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Neighbourhood Working Group

Tuesday 31st January 2006

City Works

Present

	Sue Oppenheimer
	Gloucester City Council (Community Services

	Mavis Wall
	Three Bridges Neighbourhood Partnership

	Rob Ayliffe
	Gloucestershire County Council

	Di Robinson
	Community Counts

	Gill Shelley
	Kingsholm and Wotton Neighbourhood Partnership

	Shirley Kempson
	Kingsholm and Wotton Neighbourhood Partnership

	Ann Wheeler
	Matson Neighbourhood Project

	Sylvia Webster
	Gloucester City Council

	Anthony Peters
	West Gloucestershire PCT

	Diana Wilks
	Gloucester City Homes

	Sarah Walker
	Gloucester City Homes

	Penny Liddicott
	White City Neighbourhood Partnership

	Val O’Connor
	Coney Hill Neighbourhood Partnership

	Frances Mangan
	Gloucester City Council

	Mary Peplow
	Gloucester City Council (Community Services)


Apologies

	Peter Richardson
	Quedgeley Parish Council

	Mark Boyce
	City Centre Community Partnership

	Sue Cunningham
	Podsmead Neighbourhood Project


Action Points

	
	Action
	Who

	1. 
	Send a list of tenant and resident group contacts to Frances Mangan
	Sarah Walker

	2. 
	Ensure that lessons learned from board development are fed to the ALMO board
	Louise Beard

	3. 
	Feedback comments on the draft accreditation scheme to Sylvia Webster
	All

	4. 
	Report on the Blyth Valley Trip to be on the agenda for the March meeting
	Mary Peplow

	5. 
	Circulate Neighbourhood profiles summary to the group
	Mary Peplow

	6. 
	Make contact with Supporting People to discuss inclusion of Neighbourhood Profile questions into Support Plans
	Mary Peplow

	7. 
	Prepare proposal for lottery funding
	Sue Oppenheimer and the community strategy team

	8. 
	Contact Three Bridges Neighbourhood Partnership re use of the Podsmead Housing office
	Sarah Walker to ask Dave Durden to make contact

	9. 
	Send suggestions for future agenda items to Mary Peplow
	All

	10. 
	Think about possible locations for a Kingsholm and Wotton resource centre for the neighbourhood partnership
	Sue Oppenheimer


1. Minutes and Matters Arising

· Sarah Walker to provide Frances Mangan with a list of contacts for the tenants and residents groups (Action One)
· Funding of Neighbourhood Projects: Mark Gale had produced a briefing on this which had been given to Mark Hawthorne, leader of Gloucester City,  prior to a meeting he had with Gloucestershire County Council. A letter was not sent on behalf of the Gloucester Partnership as the County Council are partnership members and this was therefore considered to be inappropriate. The county are yet to make a decision.

· More joining up still needs to be done surrounding streetcare between Community Counts, Gloucester City Council and Gloucester City Homes. There has been little shared learning re the performance of rangers. Some of this learning should be taken to Matson. Frances informed the group that they are putting together a presentation which encompasses all of the lessons that have been learned. The point was made that the learning needs to be included from all of the areas e.g. a lot of positive work has been carried out in the Three Bridges Area. A meeting will be held in February which will aim to bring together all of the streetcare projects. Di  Robinson emphasised that it is important not just to get the rangers together but also those who are facilitating the schemes to discover the many difficulties for example surrounding accountability and influencing service delivery

· Val O’Connor made the point that the sharing of information over board development had not reached the ALMO board and this needed to be flagged up (Action 2)
2. Neighbourhood Partnership Accreditation

Sylvia provided some back ground information about the development of the neighbourhood partnership accreditation. It had been a difficult process as neighbourhood partnerships are free to develop as they choose. The accreditation sets out a series of standards which can act as a guide. Three stages of a partnership’s development have been outlined:

Emerging

Established

Advanced

Sylvia invited comments on the draft accreditation and the following points were raised:

· One of the main concerns for neighbourhood partnerships is when applying for funding.  E.g. the reason a neighbourhood partnership was rejected from lottery funding was that the lottery required a dissolution clause in the constitution before assets could be acquired through funding. What is the alternative to this? The city council maintain the assets? Addition to the constitution? This issue needs more detailed discussion

· The accreditation needs to be clearer about the definition of a neighbourhood partnership. Are they independent? This is unclear and it needs to state what the status of a neighbourhood partnership is and how they are different from voluntary organisations

· The guidance is for recognition by statutory agencies e.g. statutory organisation work through neighbourhood partnerships at a local level and what is the preferred structure. 

· When a neighbourhood partnership starts gathering assets this could conflict with its original role.

· Two roles could be established for a neighbourhood partnership e.g. providing a link between organisations and a trading arm. There are examples of this working elsewhere e.g. a management of a building versus a conduit for service delivery.

· Project improvements are not seen as an asset for the neighbourhood partnerships but for the whole community.

· In streetcare the arrangement will work that the council will have an agreement with the neighbourhood partnerships each year. Still the relationship needs to be clearly stated

· The strength of neighbourhood partnerships is their representative nature rather than focussing on sustaining themselves

· Interested parties should work together to collectively agree who is involved with the partnership and who can support bids etc. The fear is that conflict will be created and groups will be competing for funds.

· Need to ensure that the difference between a neighbourhood project and neighbourhood partnership is stated e.g. between provision and influence. There is no undermining but they are complementary.

· We need a central log of who is applying for different types of funding. 

· Neighbourhood projects deliver services because local people have an influence on what should be delivered.

· Under governance and accountability – there is a lot of similarity with neighbourhood projects, indeed this could become the reference group for a neighbourhood partnership. Using existing structures is an acceptable method esp. voluntary bodies

· Recognition of how many people are involved with neighbourhood projects needs to be given. 

· The core issue is what should be done about those areas where there is no neighbourhood partnership.

· The framework is useful but the language may be a bit heavy e.g. the use of the word “must”. There needs to be some recognition of the enormity of the task. It could move towards meeting the values rather than dictate what  needs to be done.

· The framework could be used for agency buy-in. There needs to be explicit reference to what agencies need to do. It could take the form of a contract which sets out the obligations and holding agencies to account. The Three Bridges agreement could be used as a starting point. We already have buy in through the Neighbourhood Working Strategy.

· A clause could be added to state that all LSP partners will use Neighbourhood Partnership under the three stages

· Reference should be made to the Compact Multi Agency Partnership Working Code of Practice. A sub code could be added for working at a neighbourhood level.

· Three Bridges have a five year plan which is based on two surveys. This plan will be taken to the agencies to influence what needs to be done. It is similar to a partnership plan

The group were asked to forward more specific comments on to Sylvia (Action 3)

3. Gloucester City Council Change Project

Sue Oppenheimer explained to the group that Gloucester City Council are embarking on a change project which is looking at ensuring that Community Engagement is part of the core business of the council, rather than an add-on. This change project can not be achieved by the City Council in isolation. There are three aspects:

1. Build the capacity of the City Council to respond to communities

2. Build up the capacity of communities to engage with the City Council

3. Partnership working – how the LSP pools efforts and resources to make this happen and supporting the model for joint working

The structure of the change is set out in a report which needs to be approved by the City Council. It outlines:

· The national drive for change

· Local activity and challenges faced

· Objectives and outcomes

· City council delivery – priorities

· Action plan

A board will be set up to oversee the change. The Neighbourhood Working Group will act as a reference group for the project as they have a vast amount of expertise. The project will also result in the recruitment of a new officer to work on developing neighbourhood partnerships.

4. Visit to Blyth Valley

Mary Peplow explained to the group that a trip to Blyth Valley district council was planned in February. Blyth Valley have been award Beacon Status for Connecting with Communities and a group of city council managers and a neighbourhood representative are hoping to learn from the good practice in place. There will be a report at the next neighbourhood working group to feed back on lessons learned (Action 4) 

5. Neighbourhood Profiles Project
Mary Peplow informed the group of the progress of the neighbourhood profiles project. A summary of the final report was to be produced and will be circulated to the group when ready (Action 5).

The steering group will continue to meet to work on how best to encourage the use of the perception questions. 

Diana Wilks mentioned that Supporting People are developing new Support Plans which could potentially include these questions (Action 6) 

6. Changes to Streetcare Services

There are three short listed potential partners for the strategic partnering and they now need to submit detailed tenders and bids. The closing date for receipt of these bids is 17th February 2006. 

An event for Neighbourhood Partnerships to talk about streetcare services, will take place on 15th February, to be chaired by Andrew Lewis. The meeting will provide an overview and consultation on the future streetcare board and community engagement will be launched at this meeting. 

They are looking for two people to be nominated to represent the community on visits of the short listed companies during March and detailed briefing will be provided.

Agreement over the preferred partner will be reached at the June Cabinet.

A parallel process to all this will be looking at the internal structure of the council and how all the services will join up with community development.

From June 2006 work will commence with the chosen partner to see how it will all work. A structure needs to be in place before this can take place. The process has been too internal up until now.

The ALMO involvement will be important and the meeting on the 15th Feb will need to include tenant groups.

The intended structure is as follows:

Council responsible for:

· vision and direction

· standards and targets

· direction for community engagement

Partner responsible for:

· delivery services

· work with the Neighbourhood Partnerships to agree an action plans and management plans for parks etc.

· Streetcare priority plans

There needs to be a cyclical relationship between the Board and the community – influencing each other.

The client role will be developed over the next few months. This is a key change project for the City Council and the community engagement project is so relevant to this.

There is some concern over how the linkages will be made in those areas where there are no community engagement structures already in place. This is also a concern for elected members. The accreditation scheme will aid this process. Identifying the areas will be key. This is a grey area for communities and it is also difficult for service providers.

This needs to be built into the work programme, identifying where the next neighbourhood partnerships will be. Matson is the next in line.

The impetus needs to be drawn from communities and in smaller areas it might be necessary for localised action groups to be formed.

Service providers need to decide how they relate to neighbourhoods e.g. who the contact is to give an overview of the areas. The city council officers on the client-side of the Streetcare service will have a geographic area to be responsible for and also a specialism.

We need to pin down the time frame for roll out otherwise the neighbourhood working element will get lost.

Agencies need guidance on the best way to approach an area where there is not a neighbourhood partnership.

A responsive structure  should enable communities to become engaged.

7. Neighbourhood Partnership updates/ issues

· The three partnerships are meeting regularly to share information and are circulating their representation on the Gloucester Partnership Executive.

· County Council members are attending the neighbourhood partnership meetings

· Coney Hill tenants and residents association have changed their name to Barnwood Tenants and residents association

8. Safer and Stronger Communities Fund

 There was no update to report

9. Reaching Communities Big Lottery Fund

Sue Oppenheimer suggested that it might be worth thinking about a collective bid for Gloucester. To support the resident engagement and improving neighbourhoods. It would need to be very focussed.

The experience of GPNN is that the lottery could not understand the  concept of sharing across neighbourhoods.

Work up a proposal for the next meeting (Action 7)
10.  AOB

·  Matson – a tenant resource centre has opened in the old Housing office and is linked to the neighbourhood project. The rangers will be using the centre along with the Police community support officers
· Podsmead – the former housing office will be available as meeting room space for the community. Three Bridges Neighbourhood Partnership need to be formally informed of its availability (Action 8)
· The group were asked to think about issues that they would like on the agenda for the next meeting (Action 9)
·  The Kingsholm and Wotton Neighbourhood Partnership are looking for a suitable location that could act as a resource centre. The organisations around the table were asked to consider possibilities (Action 10)
Date of next meeting Wednesday 29th March 2006, 2pm, City Works
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