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Gloucester Partnership Conference 31st January 2008

Workshop Feedback Notes

STRONGER COMMUNITIES

Definition of Stronger Communities (Discussion):
a) Working definition for the Priority Action Group so far:
· A strong community is one that is:

· Engaged – communities work with and understand the services and decisions that affect them

· Cohesive – communities respect each others differences

· Empowered – able to make the most of opportunities

· Involved – communities are involved in the decisions which affect their lives

· Resilient – able to cope and respond to difficult situations and issues as a community

b) Department of Communities and Local Government (DCLG):

· “Community Empowerment is enabling citizens to have skills, confidence and power to shape what public bodies do for and with them” 

c) Gloucestershire Local Area Agreement – current (pre refresh):

· “…we believe that strong communities are places where people feel safe in a welcoming environment, where they feel empowered to take action for the benefit of their community, where they feel that their concerns are heard and responded to; in short a community where everybody counts.”

Group Discussions

· “Empowerment”

· Involved in decision-making

· Communities doing things for themselves

· Smaller groups coming together to have a stronger voice ‘handed to / take yourself’

· People outside community = role in supporting, strengthening communities

· Not power related – strength is respect and understanding for each other – understanding diversity/difference

Building confidence of discreet communities

· Confidence 

Confidence that change is possible

· Can make a difference

· Sharing good practice in an accessible way – sensitive approach

· Sense of belonging – holding communities together

· Engaging with people at the right level – including those outside groups

   
in communities

· Recognition of different levels of community

   
outside

· Remember, one size does not fit all. 

· Cohesion
a) respect each others differences

b) use them to strengthen / to make best use of opportunities

· What about individuals outside of groups?

· how do we support the people outside structures?

· Do we need to identify communities? i.e. small / overlooked

What are we doing already in our work to contribute to these outcomes?

The following tables show work that partner organisations are currently doing to contribute towards the Outcomes below and any barriers that they encounter.

Outcome 2.1 – Communities live, work and play in peace and harmony

Take action to increase community cohesion and integration in Gloucester

(Barriers and work do not match up)

	Work
	Barriers

	Using community centres & sheltered schemes for computer/website & providing training – GCH
	Moreland Fun day – CDRP
	Safer dwellings through prevention advice in home
	Time for people to attend – services getting cut
	What is Moreland? Newly constituted electoral ward that is not readily understood

	Increase the peace – CD
	Elderly persons event
	We sponsor play schemes to encourage health and reduce ASB
	Resources
	Identity e.g. Moreland C.P. to be developed

	Police carry out community engagement with public. Prioritise issues and resolve them using all agencies
	Quedgeley PC working with Community Trust  - with community working group fun days, maximise open space
	Just started community partnership - Moreland
	Other agencies expect police to take lead – refuse to take responsibility for issues/problems.
	Moreland C.P. not coterminous with other agency & statutory authorities i.e. boundaries

	Fire prevention with elderly
	Working with faith communities
	Working in partnership to lower crime
	We need to link more to other agencies
	Funding

	GCH has community fund money available
	Education programme – with excluded children
	Fear of crime survey
	Lack of manpower

Lack of money

Lack of interest
	Don’t know where to get advice

	Police understanding a community and what is important to them
	Ask for advice
	
	
	


Outcome 2.2.

Our diverse communities have a strong influence on the services they receive.

LSP partners work together to put community engagement at the heart of their decision making

	Work
	Barriers
	
	

	Neighbourhood partnerships – City Council
	Not all bodies represented on Partnership
	Resources –

Finance

Availability of accessible meeting places
	Local Government is not listening

	GCH putting together a diversity database of all its tenants and residents
	People did not / do find out about what’s going on
	Only engaging certain types of people with the time.
	

	Residents on board of GCH
	Only ever meet as board in City Centre
	
	

	
	Some of business is really complex e.g. swimming pool
	
	

	
	Unaware of what agencies / groups are out there that may help with specific issues
	
	

	Active engagement with faith groups, employment and safety advice
	Apathy- public open space – keeping it as it is.
	
	

	GCH has a number of tenant and residents groups and block / street reps
	People came together mostly when there are negative issues
	
	

	Setting up neighbourhood panels – agreeing priorities to work towards
	
	
	

	Community surveys, walkabouts, Police info points
	
	
	

	Direct engagement by police through survey within community
	Limited involvement in future plans (What is happening?)
	
	

	
	
	Create community when half of it not built is challenge
	

	
	
	Apathy in engaging with fire prevention
	


Outcome 3.1

Measurable improvements are made in Gloucester’s deprived communities

Improve the way services are delivered in neighbourhoods

Work with communities to develop and implement neighbourhood action plans in the most disadvantaged neighbourhoods to improve quality of life

	Work
	Barriers
	
	

	Neighbourhood partnerships – City Council
	Not all bodies represented on partnership
	Resources – finance, availability of accessible meeting places
	Cynicism

	GCH spending £38.5m on improving homes and local environment
	
	
	

	Funding more detailed info on individuals and neighbourhoods – finding out what services they see as missing
	Lots of people are surveying people for their own particular sphere of influence without seeing how it impacts on other agencies – why not one quality of life questionnaire
	
	

	Working with ‘Street’ people/homeless
	
	
	

	Glos. First funding targets priority communication – re encouraging development of community involvement / engagement
	
	
	

	Reduction in nuisance arson
	
	
	

	
	Whilst can see why certain communities are included – it does create difficulties for other communities who could be or are overlooked
	
	

	
	Community apathy – fear of involvement
	
	

	Being familiar and approachable – community re-gain confidence in police
	
	
	

	
	Minimal funding
	
	

	Residents within communities audit their own services and is not part of a remote KPI process
	
	
	


Further Discussion around the Barriers and Possible Solutions:

· Resources

· Duplication

· Sharing knowledge

· Funding streams

· Apathy

· Is it really apathy?

· Or is it not enough / or frequent?

· Not enough communication?

· Too much communication?

· Sharing information – disseminating knowledge to non……

· Using our resources intelligently

· Chat room 
  sharing ideas

Aspirations of partners:

· Partnership working to meet needs of communities

· Improving NPs – re communication with wide range of residents

· Role of faith communities – how they engage

· Making sense of the complexity of what’s out there…..

· Ideas for community engagement

· Connecting up

· Find out what’s going on? What can we join up with?







