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 Barrier Transformation/Removal

1.  Executive Summary 

The Interface Working Group (IWG) was established by the Community Relations Council (CRC) in 2007. Initially engaging with representatives of government departments, the process subsequently expanded participation through the involvement of a number of community groups at the Challenge of Change Conference in 2009 which resulted in the creation of the Interface Community Partners (ICP) in 2009.

CRC’s Policy Programme also produced the Barriers Transformation Guidance Paper in 2010 which led to the creation of a Barriers Sub Group (BSG) as a working group with responsibility for taking forward actions relating to the removal of specific barriers in 2010. The BSG has now been replaced by the International Fund for Ireland’s Peace Walls Programme steering groups. 

Since the IWG was first convened in 2007, the most notable recent developments include:

· Aspirational targets for the removal of interface barriers were set out in the consultation on a Programme for Cohesion, Sharing and Integration Strategy by OFMDFM in July 2010;

· The Department of Justice consultation on a community safety strategy in January 2011, included a section on interface areas.
 

· The publication of a Strategy and Action Plan focused on Interface Areas by Belfast City Council in November 2011;

· The announcement of a £2 million Peace Walls Programme by the International Fund for Ireland in January 2012;

· A key commitment to ‘Actively seek local agreement to reduce the number of ‘peace walls’ in the 2011-15 Programme for Government;
 and 

· In order to take forward the commitment in the Programme for Government in relation to interface barriers the Department of Justice agreed to establish the Inter-Agency Group (IAG).   

In the light of this variety of initiatives CRC considered it timely to review the work of the IWG and its associated bodies.
The key findings of the research highlight that positive impacts of the IWG have included: 
a) impacting policy; 
b) participation;
c) building relationships;
d) enhancing understanding of departmental working;
e) dialogue;
f) the need for a diversity of options for interface transformation; and 
g) development of a barrier transformation process
In a number of areas some criticisms and areas for further development were made: these included:  
a) limited progress; 
b) circularity and repetition; 
c) representation; 
d) lack of institutional memory; 
e) general community participation;
f) lack of PUL participation; and
g) lack of clarity if it was community or CRC led?
The research highlighted that the overwhelming view of those participating in the Interface Working Group and Interface Community Partners was that the IWG had been a valuable initiative and should continue to ensure the continuation of the process of discussion and planning between the community and statutory sectors in relation to the regeneration and transformation of interface areas. 

It was further recommended that the Interface Community Partners remains open to all groups working on issues related to interfaces, and an attempt should be made to ensure attendance of a wider range of groups working in interface areas than at present. Where possible, the ICP should be fully engaged with any new structures set up by Government. 
The report notes a series of potential options in relation to the future of the ICP:

1. Continue with the ICP as a CRC-convened body, with a similar relationship to the IAG as the ICP currently has with the IWG. 
2. Continue the ICP, but as a community-led and convened network. 
3. Merge the ICP with another initiative.
4. Cease the meetings of the ICP. Meeting could be called on an ad-hoc basis by CRC to discuss interface issues and / or working groups could be convened as needed to discuss the transformation of specific interface barriers. 

5. In relation to both options (2) and (3) a number of people noted the risk of any such initiative being seen as ‘belonging to’ or the ‘responsibility of’ a specific organisation and therefore as less neutral. Mention was made of an apparent growing competition between groups for diminishing resources, which in turn increased tension and perhaps a willingness to co-operate within the sector.
Other issues identified for consideration: 
A number of other issues were highlighted that would need to be addressed in any subsequent working group on interface issues.

1. Broaden Participation: A number of people highlighted that some groups did not attend the ICP and they should be encouraged to participate.  A restructuring of the working group would be a good opportunity to try to increase the number of groups who attend on a regular basis. 

2. Regular participation: It was noted that the ‘institutional memory’ was relatively short, with many departments having been represented at meetings by a large number of individuals. 
3. Decision making: A number of people suggested that decision making in the ICP could be slow.  There is a necessity for a clear and transparent decision making process to enable work to progress at a reasonable speed.    
4. Co-ordinating Strategy: Increased attention by departments and funding agencies to interface issues was generally considered to be a positive development.  However, there was a cautious welcome for the Department of Justice convened Inter-Agency Group as a mechanism for better co-ordination, but also a strong caveat that any such group should also build on the work of the IWG and continue the dialogue with the community sector on a regular basis.  

5. Competing Agendas:  There were some concerns, particularly among the community partners, about what appeared to be somewhat different agendas underpinning the interface work. 

6. Consultation: The process of consultation has been identified and confirmed as a fundamental element of any process of regeneration and or transformation of barriers in interface areas. However, there does not appear to be a very clear understanding or acceptance of how such a process might work. 

7. Barrier building by other agencies: To date the focus of the work of the IWG has been on those barriers that have been built by the government, however the BIP report Belfast Interfaces: Security Barriers and the Defensive Use of Space (2012) identified a number of other organisations who own or are responsible for a security barrier. 

8. Beyond Belfast: CRC and Rural Community Network initiated the Beyond Belfast process to begin a discussion on contested spaces outside of Belfast. While the focus of the report was largely on the invisible or non-physical barriers in rural areas, it also noted that the DoJ are responsible for a number of interface barriers in Derry/ Londonderry, Lurgan and Portadown. Any future process that continues the work of the IWG should explore way of engaging with agencies and groups in both Derry Londonderry and Craigavon to initiate a process that continues the work that has begun in Belfast.  
2. Introduction

The Interface Working Group (IWG) was established by the Community Relations Council (CRC) in 2007 in part as a response to the absence of any informed public discussion about the continued use of physical barriers as a response to tension and violence in interface areas across Belfast; and in part because of the lack any formal strategic planning or discussion about the removal of the barriers in residential areas. The IWG was an attempt to bring together key partners and stakeholders to discuss and strategise the future of the barriers and to encourage discussions about the regeneration of interface areas and the eventual removal of the barriers. 
Initially the IWG focused on engaging with representatives of government departments and statutory agencies but it subsequently expanded participation through the involvement of a number of community groups in the discussions and the creation of the Interface Community Partners (ICP) as an ongoing forum in 2009. 
This in turn led to the creation of a Barriers Sub Group (BSG), as a working group with responsibility to take forward action relating to the removal of specific barriers in 2010.   
However, the policy agenda has changed since the IWG was first convened in 2007. The most notable of the recent developments include:

· The creation of the Department of Justice as part of the devolved administration in 2008. 

· Aspirational targets for the removal of interface barriers were set out in the consultation on a Programme for Cohesion, Sharing and Integration Strategy by OFMDFM in July 2010;

· The Department of Justice consultation on a community safety strategy in January 2011, included a section on interface areas.
 The final version is due to be published before Summer 2012. 

· The publication of a Strategy and Action Plan focused on Interface Areas by Belfast City Council in November 2011;

· The announcement of a £2 million Peace Walls Programme by the International Fund for Ireland in January 2012;

· A key commitment to ‘Actively seek local agreement to reduce the number of ‘peace walls’ in the 2011-15 Programme for Government;
 and 
· In order to take forward the commitment in the Programme for Government in relation to interface barriers the Department of Justice agreed to create a standing Inter-Agency Group (IAG).   

A number of these policy initiatives have been a consequence of the work of the Interface Working Group, the Interface Community Partners and the CRC in advocating for a more effective and joined up strategy to deal with the legacy of barriers in residential areas across the city.
In the light of this variety of initiatives CRC considered it timely to review the work of the IWG and its associated bodies, and in particular to consider the following questions: 

1. What have the key successes been for IWG/ICP process?

2. What are the areas for improvement?

3. What should be the future of IWG/ICP? 
4. Should it continue to be a core part of CRC’s work? If so, what should its role/ remit/ focus be? How should this be structured and what resources would be required? and 

5. If not, then what should an effective exit and transition strategy consist of?

CRC also wanted to have the IWG model written up as a report, to include a historical record of IWG and its associated groups, and which would serve as a learning tool of local and international best practice.  
The research for this report was carried out during February and March 2012. It involved two main areas of work:

1. A review of minutes and other documentation relating to the IWG, the ICP and the BSG; and

2. Interviews with 32 individuals who have participated in the IWG, ICP and BSG. A full list of people who were interviewed in included in Appendix 1. 

This review is divided into two main components: the first part provides an overview of the Interface Working Group, by providing an outline narrative of its history, sub-groups membership and a brief description of its main outputs. 

The second part sets out the views of a range of members of the IWG and ICP in relation to its perceived successes and its limitations, it also outlines interviewees’ perspectives on the future of the IWG. 

The final part of the main body of the review outlines a number of recommendations for future activities and developments related to the range of work that the IWG has been involved in. 

The review also includes a number of appendices. These include a list of those people interviewed for the review, details of membership and attendances of the IWG and ICP, the Terms of Reference and the main text of the key output the guidance paper on barrier removal. 
3. The Interface Working Group 
Background

In May 2007 it became public knowledge that the NIO was intending to erect a fence in the grounds of Hazelwood Integrated Primary School in north Belfast in response to two earlier arson attacks on properties in the area.
 The decision raised concerns within the CRC, in part because of the symbolic impact of erecting a barrier in the grounds of an integrated school, and in part because it was felt that new barriers should no longer be built nine years after the signing of the Agreement. 

In September 2007 CRC met with the NIO Minister Paul Goggins to raise concerns about the continued construction of barriers in interface areas of Belfast and to explore ideas in relation to:
1. The overall policy on potential new peace walls and the review of existing peace walls; and 
2. A shared neighbourhood approach for the Hazelwood area, with a one year action plan focused on the Hazelwood School fence.  

Following the meeting CRC, in conjunction with Belfast Interface Project and the Institute for Conflict Research, produced a discussion paper that set out ideas for how the two elements would be progressed. The paper outlined ideas for an Interface Review Group made up of bodies such as the Belfast City Council, North Belfast Community Action Unit and the PSNI. The paper suggested that the group would: 
1. Draft a policy and process for potential new interfaces which takes on the learning from various initiatives currently being developed;
2. Develop key principles and indicators to monitor and review the existing  NIO-built peace walls; and 

3. Support practical action to support the two points.

These ideas formed the basis for the initial meetings of what was to become the Interface Working Group. 

The discussion paper also outlined a process for a shared neighbourhood approach and a review process for the Hazelwood fence, which was eventually formalised as the Hazelwood Community Partnership (HCP) in May 2008. The partnership was a given a remit to ‘provide a co-ordinated approach to tackling interface, and wider social issues in the area.
 The Hazelwood Community Partnership continues to work to build and improve relationships in the Whitewell area as a broad partnership that includes Belfast and Newtownabbey councils, DoJ, NIHE, PSNI, North Eastern Education and Library Board, Belfast Trust, Hazelwood College, International Fund for Ireland, Community Relations Council, OFMDFM, Greater Whitewell Community Surgery, Whitecity Community Development Association, CLASP, and Bawnmore and District Residents Association. It seeks the support of political representatives through regular planned meetings. HCP has been identified as a model of best practice in the draft Programme for Cohesion, Sharing and Integration. 

While the HCP is a direct result of the earliest discussions of the IWG, it has long been considered as an autonomous body and consideration of its work has not been included as part of this review.
Interface Working Group

In November 2007 CRC invited representatives of a number of key agencies to a meeting to discuss how to take forward the ideas sketched out in the September discussion paper by initiating a wider debate about the continued presence of interface barriers in residential areas across the city. The meeting took place at the Groundwork offices in Duncairn Gardens on 21 November 2007 and was attended by representatives of the following organisations:

· Community Relations Council 

· Northern Ireland Office

· North Belfast Community Action Unit

· Belfast City Council

· Northern Ireland Housing Executive

· Police Service of Northern Ireland 

· Belfast Metropolitan College

· Belfast Interface Project

· Institute for Conflict Research 

The meeting agreed that the time appeared to be right to initiate a wider discussion at political, agency and community levels about the future of the interface barriers and CRC decided to set in motion a process to assist in the development of an overall strategy for potential new peace walls and existing peace walls. 
A week later many of those who attended the initial meeting of the Interface Working Group also met with Trina Vargo of the US/Ireland Alliance, who was seeking to explore the potential for removing a barrier to mark the tenth anniversary of the signing of the Agreement. The meeting concluded that the IWG’s objectives were not compatible with the ideas being proposed by Vargo, but agreed to keep each other informed of their respective work. 
The IWG began to meet regularly from January 2008. Meetings have been convened and chaired by CRC who have also acted as the secretariat to the group since the outset. The available records through minutes and other documents indicate that the IWG met five times in 2008 and 2009, and three times in 2010 and 2011 (see Appendices 2 and 3 for attendances). 

Initially the IWG worked to the objectives outlined in the CRC drafted discussion paper, noted above, but they also prepared a revised Terms of Reference which were finally agreed in 2010 (see Appendix 4). These stated that the aim of the IWG was to ‘provide structured support for initiatives to regenerate interface areas’, while the objectives were to:

1. Act as a think-tank and share experience, expertise and good practice to creatively explore issues emerging from interfaces by bringing together key policy-makers and experienced practitioners working in the field of good relations, conflict transformation and community regeneration  

2. Act as a stimulant to the debate on interfaces through high level policy seminars, workshops, conferences and research aimed at mainstreaming ideas and policy proposals and highlight challenges which need to be addressed to achieve the transformation of interface areas

3. In light of emerging policy in general and CSI policy in particular, inform and advise Government Departments on potential and existing Government interventions in interface areas and, where appropriate, coordinate a programme of work with specific outcomes

4. Establish appropriate working groups where necessary including the Interface Community Partners and the Beyond Belfast groups.

The ToR thus consolidated and clarified the original focus of the working group in relation to both policy and practice. These objectives have focused the activities of the IWG and have resulted in the undertaking of a number of pieces of work that has aimed to inform and progress the policy agenda, and engage with groups on the ground in relation to transforming interface barriers in a number of areas across the city. Although the different activities have been taken forward broadly in parallel, in reality the initial progress was most evident in engaging in policy development (2008-2009), while the impact of the work on the IWG on the ground has had more effect more recently (2010-2011).     

Membership of the IWG
The membership of the IWG has been based on the core group who were invited to the initial meeting, although a number of other bodies have been regular and active members (see Appendix 2 for a breakdown of attendances). In addition to CRC, regular attendees have included the four government departments: the North Belfast Community Action Unit / OFMDFM, the NIO (since 2008 the Department of Justice), the Department of Education and the Department for Social Development / Belfast Regeneration Office; Belfast City Council have been represented by both the Good Relations Unit and the Community Safety Unit; while the statutory sector has been represented by the PSNI, the Housing Executive and the Council for Catholic Maintained Schools. A number of other departments and agencies have attended on an occasional basis or when specific issues relevant to them were on the agenda. 
At the outset the meetings were attended by some groups from the community and voluntary sector, Belfast Interface Project (BIP) and Suffolk - Lenadoon Interface Group (SLIG) participated during the first year and a larger number of groups including North Belfast Interface Network (NBIN), Belfast Conflict Resolution Consortium (BCRC), West Belfast Partnership Board all becoming regular attendees through 2009. 

However, in finalising the Terms of Reference it was proposed that membership of the IWG be focused on ‘representation from all relevant departmental and statutory agencies together with a representative group from the Interface Community Partners’ (see below). It was agreed that the ICP nominate four members, one each from an organisation in North, South, East and West Belfast, who would serve as representatives to the IWG. The four representatives were agreed in June 2010
In total 26 organisations have participated in the 16 meetings of the IWG since 2008, this includes fourteen departmental and statutory agencies and 12 from the community and voluntary sector. 

However, only 10 of the organisations have been represented at more than half of the meetings. The regular attendees have mainly been those with a specific interest or responsibility in interface issues, such as NBCAU/OFMDFM, NIO/DoJ, DSD, BCC, PSNI, plus BIP and SLIG from the community sector, together with the DENI and CCMS, both of which have an interest in how good relations issues may impact on their work in education.
Towards Sustainable Security
The main piece of work carried out in the first year of the IWGs life was the preparation of an overview report entitled Towards Sustainable Security (CRC 2008), which was prepared by ICR. The report brought together in one place for the first time all the available basic information on the location and form of all the barriers and other security architecture across Belfast; it summarised recent research into attitudes to barrier removal; reviewed recent policy; and provided an outline framework for the potential removal of barriers within a context of the regeneration of interface areas  (see Appendix 6). This was outlined as follows: 
... to date there is no overall strategy that is designed to try to remove the existing barriers, prevent new barriers being constructed or to regenerate the various interface areas across Belfast. The following briefly sets out a number of stages and element that might be included in developing such a strategy and which will build on the mapping exercises that have already been commissioned by BIP.

The first stage in developing a strategic approach ...  is to ensure that there is the appropriate level of support and engagement within the devolved government and relevant government departments, among political parties, within key statutory agencies and in the police and other agencies responsible for safety and security. The creation of the Interface Working Group was the initial stage in this process.

The second stage involves developing local strategic approaches to barriers, safety and security and this must be based on two key elements: it must be inclusive and thus involve community representatives and local residents, as well as local representatives of key agencies; and locally grounded approaches must be developed to meet each specific local context.

We propose that there needs to be four principle phases in the development of locally based regeneration strategies:

1. Pre-Consultation with Political and Community Representatives

2. Consultation with Residents

3. Development of Local Regeneration Plans

4. Statutory Endorsement
The success of this process will demand that financial and other resources are made available to enable work to begin on the physical transformation of some of the interface areas. However, this should be eased by aligning with agreed regeneration frameworks and the enhancement of existing agency objectives.

The report was subject to a process of consultation with key stakeholders in the community and voluntary sector before it was finalised. It was then presented to OFMDFM and the NIO and circulated to other key departments before being launched at a conference in March 2009 by Junior Ministers Jeffrey Donaldson and Gerry Kelly, the proceedings of which were published by CRC as the Challenge for Change Conference Report.   
The outline framework set out in the report in turn served as the basis of a call for proposals by Belfast City Council and which resulted in the Belfast Interface Trust project, which undertook four area based projects in north, south, east and west Belfast produced a series of reports which highlighted the potential for transforming interface communities in each area.
  
Interface Community Partners

In late 2008 the IWG began to explore ways to involve a wider range of community based groups in the discussions about the future of interface barriers. An initial meeting was held with representatives of a range of groups working in interface areas across the city to explore interest in setting up a community based sub-group of the IWG to ‘increase inter-community dialogue’. In April the first formal meeting of the Interface Working Group Community Partners (ICP) was held, albeit only groups from North Belfast had been invited to attend at this stage, so participation was restricted to NBIN, Cliftonville Community Regeneration Forum, Northern Ireland Alternatives, 174 Trust, LINC, Intercomm and the REAL Project. 

The second meeting of the Community partners was held in June 2009 and was attended by a wider range of groups including the Crown Project, Short Strand Community Forum and East Belfast Women’s Forum from east Belfast; Forthspring, Lenadoon Community Forum and Suffolk Community Forum from west Belfast; NBIN, 174 Trust, LINC and Star Neighbourhood Centre, from north Belfast; and Belfast Conflict Resolution Consortium, Groundwork and the Workers Education Association who all work city- wide.  
The Interface Community Partners was established as a sub-group of the IWG and as a means of increasing community participation in the wider process (see Appendix 5 for Terms of Reference). Attendance at the IWG meetings was left open to allow for a free flow of participation from a broad section of organisations. The attendance list was kept under constant review by those in attendance in an effort to be as inclusive as possible. As a result through 2009 a larger number of both statutory and community groups attended the IWG meetings, and as part of the process of agreeing a terms of reference, and to ensure that participation at the IWG meetings remained at a manageable level, the IWG proposed that membership of the IWG be focused on statutory and departmental bodies while the Community Partners would be invited to nominate up to four representatives who would attend the full IWG meetings. 
The four ICP representatives to the IWG were announced at the meeting on 6 September 2010, they were from Belfast Conflict Resolution Consortium, Belfast Interface Project, the CROWN Project and Suffolk Community Forum. Two of these representatives, BIP and Suffolk Community Forum, had been regular attendees of the IWG meetings since the earliest meetings.  
The Interface Community Partners have met on a regular basis over the past three years, with eight meetings taking place in 2009, three in 2010 and four in 2011. In principle the meetings of the ICP take place a week or two prior to the IWG meeting so that the delegated representatives can bring agreed items and perspectives to the agenda of the larger group. This process has broadly been followed over the past two years. However, it is worth noting that while this format allows the ICP to feed their issues into the IWG, there is no mechanism to feed the discussions of the IWG back to the ICP until the next pre-IWG meeting, which is likely to be at least 10 weeks away. 
Barriers Sub-Group

In November 2010 it was proposed to set up a further sub-group to take forward the practical work in relation to the removal or transformation of a number of barriers. It was proposed that the work of this sub-group should include developing guidance for barrier removal and to work through the practicalities of transforming a number of barriers that had been identified as potential sites for transformation and that the guidance would be trialled through three case study approaches of barriers that had been identified as having potential for transformation. These were the barriers at Brucevale, Flax Street and Newington Street.   

The Barriers Sub Group was thus intended to be a practical working group. It met for the first time in November 2010 and again in March, April, July and September 2011. Minutes are available for 4 of these 5 meetings and these indicate that representatives of the Departments of Justice and Regional Development and CRC attended four meetings, representatives of OFMDFM, the Department of Social Development, the PSNI and NBIN attended 3 meetings, while representatives of Belfast City Council, BIP, BCRC and NBCTDG attended at least one of the meetings. The Department of Justice chaired the meetings and CRC acted as secretariat.
Apart from preparing the text of the guidance (see below), the meetings focused on exploring the potential for opening a barrier in three locations across North Belfast, addressing concerns from residents and statutory agencies associated with opening each barrier, and identifying and overcoming legal, bureaucratic and financial impediments to the transformation of the barriers. 
Barriers Guidance Paper

In the absence of a broader governmental or departmental strategy for interfaces, the Guidance Paper on Proposed Process for Barrier Removal paper was developed by CRC and the ICP and adopted by the IWG as framework for transforming interface barriers. The document sets out a series of steps or processes to enable barriers in interface areas to be removed, when the conditions to do so are right in the relevant community.  It identifies a series of phases and steps of the process that should be reached where this is initiated by either a community, community based organisation or a Government Department. In doing so it attempts to resolve some of the bureaucratic and community engagement blocks that occurred during previous attempts to remove barriers in some areas. 
The process outlined in the Guidance paper is being trialled through the work of the Barriers Sub Group generally, and specifically on the barriers in the Newington, Brucevale and Flax Street areas. It builds on the recommendations of the Towards Sustainable Security report by stating that:

The process of removing barriers should be part of an inclusive community approach towards building a shared society. 

New barriers will only be built if all other avenues of intervention have been tried and failed; rather priority must be given to other forms of investment in communities to ensure their safety and security without the need for physical structures. 

The guidance then sets out a series of specific steps that should be taken: seven initial stages for departments or agencies; five initial stages for community initiated processes; and finally 11 joint steps that should be followed in moving towards the removal or transformation of interface barriers (see Appendix 7 for full text).  

This bottom up/top down process for interface areas is the first of its kind in NI and the Department of Justice has engaged in its development and promotion in the absence of an agreed Executive community relations policy ie the Programmes for Cohesion, Sharing.
Transforming Barriers

The issue of transforming or removing interface or security barriers has been a key element of the agenda of the IWG since the outset. The first formal meeting of the IWG, on 16 January 2008, identified a number of interface barriers which had ‘the potential for demolition or removal’, these were:

1. Springhill Avenue;

2. Torrens;

3. Henry Street; 

4. Madrid Street;

5. Newington/Brucevale;

6. Alexandra Park; and 

7. Waterworks.

A variety of subsequent initiatives have had a significant impact on a number of these locations. The transformation or removal has not always been a result of the work of the IWG, however the IWG certainly helped transform the policy environment whereby the removal of barriers was assumed to be part of any wider regeneration process. The changes that have occurred are as follows: 
· Two of the barriers in the Torrens area have been removed as part of a regeneration programme in the area and the third is likely to be removed as the regeneration work is completed; 

· The Henry Street security barrier was removed in 2009 as part of a formal road closure and was replaced by a decorative brick and metal structure; 

· The Alexandra Park barrier has been opened on a part-time basis since September 2011 as part of a community led initiative;

· The Springhill Avenue barrier is expected to be removed as part of a forthcoming regeneration / new build project.
Two of the barriers on this initial list have been the focus of the work of the IWG and specifically the Barriers Sub Group, while a third barrier at Flax Street has also been included in the process: 

· The Newington Street barrier was opened on a part time basis in January 2012. This followed a process of consultation with residents and a lengthy process of discussion within government departments (a) to enable traffic calming measures to be constructed as part of the barrier opening process and (b) to clarify who was to be responsible for funding the transformation. 
· Discussions are ongoing in relation to the transformation of the Brucevale and Flax Street barriers. In the case of Brucevale the focus has been the precise form of any transformation of the barrier and whether it would result in the road being opened as a thoroughfare or consolidated as a cul-de-sac. In the case of Flax Street further consultation is taking place to gauge the attitudes of residents to any transformation in the barrier and subsequent opening of the road to traffic and pedestrians. 
Beyond Belfast 

One further initiative that has emerged from the wider IWG process has been the Beyond Belfast project, which has begun to develop a parallel process that aims to explore the ways in which patterns of segregation and division were experienced in urban, rural and cross border areas outside of Belfast. A working group was convened by CRC and the Rural Community Network in late spring 2009, and which included representatives of the Department of Rural Development and the Rural Development Council in addition to many of those organisations that were part of the IWG. 

The Beyond Belfast working group commissioned a research project that included a review of literature on segregation and division in rural areas of Northern Ireland and interviews with a range of key informants who had experience of working on community relations issues in rural communities. The initial work took place between July and September 2009, and was followed a series of public consultation events in late 2009 and early 2010. A final report, which drew together the findings of the various consultation events and research papers was published in November 2010
 (RCN and CRC 2010). 
The report was initially used to inform the work of the Rural Enabler Programme
 which is being run by RCN, while the findings were also disseminated to relevant government departments and local councils. A further phase of the Beyond Belfast work is currently under way.
4.
Members Views of the IWG  

The review focused on exploring the views of individuals, groups and organisations who had participated most actively in the work of the various elements of the IWG, the working group itself, the Interface Community Partners (ICP) and the Barriers Sub-Group (BSG). In total 32 people were interviewed, of these 13 were representatives of departments or statutory organisations, while 19 were representatives of community partner groups (a full list of interviewees is included at Appendix 1). The following sets out the main findings in relation to the positive aspects of the IWG, the negative aspects, concerns for the future development of such work.
The Positive Impact of the IWG

Impacting Policy: The main benefit to come out of the IWG was the impact that the conversations were perceived to have had on policy. Specifically the IWG process was considered to have been a key factor in raising the profile of interfaces on the policy agenda. Respondents noted that when the IWG was first convened by CRC in 2007 the issue of the continued presence of interface and security barriers across the city was scarcely discussed, whereas now numerous agencies were in the process of developing strategies (see introduction). In particular people noted that the various policy initiatives and funding streams that have been announced by OFMDFM, the Department of Justice, Belfast City Council and the International Fund for Ireland were a direct result of the discussions in the IWG. 
Participation: There was a general acknowledgement that it had been important that many of the key departments and agencies had agreed to participate in the discussions, and that it was to CRC’s credit that this had been achieved from the outset.  No noticeable absentees from the statutory sector were noted, although there was some criticism of both the level of representation and the turnover of specific individuals who attended the meetings.    
Building Relationships: A number of the community partners highlighted the role of the IWG in helping to build or improve relationships between the community sector and some at least of the departments. Many of the community partners already had established working relationships with agencies such as the NIHE, PSNI and BCC but felt that they had had less opportunity to engage with the government departments prior to their participation in the IWG. Some community partners also felt that the IWG meetings had also helped to increase understanding within departments of the work undertaken by the community sector and also of the concerns and difficulties they faced. In particular the process appears to have been useful in building relations with the Department of Justice during its time of transition from the NIO. However, there were still some community partners who raised concerns that the DoJ was still largely the old NIO, with all of the old baggage of ‘securocrats’ that had been build up around the NIO. 
Understanding Departmental Working: An additional point to the above was that participation in the discussions about practical aspects of barrier removal had enabled some of the community partners to develop a greater understanding of the workings of government bureaucracy and of the problems that this could create for civil servants. This was highlighted in relation to the attempts to negotiate the various legal obstacles to opening gates, with the additional element of the need for the construction of traffic calming measures. Such insights were perceived to have had a positive impact on relationships between representatives of the two sectors and to have encouraged community partners to accept the need for more time for progress to be made.
Dialogue: A number of community partners welcomed the meetings simply as an opportunity to meet with others working on similar issues. This included meeting with other groups and individuals from the community sector and from other areas of the city, as well as from the statutory and departmental sectors. It was argued that simply creating the time and space to meet was a positive aspect in its own right, although the positive impact on relationships, mutual understanding and influencing the policy agenda was acknowledged as a direct consequence of this dialogue. There also remained an underlying assumption and expectation that the IWG should lead to practical outputs and impacts on interface areas, rather than simply being a ‘talking shop’. 

A Diversity of Options: A key element of the dialogue was the recognition and acknowledgment that whilst there was a common issue of addressing the legacy of interface barriers, there was also a recognition that each location and each barrier needed to be addressed on its own terms and within its own specific context. This was viewed as a consequence of a number of the previously identified factors such as the space for dialogue, mutual understanding and relationship building. A number of people cited the basic fact that ‘there is no one-size-fits-all approach’ and which in turn highlighted the need for ongoing dialogue in relation to transforming any further barriers. 
Barrier Removal Protocol: A number of the statutory respondents cited the drafting of the Guidance Paper on Proposed Process for Interface Barrier Transformation / Removal as an important product from the IWG as this set out a clear process, both for departments and communities, for moving forward in transforming any subsequent interface barriers. There was less of a positive response from the community partners to the guidance paper. Whilst a number of interviewees acknowledged the document there was also a general view that it was largely based on existing practice relating to consultation and change in local areas.   

Transforming Barriers: Many respondents noted that, although progress had been slow, there had ultimately been success in transforming some of the barriers that had been identified for change. The opening of the Newington Street barrier in February 2012 was cited as a positive step forward and some degree of vindication of the IWG. However, others noted that more barriers had been opened outside of the framework of the IWG (e.g. Alexandra Park, Northumberland Street and Edlingham Street) than had been achieved by the IWG, although some people felt also that all such transformations were in some way a consequence of the wider change in perspectives that had resulted from the discussion in the IWG. For example, the extended opening of the gates at Northumberland Street did not involve the IWG directly, but those who were involved in the process drew on the approach set out in the IWG guidance paper.  
Criticisms of the IWG

Limited Progress: There was some criticism of the IWG as being little more than a talking shop and which took a long time to agree anything and move issues forward. A number of people cited the length of time that was taken to agree a Terms of Reference for the IWG as an example of the limits of the project. However, while a number of people felt that progress had been slow, many also acknowledged that things had improved once the ToR had been agreed.  
Circularity and Repetition: Some respondents, including representatives of both statutory agencies and community groups who had been working on interface issues for a number of years, noted a degree of circularity or repetitiveness in some of the discussions and conversations and a failure to move the agenda forward as far or as quickly as they might have hoped. It was noted that arguments about developing appropriate responses to youth led violence had not moved much in more than a decade, others noted that there had been little progress in addressing the issues of youth engagement and PUL participation, which had been raised at the IWG conference in 2011.
Representation: A number of interviewees noted that at times progress in discussions and decision making was slow for two main reasons. 
· First, progress was slow because, in the case of the community sector, too many people did not attend regularly enough and subsequently questioned decisions made in their absence and demanded discussions be reopened. 
· Second, in relation to the departments and agencies, because organisations were not represented by individuals with significant authority to make decisions. They therefore had to hold over actions to a subsequent meeting to enable authorisation to be approved by at more senior level. 

A further point to note in regard to departments and agencies is that while an institution may have been regularly represented at IWG meetings this did not necessarily reflect a continuity of participation by individual representatives. For example, OFMDFM/NBCAU have been represented at 15 of the 16 meetings, but have also been represented by 7 different individuals over that time, similarly the NIO/DOJ have been represented by 10 different people at 14 meetings, Belfast City Council have had six different attendees and the PSNI have had five. Although some organisations have had some degree of continuity of participation by key individuals, no individual statutory representative has attended more than six IWG meetings. 
Furthermore, many of the more regular attendees from OFMDFM/NBCAU, NIO and BCC participated in the earlier life of the IWG, which suggests that there has been some degree of discontinuity between the participation in 2008 and 2009 and that in 2010 and 2011. The changing public sector representation at the IWG is likely to have had an impact on the overall progress and impact of the group, as new members strive to get up to speed on activities and discussions, only to be replaced by another person after a couple of meetings.

Considering that the IWG, particularly since the establishment of the Interface Community Partners, is regarded as primarily a forum for departments and agencies, the two most regular individual attendees, apart from CRC staff, have been representatives from BIP and SLIG from the community sector. 

Institutional Memory: The frequently changing membership appears to have had an impact on the institutional memory of the IWG, which was quite evident in carrying out the interviews for this review. Many people were only able to speak of the IWG in general terms and had limited knowledge of specific initiatives or outputs, particularly if they occurred in the first two years of the life of the IWG. 

General Community Participation: There was some discussion about whether participation from within the community sector was as balanced or inclusive as might be desired. A number of people felt that the community partners were largely drawn from groups that were funded by CRC and that such groups attended in part at least because the process was convened by CRC. Some believed that the IWG/ICP might have more ‘legitimacy’ if there was a broader attendance at meetings from the community sector. However, others were less concerned about this issue and felt that people would often attend such meetings, in part at least, on a basis of self interest and therefore consistent attendance would be focused on those groups who were most interested and committed to the process. 
Another issue that was raised is that a number of groups are reliant on voluntary workers and they are more likely to be occasional and selective attenders, whereas paid workers might be more likely to be expected to attend such meetings on a regular basis. Furthermore, while there was a desire for broader participation from the community sector, there was also a realisation that while you could extend an invitation you could not compel people to attend.   
A review of the attendance list of the ICP meetings indicates that 28 different groups had attended meetings over the past three years, but only 8 had attended more than half of the 15 meetings. Furthermore, 13 groups had gone at least a year without attending a meeting. This perhaps illustrates the point made about the difference between regular and committed members and occasional attendees.
PUL Participation: Some people also raised the issue of a perceived lack of participation from the PUL community at the ICP meetings. However, it proved difficult to get a clear answer as to how that might be addressed and there was some suggestion that ‘lack of participation’ really means ‘wrong’ people or groups participating. Furthermore, a review of attendance at ICP meetings indicates that this included 10 PUL groups, 6 CNR groups and 12 cross-community groups, while regular attenders included 3 PUL groups, 1 CNR group and 5 cross community groups. 

Community or CRC led?: There were some suggestions that it would be more appropriate if the Interface Community Partners was convened by community-based groups rather than CRC. Some people thought that this might encourage a wider range of groups to participate, but others were less convinced of the capacity of the sector to sustain such a bottom up approach. Some noted the North Belfast Conflict Transformation Forum as an example of such a community driven initiative, while others wondered how this might work in relation to other community-led networks such as the Interface Practice Collective. There was no clear majority view on this question, which should perhaps be decided in a wider forum. 
5.
The Future of the IWG

Respondents were asked their views on what should happen to the IWG when the DoJ convenes the Inter-Agency Group on interfaces. Specifically respondents were asked should the IWG continue? If so, what form should it take?  And who should convene any future incarnation of the IWG? 
Should the IWG continue? The overwhelming view of respondents was that the IWG had been a valuable initiative and should continue in some way at least. While a small number felt that the IWG had run its course and any future work could be carried out by the Inter-Agency Group and short-term working groups, the majority said that it should continue. 

What form should it take? In general people felt that the IWG served an important role in providing a forum for discussion involving the community and statutory sectors. For many the perceived value of the ICP was that it fed into discussions with the statutory sector and this should be the focus of any subsequent version of the IWG.

A number of respondents said that if the future process was limited to a community based forum and a statutory / departmental forum with limited cross-over or interaction then this would limit opportunity for the community sector to discuss issues face to face with key departments.  Most community based respondents felt that any reduction in the level of interaction between the community sector and the departments would considerably reduce the value of the initiative.  

Who should convene any future group? Three specific organisations were identified as possible bodies which might convene and act as secretariat to the future IWG. 
· Belfast City Council were suggested by some on the back of their recent strategy document, but council officers who were consulted suggested that this would be beyond their current remit and resources;

· OFMDFM were also suggested but there were concerns about their political status and how any lead role would fit with the role of the DoJ in working in interfaces; 
· CRC, the vast of consultees felt that CRC had done a good job and should be encouraged to continue. 
Future Options 
The primary purpose of any renewed IWG/ICP should be to ensure the continuation of the process of discussion and dialogue between the community and statutory sectors in relation to the regeneration and transformation of interface areas. 
The DoJ is to convene an Inter-Agency Group (IAG) of departmental and statutory bodies, with specific sub-groups established to progress initiatives in specific areas, which will largely replace the current IWG. The major change will be that the IAG will have no formal community participation, although community groups may be invited to attend for part of a meeting.  

The following sets out options for (1) the interaction between departments and community groups that currently takes place through the IWG; while (2) sets out some options for the future organisation of the ICP.
9. Interaction between departments and community sector 
9.1. CRC should convene a revised Interface Working Group, to which would be invited:
9.1.1. Representatives of the key statutory bodies that are working with the community sector in relation to interface issues, these are  currently OFMDFM, DoJ, DSD, BCC, PSNI and NIHE; 
9.1.2. Groups from the community sector, who should initially at least be drawn from the regular attendees of the ICP;
9.1.3. Other bodies and groups as appropriate. 
This group should meet on a quarterly basis. The purpose should be to exchange views, update each other on developments and issues, provide a forum for discussion on policy initiatives and provide an opportunity for each sector to hold the other to account. 

9.2. The IAG and the ICP would exist as separate bodies with CRC as the only common member. Under this approach CRC would provide the conduit for representing the views of the community partners at the IAG and the departments at the ICP. Community participation with the IAG would be maintained though:
9.2.1. Invited attendance at IAG meetings or part thereof. 

9.2.2. Participation in working groups to discuss the transformation of specific interface barriers. Such working groups would be geographically specific and time bounded. 

10. Community Networking
CRC should convene a meeting of the ICP, which should be open to all groups working on issues related to interfaces, and an attempt should be made to ensure attendance of a wider range of groups working in interface areas than at present. The agenda should be to decide the format of any subsequent form that the ICP should take. Options include the following:

10.1. Continue with the ICP as a CRC-convened body, with a similar relationship to the IAG as the ICP currently has with the IWG. The current model which involves a partnership approach between the departments, statutory and community sector is considered to have worked well over the past four years and has provided an opportunity for an exchange of ideas, a sustained dialogue, the development of mutual understanding and some progress both in policy and practice. It therefore makes considerable sense to continue in a similar format. 

10.2. Continue the ICP, but as a community-led and convened network. There were some suggestions that the ICP should be community led and driven, but equally some concerns were expressed whether any organisation had sufficient resources to do so and whether such a model might fall foul of competing interests. Whilst the ideal of a community led network had some attractions, there was also broad support for the work that CRC has been doing to sustain the IWG and ICP.
10.3. Merge the ICP with another initiative, such as the BIP initiated Interface Practice Collective. A small number of consultees from the community sector noted that there were other informal networks or fora of groups working in interface areas that might possibly take on a wider, although it should be noted that these had been established with a specific aims and objectives and this would not necessarily fit with the aims and objectives of the ICP. 

10.4. Cease the meetings of the ICP. Meeting could be called on an ad-hoc basis by CRC to discuss interface issues and / or working groups could be convened as needed to discuss the transformation of specific interface barriers. 
In relation to both options (b) and (c) a number of people noted the risk of any such initiative being seen as ‘belonging to’ or the ‘responsibility of’ a specific organisation and therefore as less neutral. Mention was made of an apparent growing competition between groups for diminishing resources, which in turn increased tension and perhaps a willingness to co-operate within the sector. 

Other Issues 

A small number of other issues were highlighted that would need to be addressed in any subsequent working group on interface issues.

11. Broaden Participation: a number of people highlighted that some groups did not attend the ICP and they should be encouraged to participate. Others noted that this was easier said than done. A number of groups have attended irregularly over the years and it was acknowledged that some groups would only attend when it was in their interest to do so. Others noted that it was easier for groups with paid staff to attend meetings than it was for groups who relied on volunteers. 
CRC have made attempts to increase participation in the ICP in the past, but a restructuring of the working group would be a good opportunity to try to increase the number of groups who attend on a regular basis. Current members could be asked to identify a list of groups that they think should attend and approaches could be made to see whether they were interested in attending and reported back to the following meeting.   

12. Regular participation: it was noted that the ‘institutional memory’ of the IWG in particular was relatively short, with many departments having been represented at meetings by a large number of individuals. The community sector has generally been better at sustaining participation by specific individuals and they should be encouraged to continue to do so. If a forum is established with departmental or statutory representation then it should be made clear that it is important to maintain some continuity of representation.

13. Decision making: a number of people complained that decision making in the ICP could be very slow, particular as members who missed a meeting subsequently challenged decisions taken at the previous meeting. Any new body should agree and sustain a clear and transparent decision making process to enable work to progress at a reasonable speed.    

6.
Issues for the Future
The following set out some issues raised by respondents, as well as others that emerged through analysis and reflection of the various conversations. These will need to be addressed in any subsequent process in relation to the regeneration of interface areas or the transformation of interface and security barriers.
Co-ordinating Strategy: It was noted that although the increasing attention by department and funding agencies to interface issues was generally considered to be a positive development, there were also concerns relating to the effective co-ordination of the different initiatives. Respondents were concerned that the initiatives should be complimentary rather than competitive, but were uncertain how the different plans and strands would in fact complement each other and thus lead to a positive impact on the lives of residents living in interface areas and on the interface communities themselves. In particular, some community partners remained sceptical of the capacity of government departments to deliver joined-up initiatives and services. There while there was a cautious welcome for the proposed Inter Agency Group as a mechanism for better co-ordination, there was also a strong caveat that any such group should also build on the work of the IWG and continue the dialogue with the community sector on a regular basis.  

Competing Agendas:  There was also some concern, particularly among the community partners, about what appeared to be somewhat different agendas underpinning the recent work. There was a perception among some that the departmental agenda was largely focused on barrier removal, whereas the community partners were emphasising the priority of regenerating interface areas, with the possibility of barrier removal as a consequence of regeneration. Some respondents cited the position of the DoJ as a lead partner and as the ‘owner’ of the barriers as inevitably leading to a narrow security-driven focus on removal rather than a wider focus on regeneration. 
Consultation: The process of consultation has been identified and confirmed as a fundamental element of any process of regeneration and or transformation of barriers in interface areas. However, there does not appear to be a very clear understanding or acceptance of how such a process might work. For example, there is not necessarily a broad agreement on questions such as:
· who should be responsible for the consultation; 

· who exactly should and should not be consulted; 

· what weight should be given to the views of different consultees;
· is there a right to veto any change by one or more group?
Consideration of these and other relevant questions would be a useful exercise and one that would add some further detail and remove some ambiguity that exists in the text of the guidance paper on barrier transformation. 
It would be useful for CRC or DoJ to convene a process to set out the parameters and expectations of any consultation process on the transformation of interface barriers and which would be transparent to all groups and agencies and replicable in other areas. In part at least this might be based on a review of the consultations processes that have been used in the recent process of transformation of the barriers at Alexandra Park, Newington Street, Northumberland Street and Brucevale. At the very least documenting such work might serve as a means of recording good practice and effective partnership working. The outcome might be an adjunct or extension to the recent guidance paper.   
Barrier Building by other Agencies: To date the focus of the work of the IWG has been on those barriers that have been built by the government, however the BIP report Belfast Interfaces: Security Barriers and the Defensive Use of Space (2012) identified a number of other organisations who own or are responsible for a security barrier. The most significant of these is the Northern Ireland Housing Executive. The NIHE and other organisations have built a number of security barriers in the time since the DoJ last authorised a barrier to be constructed. The IWG should engage with the NIHE, in the first instance, in relation to their continued reliance on building barriers for developments in interface areas or possible interface areas. 

Beyond Belfast: CRC and RCN initiated the Beyond Belfast process to begin a discussion on contested spaces outside of Belfast. While the focus of the report was largely on the invisible or non-physical barriers in rural areas, it also noted that the DoJ are responsible for a number of interface barriers in Derry Londonderry, Lurgan and Portadown. Any future process that continues the work of the IWG should explore way of engaging with agencies and groups in both Derry Londonderry and Craigavon to initiate a process that continues the work that has begun in Belfast.  
Appendix 1: Interviewees

Community Partners

1. Jean Brown, Suffolk Community Forum & SLIG

2. Brian Dunn, Greater Whitewell Community Surgery
3. John Howcroft, North Belfast Community Development & Transition Group

4. Maura Kavanagh, WEA 

5. Noel Large, Interaction

6. Robert Lee, Groundwork NI

7. Rab McCallum, North Belfast Interface Network

8. Roisin McGlone, Interaction

9. Ian McLoughlin, Lower Shankill Community Association

10. John McQuillan, CROWN Project

11. Joe Marley, Belfast Conflict Resolution Consortium 

12. Sean Montgomery, Skegoneill Glandore Common Purpose 

13. Malachi Mulgrew, Cliftonville Community Regeneration Forum

14. Johnston Price, Forthspring Intercommunity Group

15. Joe O Donnell, Belfast Interface Project 

16. Chris O Halloran, Belfast Interface Project 

17. Bill Shaw, 174 Trust
18. Syd Trotter, LINC

19. Sam White, BCRC & Lower Castlereagh Community Group

Statutory Sector 

20. Andrew Bell, Department of Education  

21. Sandra Buchan, Department for Social Development
22. John Chittick, Department of Justice

23. Jim Clarke, Council for Catholic Maintained Schools

24. Linsey Farrell, OFMDFM 

25. Jennifer Hawthorne, NIHE 

26. Alistair James, OFMDFM

27. Paul Killen, OFMDFM

28. Richard McLernon, Belfast City Council Community Safety Unit
29. Steven McCourt, Department of Justice  

30. Joe McGouran, OFMDFM

31. David Robinson, Belfast City Council Good Relations Unit
32. Alan Swann, PSNI 

Appendix 2: Attendances at IWG Meetings

	
	2008
	2009
	2010
	2011
	Total 

	Total number of meetings
	5

	5
	3
	3
	16

	OFM / NBCAU
	4
	5
	3
	3
	15

	BCC GR
	3
	5
	3
	3
	14

	NIO / DoJ
	3
	5
	3
	3
	14

	BIP
	2
	4
	3
	3
	11

	PSNI
	4
	4
	2
	1
	11

	SLIG
	2
	4
	1
	3
	10

	BCC CS
	4
	2
	1
	1
	8

	CCMS
	2
	3
	2
	1
	8

	DENI
	
	3
	3
	2
	8

	DSD / BRO
	
	3
	2
	3
	8

	NBIN
	
	4
	2
	
	6

	NIHE
	3
	2
	
	1
	6

	BCRC
	
	1
	1
	2
	4

	ECNI
	
	3
	1
	
	4

	WBPB
	
	4
	
	
	4

	BELB
	1
	1
	
	1
	3

	CROWN
	
	
	2
	1
	3

	DFA
	
	3
	
	
	3

	IFI
	
	2
	
	1
	3

	Community Dialogue
	
	1
	1
	
	2

	NBCDTG
	
	2
	
	
	2

	DRD
	
	1
	
	
	1

	Groundwork NI
	1
	
	
	
	1

	Interaction
	
	1
	
	
	1

	NICVA
	1
	
	
	
	1

	Youthlink
	
	1
	
	
	1


Appendix 3: Attendances at ICP Meetings
	
	2009
	2010
	2011
	

	Total number of meetings
	8
	3
	4
	15

	NBIN
	8
	3
	3
	14

	Forthspring
	7
	3
	3
	13

	BIP
	5
	3
	4
	12

	Suffolk / SLIG
	6
	2
	4
	12

	Groundwork NI
	6
	3
	2
	11

	Linc
	6
	2
	2
	10

	174
	6
	2
	
	8

	Interaction
	4
	2
	1
	7

	WEA 
	4
	2
	1
	7

	BCRC 
	2
	2
	2
	6

	Alternatives / Twaddell Women
	3
	2
	
	5

	Cliftonville CRF
	4
	
	1
	5

	Crown
	2
	2
	1
	5

	CTI / NBCDTG
	2
	2
	1
	5

	Inner East / EB Women
	1
	2
	2
	5

	Intercomm
	4
	
	1
	5

	Lenadoon
	4
	
	1
	5

	Ashton / REAL Project
	4
	
	
	4

	Star Neighbourhood
	3
	
	
	3

	Charter
	
	
	2
	2

	Community Dialogue
	2
	
	
	2

	Exit
	
	
	2
	2

	Short Strand 
	2
	
	
	2

	Shankill Women
	2
	
	
	2

	SG Common Purpose
	1
	
	1
	2

	Ballynafeigh CDA
	1
	
	
	1

	Belfast Reconciliation Network
	
	1
	
	1

	IAB
	1
	
	
	1


Appendix 4: Interface Working Group - Terms of Reference

Policy context

The Terms of Reference for the Interface Working Group (IWG) were established for this year (2010) in the context of major policy change including the devolution of Policing and Justice and the forthcoming consultation process on the Cohesion, Sharing and Integration (CSI) policy. Therefore, the Terms of Reference are set as interim guidance for the IWG and will be reviewed after one year or on the introduction of the CSI policy within which the IWG will seek to contribute to policy development and the delivery of practical ideas. 

Aim

The IWG is an interagency partnership coordinated by the Community Relations Council (CRC). The aim of the IWG is to provide structured support for initiatives to regenerate interface areas, in the eventual creation of vibrant and sustainable communities in Belfast and beyond. 

Strategic Approach

This will include supporting peace-building initiatives in the development and delivery of short, medium and long-term actions to address social, community, physical, economic and security& safety issues in interface areas. It will build upon existing and future good practice and address any gaps in provision.
This support will require members of the IWG to be influential within their agencies, encouraging a flexible approach to practices which may be beneficial to enabling or sustaining regeneration approaches which take full account of the problems and opportunities for local areas and the entire region.

All partners within the process will be valued participants who are committed to the process and principles which seek to meet IWG’s aim and objectives. Individuals will take responsibility for their own actions and for regular communication to their agencies and organisations.

Principles

In all responses to the legacy of physical segregation the safety and security of the people living near to interfaces and interface barriers must be the priority.  

1. With this in mind, we should create the conditions for the removal of all interface barriers across the city of Belfast and beyond.
2. The process of removing interface barriers should be part of an inclusive, community approach towards building a shared city. 
3. New barriers will only be built if all other avenues of intervention have been tried and failed; rather priority must be given to other forms of investment in communities to ensure their safety and security without the need for physical structures.

Objectives

The IWG will: 

5. Act as a think-tank and share experience, expertise and good practice to creatively explore issues emerging from interfaces by bringing together key policy-makers and experienced practitioners working in the field of good relations, conflict transformation and community regeneration  

6. Act as a stimulant to the debate on interfaces through high level policy seminars, workshops, conferences and research aimed at mainstreaming ideas and policy proposals and highlight challenges which need to be addressed to achieve the transformation of interface areas

7. In light of emerging policy in general and CSI policy in particular, inform and advise Government Departments on potential and existing Government interventions in interface areas and, where appropriate, coordinate a programme of work with specific outcomes

8. Establish appropriate working groups where necessary including the Interface Community Partners and the Beyond Belfast groups.
Membership

The membership will focus on representation from all relevant departmental and statutory agencies (*see list below) together with a representative group from the ICP (not more than 4). Members will participate as named individual representatives of organisations or groups to try to promote consistency of attendance and meaningful interventions. Gaps in membership will be kept under review to ensure a broad representation across Departments and interface expertise. 

*OFMDFM, DSD, DoJ, NIHE, BCC, DRD, PSNI, DENI, DOJ BELB and CRC
Subgroups

Subgroups may be established for specific pieces of work and representatives will be selected according to their particular expertise including IWG members and non members.

Meeting Schedule



Meetings will be scheduled annually to be held quarterly. 

In addition to the quarterly meetings two further meetings per year will be organized to facilitate discussion and networking between the broader IWG membership and Interface Community Partners group.
Appendix 5: Interface Community Partners - Terms of Reference

Aim

The aim of Interface Community Partnership, (ICP) is to support the Interface Working Group’s strategic approach to benefit communities through the social, physical and economic regeneration of interface areas. The development of a coordinated process, to assist in the eventual creation of vibrant and sustainable communities in Belfast will be influential in supporting peace-building through putting in place a plan of short, medium and long-term actions to address social, community, physical and economic issues in interface areas.

Principles

In all responses to the legacy of physical segregation the safety and security of the people living near to interfaces and interface barriers must be the priority.  

1. With this in mind, we should create the conditions for the removal of all interface barriers across the city of Belfast.

2. The process of removing interface barriers should be part of an inclusive, community approach towards building a shared city. 

3. No more segregation barriers should be built; rather priority must be given to other forms of investment in communities, to ensure their safety and security without the need for physical structures.

The IWG strategy is based on three key elements – 

1. it must inclusive and prioritise the needs of residents 

2. strategies must be developed to meet the specific local context

3. it will build upon existing good practice and address any gaps in provision

Objectives

· build capacity and infrastructure in all interface communities

· provide practical, support, advice and resources to communities wishing to begin the pursuit of regeneration of their areas. 

· share and develop a strong, coherent skills base in the sector

· act as a conduit between grass roots issues and the IWG

· lobby and advocate for this strategic approach

· report on progress after an agreed period of time; including a review of the area to be included and assist in reporting progress on good relations.

Membership

The membership will initially focus on representation from all geographical, cultural and political groups in Belfast. Members will participate as named individual representatives of organisations, to try to promote consistency of attendance. Organisations may opt in and out of the process if and when they desire but no group will have the authority to disrupt the process.

Partnership working

All partners within the process will be valued participants, who are committed to the process and principles which seek to meet the above aim and objectives. Individuals will take responsibility for their own actions and for regular communication to their groups and communities.

Meeting Schedule

Meetings will be scheduled annually to be held 2 weeks before the main Interface Working Group but further meetings may be required, in the initial stages and at other times, due to events in the external environment.

Meeting Guidelines

These guidelines have been developed to assist in dialogue and development work about interface issues which can often address difficult and sensitive matters.

Members of the Interface Community Partners Group are asked to agree to follow some basic guidelines:

1. Dialogue around interface issues is based on respect for the opinions and contributions of other participants.  Members are asked to participate in the Interface Community Partners Group in a manner that creates a safe and supported environment where everyone feels free to:

· participate fully;

· speak honestly about what you feel and think; and

· challenge each other in a spirit of constructive criticism.
We can achieve this by acknowledging that different people are in different places in terms of their knowledge, understanding and opinion about interface issues. 

2. All contributions to discussions are to be treated with a level of confidentiality to the participant group.  Nothing shared at meetings should be used in a negative way outside of them.

Participants will be expected to show a commitment to the agreed process and attend on a continuous basis and will inform the group if they wish to withdraw
Appendix 6: A Strategy for Interface Regeneration
(From: Towards Sustainable Security: Interface Barriers and the Legacy of Segregation in Belfast. CRC 2008)
This brief review of interface areas has highlighted the scale and diversity of the existing security architecture across Belfast, which is more extensive and varied than the forty plus interface barriers that have been acknowledged by the NIO.

It also highlights that a small number of barriers have been removed and that there are potential opportunities to address the legacy of segregation and division within the physical environment, as long as the issues of safety and security can be adequately addressed. 

However, to date there is no overall strategy that is designed to try to remove the existing barriers, prevent new barriers being constructed or to regenerate the various interface areas across Belfast. The following briefly sets out a number of stages and element that might be included in developing such a strategy and which will build on the mapping exercises that have already been commissioned by BIP.

The first stage in developing a strategic approach to respond creatively to the legacy of security and interface barriers is to ensure that there is the appropriate level of support and engagement within the devolved government and relevant government departments, among political parties, within key statutory agencies and in the police and other agencies responsible for safety and security. The creation of the Interface Working Group was the initial stage in this process.

The second stage involves developing local strategic approaches to barriers, safety and security and this must be based on two key elements: it must be inclusive and thus involve community representatives and local residents, as well as local representatives of key agencies; and locally grounded approaches must be developed to meet each specific local context.

We propose that there needs to be four principle phases in the development of locally based regeneration strategies:

Phase 1: Pre-Consultation with Political and Community Representatives

The first stage in developing each local strategy would involve consultation with a wide range of political representatives and community leaders in each area or cluster. This would include consultation with political representatives, various community activists and workers, church leaders, the business community, youth workers, the police and others. 

The aim would be to identify the key issues and concerns in each area in relation to the existence of any interface barriers and to explore ideas and possibilities for a new approach to community safety which would involve better relations, new agreed approaches to policing, regenerating the areas currently occupied by barriers, and the potential for removing the barrier. It would also be to seek their opinion on and leadership of the design of an inclusive consultation process and broader community engagement. 

At this stage, there would be opportunity to complete a desk review of existing regeneration strategies and opinion gathered through other community engagement processes, such as residents’ surveys. This will seek to avoid duplication, clearly demonstrate its added value and minimise frustration with the process.

It would also be useful to initiate early engagement with the service providers in an area, especially those with a local knowledge, such as area housing officers and community development workers, as well as to engage organisations with city-wide responsibilities such as the City Council.

Phase 2: Consultation with Residents

Having agreed an approach with local leaders, a full consultation with community representatives would form the basis for developing a practical framework for engaging with the people who live in the areas adjacent to each barrier, including determining the extent of the core residential community in each area.

The consultation with residents would explore concerns and fears, identify possible alternatives to current practice and seek local ideas for the regeneration of their neighbourhood. The means of consultation could take the form of a questionnaire similar in style and format to the work undertaken by Tina Vargo during 2007, or it could involve a more open consultation based on the ‘Co-Influence Approach to Shared Urban Environments’ model that has been developed by McQueen, Elkadi and Miller at the University of Ulster in a Peace 2+ funded project.

A balance must be maintained between eliciting innovative regeneration schemes as well as the realities of available resources, time-frames and the necessity of priority-setting. Those engaged in the consultation must be skilled in developing creative options without building unrealistic expectations.

Phase 3: Development of Local Regeneration Plans

The two levels of consultation would be brought together in the development of a series of Local Regeneration Plans. Each plan would focus on one barrier or cluster of adjacent barriers and would set out the main ideas and aspirations for regenerating the area and would set out a timeframe for implementation. It is essential that these localised plans are aligned to broader regeneration frameworks, including Neighbourhood Development Programme, Strategic Regeneration Frameworks and any other local area working models emerging as a result of the implementation of community planning. 

While some of the plans would aim for the removal / replacement of a barrier in the short to medium term, others might only set out an aspiration for physical transformation and might prioritise relationship or capacity building in the short to medium term. All plans would aim to improve the safety of all, to reconnect interface communities to one another and to the wider city and to improve the economic and social quality of the area.

It is assumed that these three phases would broadly happen in parallel in each of the

interface communities in Belfast and would be carried out by independent consultants working with local community organisations and workers.

The full process of consultation and the development of the Local Regeneration Plans will take no more than 2 years. It is important that locally elected representatives are appropriately and regularly involved as the process continues, and that the local plans are integrated into wider city planning and development including community planning processes as they develop.

Phase 4: Statutory Endorsement

The Local Regeneration Plans will be presented to the Interface Working Group for endorsement. As appropriate, individual agencies will engage in specific pieces of work on the basis of these plans. IWG will incorporate the local plans into a broad interface regeneration strategy and action plan. This will identify short, medium and long-term actions and activities and prioritise those areas where communities are keen to address the physical transformation of their area in the short term.

The success of this process will demand that financial and other resources are made

available to enable work to begin on the physical transformation of some of the interface areas. However, this should be eased by aligning with agreed regeneration frameworks and the enhancement of existing agency objectives.

Recommendations

The following recommendations based on the analysis in this report are offered as positive contributions to the development of the wider strategy for regenerating the interface areas of Belfast.

Recommendation 1: Any extension of the use of CCTV cameras in interface areas should be preceded by an evaluation of the effectiveness of the existing network of cameras.
Recommendation 2: Any overall strategy and process for removing interface barriers and security structures in Belfast should also include a framework for reducing or removing the intrusive presence of security architecture associated with PSNI stations in the city. 

Recommendation 3: PSNI data on incidents in interface areas should be compiled for all interface areas of the city in order to (a) enable further analysis of the localised problems and (b) as provide general baseline indicators of interface tensions.

Recommendation 4: The Interface Working Group should agree a broad range of indicators that will meet the needs of illustrating that ‘positive and harmonious relationships in interface areas’ as set out in A Shared Future, or any comparable aspirations in the replacement document.
Recommendation 5: There should be a presumption that any redevelopment or regeneration in interface areas should aim to remove barriers and rigid physical divisions, rather than consolidate existing ones or create new barriers.

Recommendation 6: Proposals for the redevelopment and regeneration of interface areas should involve consultation with the local communities and, where appropriate, should aim to have a positive impact on employment opportunities and the local economic base.
Appendix 7: Guidance Paper on Proposed Process for Interface Barrier Transformation/Removal

Produced by the Interface Working Group and informed by practice on the ground in relation to the transformation of interface barriers.
The purpose of this guidance is to provide a process for statutory agencies and their voluntary/community sector partners to work within when entering into collaborative arrangements to address the transformation of interface barriers or calls for new or strengthened interface barriers.

Background

The first interface barriers were built in the early 1970s, following the outbreak of serious and ongoing conflict.  They were built as temporary structures but have become more permanent. The current political climate provides a unique opportunity to facilitate a process that will enable interface communities to participate in the transformation of interface areas by trying to help create an environment where the people directly affected by the interface barriers feel safe enough to consider transforming them. 
In November 2007 the Community Relations Council (CRC) raised with the Northern Ireland Office (NIO) its concerns about the decision of the NIO to build a fence in the grounds of Hazelwood Integrated Primary School as a result of ongoing tension and incidents leading to safety concerns. 

Following these discussions, CRC decided to set in motion a process to assist the development of an overall strategy for potential new peace walls and existing peace walls. CRC established the Interface Working Group (IWG) which is an interagency partnership that:

· Acts as a think-tank and shares experience, expertise and good practice to creatively explore issues emerging from interfaces by bringing together key policy-makers and experienced practitioners working in the field of good relations, conflict transformation and community regeneration;  

· Acts as a stimulant to the debate on interfaces through high level policy seminars, workshops, conferences and research aimed at mainstreaming ideas and policy proposals and highlight challenges which need to be addressed to achieve the transformation of interface areas;

· Establishes appropriate working groups where necessary including the Interface Community Partners and the Beyond Belfast Steering Group; and 

· In light of emerging policy in general and CSI policy in particular, informs and advises Government Departments on potential and existing Government interventions in interface areas and, where appropriate, coordinates a programme of work with specific outcomes.

This guidance is part of the work developed by the IWG.

Public Policy and Interface Barriers

The policy which led to barriers being erected has not yet been accompanied by any systematic thinking about how and when such barriers might be removed.  As a result, temporary or emergency interventions have become effectively permanent. Furthermore, the responsibility for removing barriers and engaging in a more broadly based strategy to ensure safety requires the involvement of social, economic and political actors from a broad range of public agencies.
The voluntary/community sector has an important role to play in facilitating interface communities in considering their future in the context of the peace process, supporting the statutory services in the transformation of interface barriers and in responding to problems leading to local communities calling for new or strengthened interfaces. 
Proposed process
The Interface Working group proposes that all public agencies adopt the following aim, strategic approach and guiding principles to enable them to provide a joined up process to work within when entering into collaborative arrangements to address the transformation of interface walls and barriers.
Aim
Where possible, to find ways to provide structured support for initiatives to regenerate interface areas, leading to the eventual creation of open and vibrant communities free from fear, threat or any obstacle to interaction across the region. 
Strategic Approach
This will include supporting peace-building initiatives in the development and delivery of short, medium and long-term actions to address social, community, physical, economic and security and safety issues in interface areas. It will build upon existing good practice and address any gaps in provision. This support will require Departments to adapt a flexible approach to practices which may be beneficial to enabling or sustaining regeneration and transformation approaches which take full account of the problems and opportunities for local areas and the entire region.
Principles
In all responses to the legacy of physical segregation the safety and security of those people living near to interfaces and interface barriers will be the priority.  At the same time it is the responsibility of government to develop responses to the real challenges of fear and threat which do not rely on permanent barriers or patterns of exclusion and violence.

With this in mind:
· Departments should create the conditions for the removal of all interface barriers across the region

· The process of removing interface barriers should be part of an inclusive, community approach towards building a shared society

· New barriers will only be built if all other avenues of intervention have been tried and failed.  Priority must be given to other forms of investment in communities to ensure their safety and security without the need for physical structures.

STEPS TO MAKING IT HAPPEN
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Interagency work
The engagement of the statutory sector with the voluntary/community sector in relation to planning for, and responding to requests about interface barriers is crucial and vice versa. 

Interagency partnership working is critical for responding to local issues and requests. Existing partnerships may be a useful vehicle to work through or the establishment of a fixed term partnership of key agencies may be necessary. Either way the following models for community and statutory actions are key.  

The model set out below demonstrates how a process for barrier removal may be, using good practice, initiated either from the community based organisations working in interface areas or areas where barriers exist or alternatively from the Departmental, Statutory or Agency.  It sets out a number of steps and overarching guiding process to ensure that throughout the staged process that community confidence is assured and that there is appropriate cross departmental/ agency support to allow transformation and transition. It also sets out the steps that need to be taken in a joined up method between both community based organisations and the responsible department or agency.  
PROPOSED STEPS OF TRANSFORMATIVE PROCESS 
Departmental / Agency / Initiated Steps 
1. Political/ Ministerial endorsement or statement. 

2. Lead:  Responsible Department / Agency initiates process. 

3. Cross-Departmental Engagement: Interface process to written correspondence sent to other Departments which potentially has  responsibilities or interest in the removal of barrier in the area 

4. Explore: Identify potential areas. 

5. Evidence: Collate existing information such as previous Consultations, surveys and discussions by community and statutory organisations. 

6. Rationale: Develop rationale as to why areas have been selected to go forward for Risk/Impact assessment – e.g. regeneration opportunity, capacity and confidence at good level etc. 

7. Assessment: Risk/impact assessment by DoJ, OFMDFM, DSD, CRC, PSNI, emergency services, roads service, Council - other agencies and local community organisations where and/or when relevant. Interagency forum to be set up to explore specific barrier related proposals from community.

Community Initiated Process 
1. Capacity building: Contact, dialogue, cross-community work, common issues identified and addressed 

2. Confidence building: Interventions to address common issues and address concerns and tensions 

3. Visioning/participatory planning: Exploring possibilities, benefits, regeneration / challenges (age, gender, religious, political, disability, proximity to barrier/wall, closely neighbouring communities/streets) range of stakeholders, DoJ/DSD/CRC/ OFMDFM/DRD/local council /business/community/councillors/ MLA’s etc. 

4. Identify: Department/ Agency who owns or has responsibility for the barrier identified.
5. Assessment: Community organisations request for to meet responsible Department and request risk assessment to be carried out Risk/impact assessment DoJ, OFMDFM, DSD, CRC, PSNI, emergency services, roads service - other agencies, council and local community organisations where or when relevant – interagency forum to be set up to explore specific barrier and proposals from community.

Joint Steps

1. Lead: If Assessment has low risk or no risk then process for responding to the transformation will be initiated by Department/agency responsible for barrier. 

2. Engagement: Process will include written correspondence to other Departments which potentially has responsibilities or interest in the removal of the barrier in that area. 

3. Stakeholder Meetings: Lead agency or Department to convene meetings and/or roundtable discussions with other Departments, agencies and community stakeholders to determine suitable direction. 

4. Consultation: If no consultation has been carried out before; this is to then be initiated in partnership with local community organisations in the area.  Where there are gaps in information or the consultation process, to develop additional community engagement process either through local community organisations in partnership with the Department or agency with responsibility for the barrier. 
5. Collate: Views and opinions to be collated and exploration of concerns that have been raised.

6. Develop: Series of potential options and costings to be developed where relevant 
7. Presentation: Present a series of options to community for agreement or consensus.
8. Action plan: To develop an approach for staged opening closing, reduction or removal.  This is inclusive of factoring in aspects such as: owner, sponsor, stages, timeframe, responsibilities and targets including the agreed option by community alongside the relevant resources required.  

9. Resources: Ensure the relevant resources are in place; community safety, police presence, intervention programmes, and youth activities increased OFMDFM, DoJ, DSD, CRC and local Council need to be included within the overall action plan.  This may require establishing a resources group to bring together funders, departments, council and other organisations that provide resources and funding in area.  

10. Communicate: Information events, flyers articles in papers community news sheets detailing process and stages of staged opening/closing detailed when, what times, contacts etc or removal process.
11. Monitor and Review: Ongoing monitoring of increasing/reducing tensions and residents concerns.
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