NEEP CD STUDY - Interim outcomes – 26.3.10

Who / how many organisations interviewed? Which pending?

12 local authorities; 3 pending (Northumberland, Redcar and Cleveland and Stockton)

7 other service providers (housing x 1, health x 2 and police x 1; 3 pending); 3 Community and Voluntary Sector; 4 Universities and 1 think-tank (re research); 3 regeneration initiatives (1 x NM; 1 x NDC and 1 x Development Trust pending)

What is the direct staff capacity?

See attached schedule – significant variation in staffing capacity 

What is the indirect staff capacity?

Children’s and Adult’s Services, Young People, Sure Start, Tenant Support, Regeneration; impossible to fully identify and quantify  

Where does it sit in the organisation?

Mostly in Chief Executive’s department, Neighbourhood Services, Regeneration / Neighbourhoods, Housing; if no dedicated resources, shared across departments 

Is there a strategy or related strategies?

Most have a Community Engagement / Involvement Strategy; can relate to Neighbourhood Management / Community Empowerment strategies; two local authorities had a Community Development Strategy or Plan and two more are being drafted

What are the qualification / skill levels?

Teaching qualifications, CD NVQs / degrees, general degrees, experience, Community and Youth Work Diploma, youth work qualifications; little consistency and regular training patchy   

Who are the main partners?

Main partners are: other services – police, fire and rescue, social housing, community and voluntary sector, PCT, neighbourhood management / NDC;  policy / funding / support etc – LSP, GONE, VONNE, NEEP, RIEP, CDNE, Community Matters, NM Network

What is the role of the community and voluntary sector?

Seen to play a very important delivery and partnership role; main tensions are funding, compromised positions due to statutory funding, cultural differences / need for shared understanding, improving relationships with statutory agencies, capacities and skills of sector  

Where to the resources come from?

A mix of mainstream and special funds (i.e. LPSA Reward money, HMRI, project funds, area based grant, Working Neighbourhoods, etc)  

ISSUES  

RED – problems and threats

Image – not understood, under-valued, outdated, marginal

Definition and understanding – inconsistent / not shared

Public sector cuts – reduced budgets, less staff, restructuring, uncertainty

Area / neighbourhood tension – areas suit politics / neighbourhoods suit communities

Structures v processes – decision-making structures not accessible / processes undervalued
Short-term approaches / funding / outcomes – in opposition to long-term approach of CD

‘Traditional’ practices / new expectations – supporting groups v empowerment 
Resistance to change – inertia / defensiveness / protectionism    

AMBER – weaknesses and uncertainties

Political / policy emphasis – changeable / tokenistic

Role of elected members – contradictory / volatile

C&VS relationships with local authorities – difficult / compromised

Skill sets / training – variable / inconsistent / unco-ordinated  

Measuring impact / evidence of change – needs improvement

GREEN – strengths and opportunities

Broad and increasing support – across the board

Public sector cuts – CD can limit the impact, strengthen capacity to withstand and develop self-help (doing more of what has previously been done for) – provides a solution 

Relationship to other policy areas – empowerment, equality and diversity, etc

Relationship to statutory agency priorities – NM, C&VS, social cohesion, community buildings / assets, councillors’ community leadership role, partnerships – offers an approach / solution

Statutory requirements – Audit Commission, TSA, NIs, Duties to Involve and Promote Democracy, etc – enables outcomes 

Partnership working – from partnerships to relationships

