associated community engagement activity to include work on bonding and bridging social capital. The Cohesion Champion training programme would further support the delivery of this agenda.

Martine commented on how ‘health’ colleagues involvement in this agenda, whilst not always obvious, had been very effective through the work of the Community Health Trainers programme and Community Development and Health courses. In particular the practice from the SNI on community health trainers had delivered excellent results. There was also a need for ‘Champions’ of Communities of Interest alongside Place. The need to ensure connections were made with the new ‘LINKS’ programme led by Caroline Makinson at VAB was also made. 
Kate responded to many of the issues raised, welcoming such a healthy and robust discussion. Kate reiterated that the model was still developing and the opportunity to co-design it further with EDIP and broaden out the participation of partners and agencies was positive and would be addressed. The apparent ‘top down’ nature of the model reflected the presentation being primarily for a Council audience and the issue of the area partnership maps would be addressed. The development of the action plans and area conferences provided an opportunity for wider stakeholder involvement and would be progressed shortly. Opportunities to pilot methods of PB had not been ruled out, and interest from the Council’s Highways dept on this was being explored. The Police had already undertaken some PB work. The Engagement of the TARA’s and wider ‘champions’ in the community was noted and would also be followed up. It was also recognised that training and capacity building for staff, members and Directors was still required and Kate would continue to liaise with Joe on the opportunities he had mentioned alongside the equalities and diversity issues discussed. There was a recognition that some partners were better engaged in the new arrangements than others, such as Childrens Services, and plans to take this forward would be discussed with the Neighbourhoods Project Board. The need to ensure clear communications with the public on the community engagement arrangements was pivotal, and Bob Williams would play a vital role in taking this forward. 
In summary Martin commented that the debate had been extremely helpful in trying to develop the Neighbourhoods Framework model further and invited Kate and Ian Smith to become members of EDIP. This would enable an ongoing dialogue with EDIP on behalf of the LSP on this agenda and the Neighbourhoods Framework to be a ‘standing’ agenda item. Action – Joe to circulate dates for EDIP & Cohesion Group to Kate. 

Martin reiterated the importance of the role to be played by Communications in communicating a clear and understandable message to citizens on the new arrangements and opportunities to get involved, and there was much to be learnt from our work on community cohesion and involvement of Bob Williams.

Pat suggested the need for information on the development of the model to also be communicated at an internal level to agencies within the LSP communications 

Joe added that he would be taking a paper to the Neighbourhoods Senior Officer Project Board the following week to demonstrate the links with One Barnsley, Locality Plans and associated timelines. This would explore the interface between the Neighbourhoods Framework, EDIP and in particular the suite of empowerment indicators.
Cllr Cheetham suggested that the next EDIP meeting discuss the shaping of the community engagement arrangements with Kate, which he viewed to be still at an early stage. This was agreed. Action Kate to facilitate discussion at next EDIP.
3. Stronger Neighbourhoods Initiative extension paper – Kate Faulkes
Joe introduced the item, explaining that the SNI was due to complete its four year programme in March 2010, and members of EDIP were asked to consider a two year extension, how it would sit within the new Neighbourhoods Framework, and links to policies and funding opportunities. Joe had provisionally flagged the proposal up with the RIEP, to identify the appropriate element of the RIEP.
Kate delivered a presentation (attached) to complement the circulated paper on a proposal. She stressed the point that the proposal was not merely about extending the current staff contracts for a further two years, but about providing an opportunity to continue to deliver an ‘intensive’ neighbourhood management programme within a priority neighbourhood and whilst the new Neighbourhoods Framework was evolving. Kate outlined the 3 options at the end of the report, commenting that option 3 was very much the bare minimum required to continue delivering the operational success of the programme to date. 
The presentation was well received by EDIP and Kate Roe confirmed that the proposal would sit comfortably within the new Neighbourhoods Framework, however, Kate did not have any provision available within her own budget to take it forward. Any such funding would need to be secured externally, such as through the RIEP opportunity.

Dave queried the BH savings figures in the presentation and requested that they not be shared more widely until further clarification was sought. Dave also commented on the surprising dip in the NI 4 %, wider satisfaction indicators and levels of volunteering. Kate responded that further analysis had taken place to look behind these figures. Volunteering levels had reduced due to uncertainty over housing linked to the demolition programme. Joe commented on NI4 falling nationally and the recognition that the NI4 Place Survey question was not the most effective, when trying to identify actual levels of community empowerment. 

Helen commented on the need to re-package the bid for RIEP purposes, whilst being pragmatic, and benchmarking against funding agreed for Kendray to sustain Community House arrangements through £75k of ABG funding.

Martin commented that the success of the SNI programme and neighbourhood management was not in question, and how this could be explored further within the evolving Neighbourhoods Framework. He added that any bids to the RIEP were far from straight forward, and they would need to clearly demonstrate how efficiencies could be delivered through, for example adopting a strong ‘invest to save’ approach to any bid with clear and measurable outcomes and savings. Opportunities for disseminating learning regionally and nationally would also be required. Cllr Cheetham, who was also involved in the RIEP structures, confirmed that the second year of RIEP funding had recently been confirmed, and whilst the proposal was not in question locally, it would be unlikely to be considered as RIEP ‘core business. As such, a high quality bid would need to be prepared to test the parameters of the RIEP funding streams.  
Action- Kate Faulkes to review proposal for RIEP purposes and EDIP partners to contribute accordingly

4. CLG Targeted Support Funding and CA update 
Joe briefly explained the paper on the additional targeted support funding from CLG for years 2009/10, 2010/11. He anticipated that approx £40k would be available to Barnsley, subject to completion of the application process. Funding would be managed by GOYH/REP/RIEP partnership arrangements on progressing community empowerment and any activity must demonstrate a clear ability to deliver progress and impact against NI4. 

Joe also mentioned the proposal to establish an LSP Community Engagement Group under EDIP, to improve coordination of community engagement activity across the LSP. This had been a key recommendation from the recent NST Health Inequalities visit and CAA. The Group would complement the BMBC Corporate Consultation and Customer Intelligence Group (CCIG) chaired by Kate and potential to merge the groups at an appropriate point in the future would be considered. The EDIP Group would act as a ‘quality assurance’ group for the LSP considering partner proposals for community engagement and the application of the national standards for community engagement, as outlined in the LSP Engagement and Empowerment Strategy.

Dave mentioned the BH Customer Training programme, and due to the shortage of remaining meeting time, requested further discussion on this outside of EDIP

The above actions were agreed. Action Joe/Carol to convene new EDIP Community Engagement Group and report progress into EDIP and CCIG accordingly 

5. Migration Impacts Fund update – Carol Brady
Carol reported on the successful bid to the Government’s Migration Impacts Fund and the need to establish a steering group for the project to sit within EDIP’s governance arrangements. Carol would be working with Katherine Richards on pulling this together alongside project management arrangements. 

6. Community Cohesion Strategy update – Joe Micheli

Full copies of the TNS evaluation of the CLG Specialist Cohesion Team Barnsley pilot had been circulated in the papers. Joe commented on the success of the pilot both from a local perspective and associated learning outcomes, but also nationally from CLG’s perspective and how this was being further considered in terms of potential rollout. Now that the evaluation had been completed, he intended to refresh the Strategy and action plan and report this into Cabinet and the Cohesion Working Group.

Joe also updated on Community Cohesion Impact Assessment training event recently held at the Core on 10 July and positive feedback from participants. It was now hoped that CCIA’s would be conducted systematically on appropriate policies and proposals.   

7. Any other business
Helen informed EDIP that following her review of BH’s involvement of LSP structures that she would be standing down from EDIP and Dave would take her place. Helen was thanked for her positive and valuable participation in EDIP.
