	
	Devon Heartlands Community Partnership


	Carnegie Project:

West Devon Lsp Workshop 

12 March 2007
	


	
	Jeff Bishop – BDOR Ltd




Devon Heartlands Community Partnership

CARNEGIE PROJECT: WEST DEVON LSP WORKSHOP

WORKSHOP REPORT: Jeff Bishop, BDOR
INTRODUCTION

The aim of this workshop was to help to set the scene for the next stages of work on the project being run by the Devon Heartlands Community Partnership funded by the Carnegie United Kingdom Trust. The overall aim of the project is to:

“Provide an opportunity to work in partnership to effect meaningful developments which support ongoing Community Engagement and Community Planning and to report these outcomes within a body of work including a final report.” 

Those taking part (see list at end) are a sub group of the West Devon Local Strategic Partnership. 

This report is strictly confidential because of the stage in which people evaluated the local situation (see later for detail). Much of the material will however be used by Jeff Bishop to brief the subsequent workshop with the wider group.

As a reminder, each section/stage has a brief explanation and the handouts used at the workshop are appended.

Everything in italics (as here) is explanation and commentary; everything in plain text is as noted on the day. 

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT …. HUH!

This was a short and simple warm-up exercise done as people arrived. They were asked to note on post-its things they have experienced about badly planned or badly delivered consultation or engagement. The post-its were assembled and grouped and some broad aspects emerged, as per the headings in bold below.
Is there a Process at all?

· New process - blind leading the blind

· Lack of processes/systems

· History (or baggage!)

· Politics

· Fragmented approach “mistrust”

Getting started badly

· Poor communications (x 2)

· No shared expectations re: outcome

· Mixed expectations

· Lack of useful information

· Lack of preparation

· Mixed messages

· (leading to)Why am I here?

· Definition of partnerships

Badly shaped events

· Wrong agenda

· Single issue agenda

· Bad agenda

· Poor agency buy-in

Community attitudes (resulting from everything else)

· Apathy (x 2)

· Boredom

· Public are “consultation fatigued”

Practical mistakes

· Inconvenient venue

· Timing/place

· Poor facilitator

· Jargon (x 2)

· Bad advertising

· Lack of publicity

Representation at events

· Limited community representatives

· Involvement: ignore main organisation who could help

Behaviour at events

· Personal agendas (x 2)

Where does it lead?

· Blinded by (lack of) money

· Inability to deliver

· No outcome

PRESSURES TO ENGAGE

This short session highlighted all the different current (and even some forthcoming) ‘pressures’ to engage – ie. why groups such as LSPs are being pushed to do more, do better. Jeff prompted a short discussion with a list of deliberately ‘top-down’ pressures, mainly from central government. That list is attached. Others - notably pressures from the community – were added as below:

· Bottom-up, local issues

· Major funders (consultation practice//results often judged to be out of date!)

· Funding opportunities from EU etc.

· County and community strategies

· (Integrating visions)

· But when ‘done enough’?

· Sometimes done to defer or sideline

· From VCS: survival consultation

QUALITY ENGAGEMENT

In this session the task was to tackle the negatives from the opening exercise and generate some key and generally agreed principles for what would make for high quality engagement. To prompt this, three groups were each given a set of cards listing principles from government guidance, a local Compact, planning guidance and a Statement of Community Involvement (without being told which was which!). Groups chose cards, removed some, added some, changed wording and also arranged the principles in what they felt to be some sort of sequence or order of priority. Group results were different in some respects but there was agreement that there is a key division between principles of process as a whole and more practical principles for delivery. The sheets produced follow overleaf (as each fills a page).

Jeff also introduced a diagram to highlight the need to try to bring together engagement practice from top-down work (ie. generated by agencies, local government etc.) and that coming bottom-up, from communities (eg. Parish Plans). The point was that an integrated approach should include all of these and that all should be subject to the same general principles, standards and even tests. The diagram is appended. 
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A FRAMEWORK FOR QUALITY ENGAGEMENT

At this point Jeff introduced a framework that he has been developing that enables people to think about how engagement practice is supported, promoted, managed and delivered overall – ie. the basis for ensuring an effective Strategy. The framework suggests a need for:

· a strong, shared culture of engagement and highest level commitment, 

· clear, skilled, coherent process management of engagement as a whole and specific activities and

· a resource of skilled people able to plan and deliver engagement in practice.

All of the above, to different degrees, needs to be shared by elected representatives, senior and middle managers, ‘field’ staff, those in the Voluntary and Community Sector (VCS), large and small community groups and of course, in equal if different measure, the citizens who might engage. Jeff had elaborated his basic model a little for this workshop and, quite rightly, the group pointed out that Parish and Town Councils are also key bodies – so they were added to the diagram. 

All of the above is captured on a diagram appended to this report and used on the day. 

Those present were asked to consider only certain key ‘boxes’ on the framework and evaluate how well they thought West Devon was doing in relation that that aspect and that group. Evaluations were between 1 (doing very poorly) and 10 (doing brilliantly). The results are shown overleaf with average scores in the chosen boxes.

	
	Members
	Senior Managers
	Middle Managers
	Coal-face Staff
	VCS
	Large Groups
	Small Groups
	Citizens
	PCs/TCs

	CULTURE &

COMMITMENT


	4.6
	5.3
	
	
	6.0
	4.5
	
	
	4.5

	PROCESS MANAGEMENT


	
	
	4.5
	
	4.6
	3.4
	2.9
	
	4.2

	DELIVERY &  ACTION


	
	
	3.9
	4.5
	4.8
	4.1
	4.1
	3.9
	4.1


The numerical evaluation above was informative but such things are never very ‘rich’. What is more important is to highlight particular things that are going well or not so well, or (more often) have some ‘good’ and some ‘bad’ in them. That is what participants did next, first as groups working on the selected ‘boxes’ and then as individuals adding extra comments. The comments per box follow below.
	
	MEMBERS/BOARD
	

	CULTURE/COMMITMENT


	POSITIVE

Commitment to SCS


G.10 and link committees

LSP Chair

Informal County/District liaison meeting

Roadford Report

Opportunity for progress – new councillors in May?

Protocol


	NEGATIVE

Some not elected?


Lack of constistency

Not yet mainstream

Constantly evolving (needs consolidation)


	
	SENIOR MANAGERS
	

	CULTURE/COMMITMENT


	POSITIVE

Willingness

Princetown Partners

Committed to SCS as over-arch strategy


	NEGATIVE

No feedback

People don’t believe WDBC listen

LSP whole body not met for ‘long’ time




	
	PARISH COUNCILS / TOWN COUNCILS
	

	CULTURE/COMMITMENT


	POSITIVE

Local focus

Accessible

Voluntary


	NEGATIVE

Patchy

Some non-elected

Parochial




	
	VOLUNTARY COMMUNITY SECTOR
	

	CULTURE/COMMITMENT


	POSITIVE

CVS –

Membership reach

Fora

Credibility (representation)

Newsletters


	NEGATIVE

Lack of capacity/resource

Lack of reach into villages




	
	LARGE GROUPS
	

	CULTURE/COMMITMENT


	POSITIVE

Happy to be involved and foster

Culture of commitment

Some good / some bad



	NEGATIVE

Lack of capacity / resource

Inconsistent skills




	
	MIDDLE MANAGERS
	

	PROCESS MANAGEMENT


	POSITIVE

But, protocol ready for debate and development


	NEGATIVE




	
	LARGE GROUPS
	

	PROCESS MANAGEMENT


	POSITIVE

MCTi Group

1:  Excellent coverage across West Devon but

processes not very active now

2: Relatively clear guidance on process for 

engagement

3: Drew in interested community members

West Dev

Very embedded within community


	NEGATIVE

MCTi Groups
Lack of connection with existing democratic

process / members / officers

Too process-focused

No delivery

General negative

Process management hampered by conflicts of interest


	
	VOLUNTARY & COMMUNITY SECTOR
	

	PROCESS MANAGEMENT


	POSITIVE

CVS Forum [training for CVS Groups]

Disseminate info via newsletter
	NEGATIVE

Geography and “tribalism” between north and south of 

West Devon (applies to all sectors)




	
	SMALL GROUPS
	

	PROCESS MANAGEMENT


	POSITIVE

Groups do consult with users / communities
	NEGATIVE

Information used by larger organisations used on ad hoc basis




	
	MIDDLE MANAGERS
	

	DELIVERY & ACTION


	POSITIVE

Can influence senior policy matters

Can make a difference

Have experience and knowledge

Existing system
	NEGATIVE

Caught between two stalls

Bureaucratic (limitations)

Able to hide

Vulnerable




	
	COAL-FACE STAFF
	

	DELIVERY & ACTION

	POSITIVE

Able to effect change

Delivery of services and support

Knowledge and resources

Existing system

Democratic checks
	NEGATIVE

Swamped

Insulted or misunderstood

Competing resources and priorities

Detached (left out) of decision-making




	
	VOLUNTARY & COMMUNITY SECTOR
	

	DELIVERY & ACTION

	POSITIVE

Support agency effort legal requirements and policy

Increased voluntary contributions

Expertise and capacity

Reality check

Closer to community
	NEGATIVE

Over-burdened

Funding dependent

Burden of statutory requirements

Undue influence of funders




	
	LARGE GROUPS
	

	DELIVERY & ACTION

	POSITIVE

Delivery on issues and projects

Opportunities to participate

Better systems, awareness and expertise and capacity increasing supports cohesion

Closer to community

Accountable to local people
	NEGATIVE

Funding dependent

Narrow focus

Seen as in competition

Seen as threat of democratic process

Can be isolated and not part of wider effort

Competition for funds




	
	SMALL GROUPS
	

	DELIVERY & ACTION

	POSITIVE

Increased delivery of projects and issues

Good ideas

Enthusiasm

Community cohesion (some)
	NEGATIVE

Unaware of processes

Dependent on funding and agency support

Lack of experience

Unrealistic, wish lists

Good ideas, no evidence

Can exclude

Narrow focus




	
	CITIZENS
	

	DELIVERY & ACTION

	POSITIVE

Increased engagement

Involvement opportunities

Developing a voice
	NEGATIVE

Outcomes dependent on others – eg, LA’s funders

Apathy

Unaware of constraints on others




A short discussion followed in which people were asked for any reflections on what had emerged. The following points were made:

· Parish and Town Councils – where do they or should they fit?

· Need for explicit commitment and devolution

· Not good enough to have strategy – also need delivery

· Need clear, strong leadership

· Comprehensive Engagement Strategies may help

· Too much ad hoc work at present

MOVING FORWARD

This stage had two parts. 

PART 1

There were two groups by this time. They were asked to consider all that had been covered and to list out a medley of things that could be done to move practice forwards and upwards, both in terms of better specific engagement activities and a better, more coherent overall approach across West Devon as a whole. Group results are listed below.

Group A

1.
Establish whether the LSP is fit for purpose (review)

2.
WDBC commitment

Needs to be firmed up

Specifically role of LSP Chair as community leader

3.
Clarify decision-making processes and accountabilities in two-tier systems

4,
Work to be done to ensure protocol and database is effective and principles accepted at local (parish) level

5.
More robust engagement with young people

Group B

1.
Agree what needs to be achieved – agree principles


Chief Officers


Councillors


Local Authorities


Agencies


Organisations


Community

2.
See what exists and can be used

3.
Agree what is missing and needs to be done

4.
Develop structures and mechanisms that will deliver –


inclusive


listening


resource fairly


outcomes

5.
Make it sustainable / resourced / relevant

6.
Recognise goodwill and respect it

7.
End to short-term-ism – be consistent

8.
Support each other

PART 2

After lunch there was a short session to focus in on what is already underway within and through the Carnegie project and what else might be linked in, both to help that project and to help with broader engagement approaches.

A number of things are underway already:

· Protocols (for community plans)

· Link Parish Plans to LSP

· Community forum (exists and …) (MCTis)

· County database

Further suggestions or comments were made about how to move forward:

· Link to structure of LSP, other agencies, etc

· Joint partnership (MCTis)

· Check if LSP fit for purpose (forthcoming guidance!)

· Clarify link to Local Area Agreement

· More engagement with young people

· Link to LDF work?  (… but fixed timescale)

· Link to cohesion agenda?

· Bring key players together towards consistency

· Share what is happening (early enough!)

· Clarify decision-making (especially from above)

· Monitor and deal with overlap and repetition on engagement

Next stages

For information, the next stages for the Carnegie project will be:

1. 3rd April

a. Share picture, current actions

b. How to integrate, link to all groups/actions

c. (Learn/move on from Roadford) and identify cases to test/prove/learn

2. Countywide workshop (June?)

3. Link to Jeff’s work in North Dorset to share experience cross-authorities.

PRESSURES TO ENGAGE: WHERE FROM?

· LSP Consultation Paper – endless mentions of better engagement.

· Home Office – re. policing, community safety etc.

· Planning System – Statements of Community Involvement and knock-ons to many others.

· ‘Strong and Prosperous Communities’ – better engagement, SCI for LSPs, ‘Comprehensive Engagement Strategies’, forms of ‘Community Plan’.

· Sustainable Community Strategies – guidance to come, engagement central. 

· ‘Planning Together’ – integrating Sustainable Community Strategy and Local Development Framework. 

· ‘An Exciting Future for Community Plans’ – our own report for the South West. 

· Health service – engagement with ‘customers’ now central.

· Housing and Planning White Paper – forthcoming, more on Community Plans and engagement. 

· And …..?

All are building an argument towards a more coherent overall approach – genuinely strategic.



	
	Members
	Senior Managers
	Middle Managers
	Coal-face Staff
	VCS
	Large Groups
	Small Groups
	Citizens
	Private Sector

	CULTURE &
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	PROCESS MANAGEMENT


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	DELIVERY & ACTION
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Government regulation, 


guidance, exhortation








 LSP ENGAGEMENT STRATEGY








“ENGAGEMENT STRATEGY”: coherent, consistent, cumulative








Projects








Community Plans








Parish Plans











BOTTOM UP








(Hard to Reach)











Usual Suspects





(Projects by others)








Projects








Services








Strategies











(Hard to Listen)











TOP DOWN





Princetown Partners


MCTi groups


Large VCS GO –eg, TASS


WestDev





SCI, etc, good		but …





There is no coherent and consistent approach to engagement across West Devon





Niche Markets





Willingness





Communication to be clear, concise, timely and jargon-free








Give feedback on responses received and how used to influence outcome








Final evidence-based audit trail








Determine how visible changes can be traced as a result of consultation








Monitor regularly the effectiveness of consultation





Coherent, cumulative, continuous process








Ensure consultation is clear, concise and widely accessible








Planning for Involvement








Make clear the scope








Integrate into all other work








Have a clearly defined purpose and realistic timescales








Opportunity to develop proposals and options








Linked, as far as practicable, with other consultation strategies and mechanisms








Opportunity to contribute ideas








Be wide and inclusive on consultees








Opportunity to get feedback and be informed





Genuine and meaningful








Access to information








Methods relevant to respondents’ experience








Transparency and accessibility








ALL








Group 2








Have a clearly defined purpose and realistic timescales








Planning for Involvement








Genuine and meaningful








Identify current needs (the driver)








Communication to be clear, concise, timely and jargon-free








Opportunity to contribute ideas








Access to information








Transparency and accessibility








Make clear the scope








Linked, as far as practicable, with other consultation strategies and mechanisms








Be wide and inclusive on consultees








ALL








Integrate into all other work








Partners commited to process and acting on outcomes








Opportunity to develop proposals and options








ALL








Methods relevant to respondents’ experience








Ensure consultation is clear, concise and widely accessible








Resources are adequate (money, skills, venues, time, etc








Opportunity to get feedback and be informed








Give feedback on responses received and how used to influence outcome








ALL








Final evidence-based audit trail








Determine how visible changes can be traced as a result of consultation








ALL








Monitor regularly the effectiveness of consultation








MAINSTREAMED








Clear and agreed outcome








Coherent, cumulative, continuous process








Determining Proportionality *








Make clear the scope








‘Open’ Access to information


(managed by?)








Opportunity to develop proposals and options








Opportunity to contribute ideas








Opportunity to get feedback and be informed








Determine how visible changes can be traced as a result of consultation








Final evidence-based audit trail








Have a clearly defined purpose and realistic timescales








Methods relevant to respondents’ experience








Genuine and meaningful








Transparency and accessibility








Coherent, cumulative, continuous process








VALUES








ONGOING PROCESSES








Communication to be clear, concise, timely and jargon-free








Give feedback on responses received and how used to influence outcome








Be wide and inclusive on consultees








Ensure consultation is clear, concise and widely accessible








Monitor regularly the effectiveness of consultation








Integrate into all other work








Linked, as far as practicable, with other consultation strategies and mechanisms








*








Where appropriate?








Group 3








LOW








HIGH
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