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1. Introduction 
 
1.1 The big idea - an empowering approach to engaging communities 
 
‘Engagement’ is a term often used to describe interaction between people. In the world of 
partnership working the term ‘engagement’ embraces a range of activities including 
information giving, consultation, and making decisions together. Community engagement is 
important because it is one way in which local groups and organisations can address particular 
issues, get better services, influence policies and plans and get help to make a difference in 
their communities. However community engagement can leave many of us feeling dissatisfied. 
 
A group of officers in Dudley Borough who are interested in community engagement suggest 
that we can address some of the problems inherent in community engagement by using 
Community Empowerment Dimensions (see below) to guide an empowering approach to 
engaging.  
 
Having considered ways in which the Dudley Community Partnership and its constituent 
partners go about the business of engaging communities, the groups of officers also drew up a 
list of five underpinning principles which the Dudley Community partnership could consider 
using. They are as follows. 
 

1. Promote a joining up of practitioners and engagement activities within the Dudley 
Community Partnership and across partner agencies as far as is realistic and 
appropriate. 

2. Consultation activities to be embedded as part of a longer term, wider process of 
engagement.  

3. All engagement to be jointly planned, delivered and reviewed by all members of each 
partnership or group, including those reflecting the views and interests of communities.  

4. Provide better feedback throughout engagement activity 
5. Dudley Community Partnership to be open, supportive and accessible to communities 

and for a larger number and more diverse reach of people to be engaged in its work.  
 
Community Empowerment Dimensions 
 
Community Empowerment is about how we work, and what happens as a result. Community 
Empowerment is the result of putting Community Development values and commitments into 
practice.  
 

 
You can read about what Community Development is in a facsheet published by the 
Community Development Exchange, available from www.dosti.org.uk/downloads. If 
you don’t use the internet, call Dosti on 01384 265363 and request a printed copy. 
 
 

 
There are five Community Empowerment Dimensions described by ‘changes’ 
(www.changesuk.net). The five dimensions are: confident; inclusive; organised; cooperative; 
and influential. They are described in a little more detail in the diagram below. 
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You can read more about empowerment in a facsheet published by the Community 
Development Exchange, available from www.dosti.org.uk/downloads.  Please note 
that this particular factsheet is written for public sector workers. If you don’t use the 
internet, call Dosti on 01384 265363 and request a printed copy. 
  

 
 
1.2 Developing an empowering approach to engaging communities 
 
In April 2007 a working group of officers from different organisations started to meet to explore 
the issues at the heart of community engagement, and to develop in it together. The 
membership of the working group changed over time. Membership of the group was 
intentionally kept open and a number of members joined during the year, which enabled the 
group to continuously reflect the perspectives of officers from key partners in the Dudley 
Community Partnership – namely Dudley Council, Dudley Primary Care Trust, West Midlands 
Police and Dosti. 
 
The first few sessions of the group were facilitated by community development specialists 
‘changes’, who helped the group to think about community engagement. At each session, 
working group members were given tasks to undertake and report back on at the next session. 
Members of the working group have: 
 Thought about and discussed the question ‘why engage?’; 
 Identified social and policy drivers for engagement;  
 Explored language and definitions; 
 Considered how community engagement in Dudley makes the community feel, how it 

benefits the community, how it makes agencies feel and how it benefits agencies; 
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 Shared the issues and challenges of gaining organisational buy-in to community 
engagement. 

 
Members of the working group undertook a series of tasks back in their organisations which 
included: 
 Recording and reflecting on a case study of a real engagement activity from their 

organisation and deciding how empowering the activity was for those engaged; 
 Reading Community Engagement Strategies from other local authority areas, agencies and 

local strategic partnerships; 
 Interviewing officers from other areas about the implementation of their strategies; 
 Identifying and interviewing officers working in Dudley who undertake engagement activities 

with community-based groups and organisations. 
 
Through involvement in the working group, officers in Dudley have had their perspectives 
widened, simply by having the time to explore issues in a multi-agency group and being asked 
challenging questions. Two key changes in thinking for a number of group members are: 
 

1. Community engagement isn’t just something that public sector agencies do, 
communities themselves can instigate engagement – and when they do public sector 
agencies sometimes aren’t sure how to respond! 

2. Community engagement can be empowering to the communities involved if a 
community development approach is used. 

 
The work and ideas of the working group were summarised in a discussion and consultation 
document ‘in it together’, which was published in June 2008 and circulated widely through 
networks and public sector agencies. An accompanying poster illustrating the Dudley 
Community Partnership structure and providing information about Dosti networks was also 
published for use in consultation workshops. A series of in it together background briefings 
were made available on Dosti’s website giving further detail of the developing work and ideas. 
 
1.3 The consultation and discussion process 
 
The purpose of the consultation on in it together was: 

1. To encourage people involved (directly and indirectly) in the work of Dudley Community 
Partnership to think seriously about community engagement; 

2. To find out whether there was broad agreement with, and support for, the ideas 
presented in the in it together discussion document; 

3. To explore different perspectives that should inform the development of Dudley 
Community Partnership community engagement strategy. 

 
Around 250 people were involved in contributing their experiences and ideas in relation to 
community engagement, and their responses to the discussion and consultation document. 
 
Between June and October 2008 15 consultation workshops on ‘in it together’ took place.  
5 of these were only open to the voluntary, community and faith sector, and involved people 
from 7 networks. 4 workshops were run specifically for young people, and delivered by Dudley 
Young Advisors. 2 workshops were run with Dudley Primary Care Trust staff, and one was held 
for West Midlands Police and Community Renewal Team officers. The remaining 3 workshops 
involved officers and volunteers from the public sector and voluntary sector.  
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189 individuals (including 50 young people) participated in the workshops, sharing their 
experiences of being engaged by public services or partnerships, or of their work engaging 
communities. 10 responses to the document were received from teams or officers, and a 
number of officers at three different groups (a health partnership, housing partnership and 
Council partnership group) were presented information about and considered the document. 
 
See the appendix for a full list of workshop participants and respondents. 
 
Responses to the document 

 
“Stimulating and refreshing and rather a relief that others think this way!” 

 
Feedback one the whole was that the document was good, interesting and thought-provoking. 
Readers appreciated that putting the ideas into practice would be difficult. It was suggested 
that they be broken down into small manageable goals. 
 
The Community Engagement Working Group has indeed broken down work towards the 
proposals in the document. See Dosti’s website for details of work planned and in progress. 
 
Comments in response to the question: Have we missed anything?  
 Issues about power and the real desire of the pubic sector to listen and engage. 
 Perhaps more information and knowledge sharing. 
 
Feedback on consultation workshops 
 
The consultation workshops received good feedback. People found them to be useful, 
informative, enlightening, interesting and participative. Though some participants would have 
liked to spend more time in the session, they reported the process to be clear and well 
presented, at a good pace.  
  

“It was a good opportunity to air real concerns and the impact that failure is having on our 
residents and communities.” 

 
Full notes from each consultation workshop are available to download from Dosti’s website 
(www.dosti.org.uk) 
 
1.4 Recommendations to the Dudley Community Partnership and resulting 
decisions 
 
A series of recommendations were made to the Dudley Community Partnership Board in 
November 2008, based on the findings of the consultation on in it together. 
 
These were all agreed to, and are as follows. 
 
Recommendation 1: The DCP could produce and publish a Code of Practice for Community 
Engagement which helps to clarify engagement, and includes reference to partner’s 
developing strategies, guides and tools, such as DMBC’s. 

Recommendation 2: The DCP Board and Theme Partnership Board and sub-groups could 
access support available through the RIEP (Regional Improvement and Efficiency Partnership) 
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and invest some time in thinking about community engagement in their partnership/group, 
using ‘Echo’ (a tool being developed to for public agencies and partnerships to self-assess 
their openness to community influence, based on research carried out with officers from the 
DCP and partners). 
 
Recommendation 3: The DCP could then undertake to communicate clearly how they wish to 
engage communities in partnership, and their reasons for doing so. ‘Echo’ will assist 
partnerships to be clear about their potential to respond to community influence, which may 
help to temper unrealistic expectations from communities. 
 
Recommendation 4: Partner agencies could consider resource implications and potential 
benefits of making experienced staff available to support less experienced staff who are 
required to engage communities (this includes giving information, consulting, involving 
communities in partnerships and commissioning). DCP to consider facilitation of cross-agency 
peer support and networking around of community engagement practioners. 
 
Recommendation 5: Understanding an empowering approach will take time. It was evident 
from the multitude of engagement experiences considered and shared during the consultation 
workshops that whilst some engagement by partnerships and agencies has been carried out in 
empowering ways, some people felt very disempowered by engagement processes that they 
have been part of. The suggested actions in recommendations 1, 2, 3 and 4 would help to 
address this, and in addition tailored training around empowering practice and community 
development for community engagement practioners. 
 
Recommendation 6: The DCP could produce online and hard-copy versions of clear 
information about the DCP structure, with contact details and current work of Boards and 
groups, etc. on it. The information could quite clearly indicate: 

a) routes to engagement for community groups (via networks etc.) 
b) communities which are already engaged – so that future engagement takes that into 

consideration 
c) where community engagement specialists/support are located across the partnership, 

for others to access 
 
Information about partner agencies, Theme Partnership histories and legal requirements 
placed upon them would also be helpful, as these were knowledge gaps apparent from the 
workshops. All of the above would utilise and build on the existing DCP Board member 
induction pack and DCP website information. 
 
Recommendation 7: The DCP Board could task the Community Engagement Working Group to 
take forward the actions proposed in the in it together discussion and consultation document. 
 
Recommendation 8: The DCP Board to adopt an overarching community engagement strategy 
which would be supported by a DCP Compact Code of Practice for Community Engagement.  
 
Recommendation 9: The DCP Board to provide clear guidance to Theme Partnerships and 
partner agencies about how existing and developing community engagement strategies and 
activities should relate to the overarching DCP Strategy and Code of Practice.  
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2. Discussions about ‘community’ 
 
2.1 Thoughts around ‘community’ 
 
The following are extracts from discussions in consultation workshops, intended to 
demonstrate the range of responses to the question: “What does ‘community’ mean to you?” 
 

“Community means different things to different people” 
From a workshop with members of Action for Disabled People and Carers and engAGING 

 
“What does community mean to me?  Where I am and where I choose to be, and people round 

me.” 
From a workshop with Castle & Priory Area Regeneration Board members. 

 
“In Dudley you know who your neighbours are.  Extended families stay close together – nan, 

mum, cousins and so on. Nostalgia and reminiscence is strong.” 
From a workshop with Castle & Priory Area Regeneration Board members. 

 
“Some communities interlink with broader ones, for example Jamaican or African Carribean 

communities” 
From a workshop with groups convened by the Centre for Equality and Diversity. 

 
“A community is a group of individuals – defined by commonality, whether that’s by interest, 

geography or demography” 
From a workshop with Community Renewal Team and West Midlands Police 

 
“It’s diverse, there are no themes, it makes up a whole person, who is different in each 

community.” 
From a workshop with Community Renewal Team and West Midlands Police 

 
“You interact with different communities according to your age and time of life.” 

From a workshop with the Voluntary Sector Network 
 

“There can be conflict within and / or between communities – it is not a neutral term” 
From a workshop with staff of Dudley Primary Care Trust 

 
“A community could be something shared but not chosen – e.g. a disease or condition” 

From a workshop with staff of Dudley Primary Care Trust 
 

“There are many communities within geographical communities, including faith groups” 
From a workshop with Dudley Borough Churches Forum and Dudley Borough Interfaith Network 
 

“We’re living in a multi-cultural community – we need to be aware of people’s needs” 
From a workshop with Dudley Women’s Forum 

 
“Community does not always imply belonging. There can be huge isolation for residents within 

particular communities” 
From a workshop with members of Action for Disabled People and Carers, and engAGING 
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Below is an extract from the notes of workshops held with Dudley Primary Care Trust staff – 
who were asked to consider what communities they belonged to. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This range of responses from a group of a few people provides some idea of the complexity 
involved when considering engagement with communities, and potentially a challenge to the 
ways that engagement with communities is considered by service providers. 
 
2.2 A definition of ‘community’ for the Dudley Community Partnership 
 
The following definition was proposed: 
 

‘community’ is a group of people who consider that they have something in common 
 
Some people we discussed this with felt that community is more to do with a place or area. 
Some people questioned whether it is important that community is self defined. Concern was 
raised in two workshops that racist or discriminatory views could be accommodated by the 
definition as it does not challenge discrimination.  
 
However there was broad agreement with definition and the following cautions are noted: 
 

“There are hidden communities and we have to use the word responsibly so we don’t repeat 
assumptions and problems” 

“‘Community’ can be misused – labelling people in groups they do not feel part of. “ 
 
The Dudley Community Partnership may therefore find it helpful to use this definition of 
community alongside a commitment to challenging discrimination and inequalities. 
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3. Perceptions of motivations of agencies and benefits of community 
engagement 
 
3.1 The reasons why community-based groups engage with partnerships  
 
A range of reasons were provided by workshop participants. These have been drawn together 
into four broad reasons, with examples from workshop contributions. 
 
1. Rights: because we have a right to 
2. Personal interest: to find things out and bring experience 
3. Organisational benefit or requirements: e.g. because of a funding agreement we have, to 

support the development of our organisation, to achieve a goal 
4. Contributing to something wider: to get community needs met, to make a contribution, 

because we have something to offer, to make a difference, to ensure our communities have 
a voice in service provision and decision making. 

 
3.2 Benefits that communities see in engagement 
 
The benefits suggested fall broadly into two areas: 
 
 Benefits to their own group or organisation e.g. to find out about training, information, 

opportunities 
 Benefits to wider communities or service users  
 
3.3 A community perspective on motivations of partnerships in engaging 
communities 
 
The following were frequently cited views on the motivations of public sector agencies and 
partnerships in relation to community engagement: 
 
 To tick boxes 
 To get funding or resources, or achieve funding targets 
 To save money (because we [the voluntary sector] deliver services for less money) 
 To gain kudos 
 To get community buy-in 
 
The following perceptions were shared: 
 

“Power doesn’t always trickle down to the community which can result in people feeling that 
the engagement was tokenistic” 

“Things in partnerships don’t feed down quickly enough for things to happen on the ground” 
 “There can be a lot of bureaucracy around partnerships which can cause frustration” 
“Statutory bodies can plough through with their own agendas despite consultation” 
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3.4 A community perspective on benefits to partnerships from engaging 
communities 
 
 To get services and needs met, and improve lives for more people. 
 To influence and mobilise communities. 
 To bring about strategic changes in the way the public, voluntary and BME voluntary sector 

operate and deliver services. 
 The voluntary and community sector really understand the issues and engage with people 

from the community, including those that the public sector find hard to reach. They can 
bring real opinions from grassroots. 

 
3.5 The importance of engaging the voluntary sector in partnership work 
 
Staff and volunteers from voluntary sector organisations feel that they have an important role 
to play in partnership work around: 
 Ensuring that diverse voices are heard. 
 Ensuring that people who have to live with the decisions made can actually contribute to 

them 
 Enabling local people to see a difference. 
 Building stronger communities and getting things done. 
 
3.6 The importance of engaging the BME voluntary sector in partnership work 
 
Staff and volunteers from BME voluntary sector organisations feel that they have a specific 
important role to play in partnership work because: 
 The BME voluntary sector lags behind the mainstream voluntary sector in terms of 

representation. 
 The BME voluntary sector is more diverse than the generic voluntary sector. 
 They can provide access to a range of different needs and perspectives and help 

partnerships to challenge and confront inequalities within society. 
 
3.7 The importance of a neighbourhood focus in partnership work 
 
Involving community-based groups and networks who bring a neighbourhood or area based 
perspective to partnerships is considered important because there are different needs, and 
different wants between neighbourhoods. One size doesn’t fit all. 
 
3.8 The importance of engaging women in partnership work 
 
Women feel that in our male dominated society the structures of local partnerships are still 
male dominated. They feel the involvement of more women brings:  
 Unique experiences: women need to bring these so that they are acknowledged or changed. 
 Those who interact more in communities through children, work etc. to the table (women 

feel they do this more than men). 
 More education of women (e.g. around drugs)  - they have much of the responsibility for 

bringing children up, and therefore opportunities to influence what children do. 
 
Women bring their heart and mind. 
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4. Experiences of engagement 
 
4.1 Experiences of people who have been engaged 
 
During the in it together workshops participants were introduced to aspects of engagement 
and to ideas about empowering approaches to engagement. These are somewhat complex and 
require familiarity before they can be used confidently to explain experiences. A learning point 
for workshop facilitators was that participants often found it difficult to distinguish between an 
empowering approach to engagement, and the ultimate outcome of the engagement activity. 
 
A range of experiences were described, from disempowering to very empowering.  
 
Participants tended to describe activities as empowering when they had been meaningfully 
involved in various ways, such as drafting text for a leaflet, joining a forum, being taken on a 
visit to see in practice ideas for a Housing Strategy, providing advice to the council, space for 
discussion being created. 
 
Disempowering activities were often felt to be so because of lack of feedback, a feeling of no 
influence from the outset, hidden motives (e.g. an activity presented as consultation but 
actually being a guise for extracting information and support from a faith group). 
 
Issues with processes of consultation with BME communities were highlighted. Participation is 
limited due to time constraints imposed by partnerships and agencies. The resulting feeling is 
that the attempt to engage with BME communities is not genuine. 
 
The workshops which Dudley Young Advisors ran with 50 young people highlighted a growing 
feeling among some of the groups that agency processes can be tokenistic. Consultation 
continually happens however; it is very much a repeated process with the same questions 
being asked with no grounding answers or proof of the consultation being useful in making a 
change in Dudley Borough. 
 
An interesting example provided an alternative view on the often cited apathy of people in 
communities. A health consultation was held by the African Caribbean community to explore 
people’s health needs and to give the public sector a chance to engage with them around 
these issues. The event allowed for local people to participate and have a say and the external 
speakers inspired community members and gave them hope that they would be listened to. 
However, despite invitations there was very poor attendance from the public sector (only 3 
representatives turned up). The group involved felt that this showed a lack of effort and valuing 
of the communities needs, unless these tied in with local authority agendas.  
 
4.2 Experiences of those tasked with engaging communities 
 
Provided with the following list, over half of the groups in consultation workshops were familiar 
with the experiences described. 
 
 People don’t contribute in meetings       
 People don’t understand your constraints, have unrealistic expectations  
 People don’t believe that change is possible or that they have a role   
 You only hear from the ‘usual suspects’ or the ‘same voices’    
 Some groups feel isolated in their neighbourhoods    
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 People feel that others gain favours at their expense     
 You’re not sure that ‘representatives’ are accountable or speaking on behalf of others  
 Initiatives or activities are short-term and fizzle out     
 Communities’ can’t seem to agree on ways forward     
 Communities compete with each other for your time and resources   
 Work happens in silos or is duplicated      
 Communities feel hard done by compared to others     
 Communities have consultation fatigue and become cynical    
 You hit your targets but miss the point!        
 
The only other item on the list was ‘you fail to deliver the most appropriate service’, which few 
people felt they experienced. 
 
5. A matrix to encourage planning and review of empowering 
engagement 
 
Feedback from the Directorate of Adult, Community and Housing Services (DACHS) Policy Team 
reflected a view that that empowerment can and in some cases should be an important 
element of engagement – but that it may mean different things at different times to different 
people. They suggest that a set of guiding principles are developed, for example shared goals 
to have engagement which is: 
 Respectful 
 Empathic 
 Meaningful 
 Honest – in process, deliberation and response 
 Open – different views are encouraged, even difficult ones 
 
The following are key messages from workshops with practioners asked to consider use of the 
matrix. 
 
 General agreement that the matrix is a useful framework. 
 It could be a useful tool. 
 A lot of planning is done off the cuff, so people wouldn’t use this every time they planned. 
 As it is subjective there would need to be guidance for people to be able to plot their activity 

accurately – bullet points / tick lists in each box so people could objectively locate where 
their activity sat.  

 Case studies and examples of activity at the different levels would be useful. 
 Consideration needs to be given to planning to engage BME communities, people with 

learning difficulties, people who don’t speak English fluently and others who need support 
to engage. 

 The community who were involved in the activity should be involved in saying how 
‘empowering’ it was for them. 

 
In one workshop participants posed the question: who is it empowering for – the agency or the 
community? The Community Engagement Working Group are working towards authentic 
engagement, which is empowering for communities and agencies. 
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The DACHS Policy Team feel that the matrix and community empowerment dimensions could 
be more coherently presented and discussed if substituted with a simple force-field analysis. 
They suggest that: “This could be used in general discussions or tailored to the particular local 
circumstances. This sort of analysis works with many audiences, and is compiled by the 
members of each community themselves. In this way barriers to engagement which are 
identified are particular and specific (as apposed to general and abstract).” 
 
In relation to the matrix, one respondent told us: “I would be more inclined to focus, away from 
planning or any other tools, on consultation and/or participation about alternative or different 
methods or processes to improve services, that are not pre-determined in five categories, and 
ask  what do you want and need and how and where?” 
 
6. The Dudley Community Partnership Structure – ready to engage? 
 
Reactions to the poster which presents the structure of the entirety of the Dudley Community 
Partnership included surprise, shock and resignation. Commonly made comments were around 
the following themes.   
 
Where do people fit in? Officers, councillors, communities, community groups …. 
 
Complexity, duplication and lack of connectivity 
 How can the Board assimilate all the Theme Partnership work that’s going on? 
 There seems to be little connection between Theme Partnerships. 
 How does the structure allow you to address overlapping themes? 
 How many people are involved? Too many decisions, too many chiefs. 
 Too many agendas, too many meetings. 
 It’s a long way from the bottom to the top 
 A lot of people are working very hard in their boxes, but all in own little boxes. 
 
Who are the real beneficiaries of this structure? 
 The structure appears to be service delivery driven 
 Discrimination – not intended – exclusion of neighbourhoods. 
 
Influence and decision making 
  Can we influence within this structure? 
 It is not a true partnership as all parties are not on a level playing field 
 Are decisions made at board level or lower down? 
 It appears to have a top down approach (the power appears to be based on top line) 
 Power is maintained by keeping things separate. 
 A lot of good work is going on in communities and has been going on for a long time, with or 

without the DCP structure. However we need to ensure that the good work is visible in these 
strategic structures 

 
Engagement and equalities issues 
 The structure does not help engagement. 
 The DCP gives power for things to happen in ways that don’t always consider equalities 

issues. If the DCP is independent of the council it ought to have an equality policy. 
 Equality should be an over-riding feature of all 6 themes  
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One workshop group suggested that a review of all of the partnership groups should be 
conducted to ascertain whether they still had a meaningful purpose for meeting, and if they 
were delivering the outcomes required. This may result in some groups merging / being 
disbanded or maybe just re-focussed in line with current priorities. 
 
Changes participants would like: 
 A board, with feedback to groups. 
 Communication: simplified, clearer, precise. It gets watered down and is like Chinese 

Whispers both ways. 
 
Re-presenting the DCP structure – the information people want 
 
 It would be useful to have names, e-mails and phone numbers on the poster  
 Easier to look at in diagrammatic form than in a list 
 It would be useful to see how the different themes link up (overview) 
 Turn the entire thing upside down so communities are on top. 
 Make the voluntary sector and faith communities more visible 
 To identify the role of councillors within the structure 
 Show where decisions are made 
 Show who Theme Partnerships report to e.g. Department of Health, Home Office etc. 
 
7. Information on routes for community influence and representation 
 
Participants in the consultation workshops provided some ideas and feedback about how they 
would like information to be presented in relation to where they fit in to the Dudley Community 
Partnership. Whilst they feel that the poster was a good attempt to map a complex structure, 
there were some issues raised: 
 
 There is confusion not just about the partnership structure, but also the Dosti structure and 

name – public sector officers were generally not aware of role of Dosti or what a Community 
Empowerment Network is.  

 Public sector officers have a lack of awareness of the Compact.  
 There are concerns in the public sector about the difficulty and complexity of engaging with 

such complex structures and sectors. 
 
In relation to in it together documents and information about engagement, the following 
comments were made: 
 
 Terminology – concepts such as engagement and empowerment can be difficult to 

understand. 
 Cartoons had been used in the discussion and consultation document. There has been a 

positive response to these, in the main. One respondent said ‘the cartoons are so relevant 
– brilliant idea’.  However from some officers consulted there was some feeling that images 
of people, including illustrations, can be contentious and should be avoided or used 
responsibly.  

 The audience for the document needs to be made clearer – for example stating that it is for 
people working in community engagement, rather than for communities 
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Officers told us that they would prefer information to be presented in a shorter and more 
concise format with key information in bullet points, or presented as a summary document. 
 
8. Proposal to establish a community engagement forum/network 
 
This wasn’t discussed in workshops with the community, voluntary and faith sector networks, 
however it was discussed at the multi-agency workshop on 10 September and with public 
sector staff in their workshops. 
 
There is support for this from people who feel it will not be ‘just another meeting’ and that it 
could usefully provide training, access to resources, opportunities to reflect on practise and 
share work / develop joint working etc. There is a view that it should not just be for paid 
workers –representation of user groups is needed. 
 
There is opposition to this from people who feel it could be ‘just another meeting’ and will add 
to the complexity and hierarchies in the Dudley Community Partnership. 
 
Offers that officers would make to the forum/network include: 
 Sharing good practise, expertise, information on services we deliver, case studies etc.  
 Raising awareness of this network / champion this work with our partners / networks we 

support and encourage them to link in /. 
 Managers to emphasise the value of this work and ensure staff professional development 

encompasses these principles and ways of working. 

Barriers envisaged include:  
 Resourcing 
 Manager buy-in 
 A potential pitfall of not employing the principles being advocated throughout the process of 

implementing ‘in it together’ 
 Lack of clarity about how it is set up and who will be involved 
 Reaching people 
 Deciding what issues would be targeted, what level, how it will be implemented. 
 
9. Proposal to establish a Community Engagement Co-ordination Group 
 
This wasn’t discussed in workshops with the community, voluntary and faith sector networks, 
however it was discussed at the multi-agency workshop on 10 September and with public 
sector staff in their workshops. 
 
There is support for this from officers who feel that: 
 It would facilitate joint working and ensure that people start talking to each other and 

sharing their work. 
 It is needed to focus and drive this work as it is a priority at the moment. 
 It could carry out the review of all of the other partnership meetings on a 1-3 yearly basis. 
 Members of this group need to be activists to keep the messages alive, ensure effective 

communication is maintained etc. 
 It offers a vehicle for ‘effective’ engagement. 
 It would help to ensure recognition of importance of community engagement. 
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Barriers envisaged include: 
 Lack of time and volume of work 
 People involved in this / the group will need power to be able to change things. 
 Establishing open and transparent process of deciding who should be in this group 
 Knowledge and skills requirements 
 
Questions to consider include: 
 Is this within someone’s remit? 
 What will the baseline and outcome measures be - to show this has worked? 
 
10. Proposal to use a matrix to plan empowering approaches to 
engagement 
 
There is support for this from officers who feel that: 
 It will be good to record engagement activities and share experiences using the Council’s 

Engagement Database and Toolkit. 
 In principle, planning tools should be used. 
 It saves time in developing tools for our own team. 
 It helps to build experience in using tools 
 It’s a useful framework for planning engagement. 
 
However other officers feel that: 
 Terms used within the tool (particularly on horizontal axis) are open to interpretation. They 

need more explanation with case studies / examples so people can more consistently plot 
their activity. 

 There is a need to be clear about what we are aiming to get out of using the matrix and 
other tools, explanation of its purpose etc. 

 Some people / projects could get recognition based on excellent information being 
recorded (even if the work itself is not that good), whilst others may be doing excellent 
work, but not have it noticed because they don’t record it. 

 There are lots of tools we already have to use e.g. equality impact assessments, health 
inequality impact assessments etc. It could become a tick box exercise which is very 
cumbersome. 

 It isn’t clear how will this be filtered to voluntary organisations, who are often working with 
the more targeted groups, and who don’t have capacity to spend time doing this. 

 
Some officers consulted are willing to support this by using the tool, attending training on how 
to use it, helping others to use it and providing feedback on use of the tool. 
 
Barriers envisaged are around: 
 It may be time consuming. 
 Not everyone associates themselves with being part of the DC. It needs to be made 

relevant to everyone aiming for this as people might not realise they are partners! 
 It will put people off if their idea doesn’t fit . 
 Every situation may not fit into one ‘tool’. 
 How the matrix is interpreted as a tool – e.g. perceptions of which people hold power, and 

how much. 
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 Who is going to monitor / review / evaluate? People can say they are being more 
empowering than they actually are. 

 Accountability – who is going to make people actually do this?  
 
11. Proposal to allow time for inclusive planning, delivery and review of 
engagement 
 
There was full support for this, feedback included: 
 
“‘Time’ is a very important aspect to be included here as things are often done at short notice” 

 
“Not enough time out is taken to stand back, look at things and ensure they are coordinated.” 

 
“This is one of the World Class Commissioning competencies.” 

 
Barriers identified include: 
 Capacity issues – more resource needed, especially human resource. 
 Real commitment from the top – which leads to proper allocation of resources, 

understanding of time required by staff, and challenges of carrying out this work so they are 
supported, people (Champions) leading by example etc. 

 It’s difficult to do when people are working to targets / outcomes which don’t support this 
way of working e.g. unrealistic timescales, numbers which encourage a ‘tick-box’ approach, 
tokenistic engagement where decisions have already been made etc. We need targets that 
support an empowering approach to community engagement. 

 
One respondent felt that: “Engagement that is jointly planned, delivered and reviewed together 
makes good business sense, but I would be mindful that in consulting  with individuals, groups 
and communities in a formulaic or compact type way would again exclude those who are not 
organised into constituted groups etc and miss the real potential beneficiaries most in need.” 
 
12. Proposal to provide better feedback and utilise existing 
communication vehicles 
 
Officers who supported this told us: 
 Absolutely essential – build this into your tools and it should work 
 Definitely support this – need to look at internally and externally. 
 It will enable clarity – have we got the point! 
 Feedback needs to be timely. 
 
Opposing comments were: 
 Are these the right routes to get to the public? Could use local newspapers, on line 

discussion forums (blogs, people from housing etc. online at certain times to chat – 
advertise this in local newspapers). 

 It could result in too much consultation feedback through Dudley Together – overload and 
not enough variation in articles. 
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 This statement makes an assumption that existing communication vehicles are effective, 
which may or may not be the case and existing communication vehicles may need 
reviewing to determine how effective they actually are. 

 
Barriers which were identified included: 
 The need to put feedback in the right places to get to the right people, and need targeted 

feedback. 
 People need to take individual responsibility for communicating. 
 How will we know if we’re feeding back ‘better’? 
 People having to wait until newsletters are produced. 
 Not being IT literate. 
 Use of existing vehicles could limit innovation/ creativity. 
 Decision making processes hinder feedback in timescales which the public expect. 
 
13. Proposal to continue to support engagement across the DCP, but in 
a more coherent way 
 
Some support was expressed for this, with the addition that having the other principles in place 
should also lead to a more coordinated approach. 
 
Barriers identified were: 
 A need for better two-way communication. For example the name Dosti – an Asian word 

which gives the impression to some people that it is not relevant to them, and people are 
not always clear what it means or represents – this can mean that some people don’t 
engage…… This also applies to the other groups mentioned. 

 A need for education and communication to inform people of these groups and what their 
role is, so they can see the relevance of these groups to their work. 

 
One consultee asked: would it be better to phrase as ‘key networks / groups’ (or something 
similar) instead of specifically naming them? 
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Appendix: List of consultees and consultation workshops 
 
Consultation Workshop Number of 

participants 
Dudley Women’s Forum 8 
West Midlands Police and DMBC Community Renewal Team 23 
Castle & Priory Area Regeneration Board 8 
Voluntary Sector Network (VSN) 12 
Interfaith Network and Churches Forum 8 
Workers who support community groups 39 
Dudley Decision Making Kids 15 
Me 2 (disabled children and young people) 20 
Dudley Youth Council  8 
Saltwells PACT 8 
PCT workshop – Public Health 10 
PCT workshop 12 
Action for Disabled People and Carers and engAGING (older people’s groups) 11 
Children’s Trust Participation Plus Board 3 
Centre for Equality and Diversity members 4 
 
Individual/team responses 
 
Tracey Smith  Quality Development Officer, DACHS, Dudley MBC 
Teresa Reilly  Assistant Director for Law and Property, Dudley MBC 
Wayne George Strategic Regeneration Manager, DUE, Dudley MBC 
Janet Lavelle  Community Learning Manager, DACHS, Dudley MBC 
Giles Tinsley  Chief executive, Dudley Mind 
Sahima Iqbal  Research and Intelligence Analyst, Chief Executive’s, Dudley MBC 
Policy Team  DACHS, Dudley MBC 
Steve Corton  Policy Team Manager, DACHS, Dudley MBC 
Dave Silvera  Children’s Services, Dudley MBC 
Jody Pritchard  Public Health, Dudley Primary Care Trust 
 
Meetings at which ‘in it together’ was discussed and brief comments made 
 
Partnership Working and Consultation Group, 26 September 2008 
Health Improvement and Modernisation Management Team, 14 July 2008 
Dudley Housing Partnership, 15 October 2008 
 
Workshop participants, listed by organisation 
 
Mary Barker Action for Disabled People and Carers 
Ray Whitehouse Action for Disabled People and Carers 
Ken McClymont Action for Disabled People and Carers 
Bill Bloomer Action for Disabled People and Carers 
Pat Skinner Action for Disabled People and Carers 
Chris Roberts Action for Disabled People and Carers 
Joshim Uddin Action for Disabled People and Carers 
Sally Huband Age Concern Dudley 
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Beryl Hornbuckle Age Concern Dudley 
Barbara Baker Age Concern Halesowen 
Adila Parvez Asian Women's Centre 
Ian Ferguson Beacon Centre for the Blind 
Jill Berry Bethel Chapel 
Mark Barnett Black Country Connexions 
Amratpal Basra Black Country Housing Group 
Raj Kumari Brierley Hill Children's Centre 
Diane Mansell Brierley Hill Community Forum 
Pam Brahms Ndong Brierley Hill Community Forum 
Stuart Chapman Brierley Hill Community Forum 
Val Di Franco Carers Support Group 
Adam Matthews Castle & Priory Arera Regeneration Board 
Joanne Powell Castle & Priory Arera Regeneration Board 
Julie  Westwood Castle & Priory Arera Regeneration Board 
Teresa Jones Castle High 
Paul Singh Centre for Equality and Diversity 
Judith Stroud Centre for Equality and Diversity 
Jillian Hartland CHADD Ltd 
Thomas Tulloch Church of God of Prophecy 
Pat Nimmo Churches Together 
John Lane City Can Cycle 
Tremaine Herbert Community Renewal Team, Dudley MBC 
Arwyn Thomas Community Renewal Team, Dudley MBC 
Judith Ashford Community Renewal Team, Dudley MBC 
Sue McGavin Community Renewal Team, Dudley MBC 
Neil Blakemore Coseley & Woodsetton Neighbourhood Team 
Levene Bruce DCFA Befriending Service 
Katherine Rogers Dosti 
Lorna Prescott Dosti 
Jennie Hurd Dudley Borough Chruches Forum 
Mike Mason Dudley Borough Chruches Forum 
Steve Sparrow Dudley Borough Interfaith Network 
Vic Reed Dudley College 
Gill Leach Dudley Council 
Mike Abrahams Dudley Council for Volunrtary Service 
Caroline Webb Dudley Council for Volunrtary Service 
kate Green Dudley Council for Volunrtary Service 
Andy Gray Dudley Council for Volunrtary Service 
Jayne Emery Dudley Council for Volunrtary Service 
15 members  Dudley Decision Making Kids 
Allan Miles Dudley Federation of Tenants and Residents 

Associations 
Darren Adams Dudley Group of Hospitals 
Liz Abbiss Dudley Group of Hospitals NHS Trust 
Jo Gumus Dudley MBC 
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Shobha Asar-Paul Dudley MBC 
Leighton Pendry Dudley MBC 
John Hodt Dudley MBC 
Janet Foster Dudley MBC 
Sean Couthlan Dudley MBC 
Ishrat Mohammed Dudley MBC 
Rachel Gandolfi Dudley MBC 
Claire Murphy Dudley MBC 
Brian Roberts Dudley MBC 
Janet Lavelle Dudley MBC 
Dilwyn Hunt Dudley MBC 
Giles Tinsley Dudley Mind 
Tehmina Aftab Dudley Muslim Association 
Debbie Bills Dudley Primary Care Trust 
Kimara Sharpe Dudley Primary Care Trust 
Jas Mattu Dudley Primary Care Trust 
22 officers  Dudley Primary Care Trust 
Sam Hill Dudley Primary Care Trust 
Lucy Weaver Dudley Primary Care Trust 
Donna Roberts Dudley Primary Care Trust 
Janet Blake Dudley Women's Forum 
Chris Hirons Dudley Women's Mental Health Forum 
Angela Hill Dudley Women's Mental health Forum 
Jude Badger Dudley Women's Mental Health Forum 
8 members  Dudley Youth Council 
Trevor Campbell entry 2 employment 
Mohammed Iqbal Ethnic Minority Achievement Service 
Judy Downing Future Skills 
P.S. Purewal G.S.S. 
Melvyn Davis Government Office West Midlands 
Stephen Cook Groundwork Black Country 
Chris Leech Groundwork Black Country 
Kelsy Witfield Hawbush Oproject 
Simon Ashby Hawbush Project 
kirstie Young Housing, Dudley MBC 
Yvonne Brookes Interfaith Network 
Balwinder Kaur Khushi Womens 
Phil Martin Kingswinford & Stourbridge Lions 
Paul Jaunzems Langstones 
Julie Grove Learning 4 Life 
David Jenkins Learning Skills Council 
June Pearce Lutley Senior Citizens Disabled Club 
20 members  Me2 
Sally Wellings National Childrens Homes 
Malcolm Blatchford Neighbours News 
Mr A Janjua NHS Trust 
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D Davies Priory Children's Centre 
Jayne Jackson Priory Children's Centre 
Michelle Hartlebury Priory Community Association 
Sally Johnson Priory Community Association 
Jill Leach Queen Victoria Children's Centre 
Usman Rafiq Queens Cross 
Roy Savin Russells Hall Hospital 
Rosemary Bennett Russell's Hall Hospital 
8 members  Saltwells PACT 
Shirley Ellis Sedgley Community Centre 
June Gulliver Sedgley Community Centre 50+ 
Joanne Prescott Social Services 
Susan Solly Soropotmists 
Janet Hilken St Thomas's Network 
Andrew Wickens St. James Vicarage 
Vera Johnson Stourbridge Pensioners Convention 
Tan Jeram The Warehouse 
Wendy Latham The Warehouse 
Ann Evett Thomas Pocklington Trust 
Robert Readshaw Vale of Stour Methodist 
Tony Stone Waterfront Christian Centre 
Tony McDermott West Midlands Police 
Cheryl Reece West Midlands Police 
Rob Dalton West Midlands Police 
Insp. Chris Dowen West Midlands Police 
Cheryl Langford West Midlands Police 
Rich Narrowmore West Midlands Police 
Richard Plumb West Midlands Police 
Paul Jones West Midlands Police 
Jackie Madden West Midlands Police 
Deb Edmunds West Midlands Police 
Harvi Khatkar West Midlands Police 
Stuart Birtwisle West Midlands Police 
Jon Andrews West Midlands Police 
lisa Blakeway West Midlands Police 
Kevin Jones West Midlands Police 
Mary Norgrove West Midlands Police 
Andy Hinton West Midlands Police 
Darren Harris West Midlands Police 
 
 
 


