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Introduction

This report represents the culmination of a five month review into the Redditch Neighbourhood 
Groups.  We were commissioned to complete this review on behalf of the Council’s Overview and 
Scrutiny Committee.

In the report you will see that we have undertaken a thorough investigation of the Neighbourhood 
Groups process and of the various alternative arrangements that could be put in place to enable 
the Council to more effectively inform, engage and consult with local residents.

We are aware that the vision for the Redditch Sustainable Community Strategy, is for ‘Redditch to 
be successful and vibrant with sustainable communities built on partnership and shared 
responsibility’.  We feel that our recommendations, if they are approved, will help both the Council 
and our partners to achieve this vision in future years.

This report should be read in conjunction with the brief summary report which has also been 
produced on behalf of our Group.
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Recommendations

We RECOMMEND that

1) the Neighbourhood Groups are not now fit for purpose and should be discontinued;

2) the Partners and Communities Together (PACT) group meetings should be re-launched 
and delivered as an equal partnership arrangement;

a)    Redditch Borough Council should work with the Police and other local agencies 
participating in Partners and Communities Together (PACT) to agree funding and 
administration for PACT meetings;

b)    a protocol should be jointly developed outlining the roles and responsibilities of   
all agencies in the re-launched PACT Groups;

c)    the Chairs of all Partners and Communities Together meetings should be 
independent members of the community;

d)    promotion of the re-launched Partners and Communities Together (PACT) 
meetings should be appropriately targeted towards clarifying the meaning of the 
new arrangements for residents living in areas where PACT and Neighbourhood 

Group meetings currently only take place on the same night;

e)    there should be small, local budgets for each of the re-launched Partners and 
Communities Together groups which could be spent at the discretion of the group;
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Recommendations

3) The Neighbourhood Groups also be replaced with a further variety of methods that will 
enable Redditch Borough Council to inform and consult more effectively with local 
residents;

These alternative methods should include the following:

a)    the Council should publish quarterly editions of Redditch Matters during the year 
to inform residents about local public services, activities and Council business;

b)    Redditch Borough Council should continue to host road shows throughout the   
Borough;

c)    Redditch Borough Council should embrace the Worcestershire Viewpoint Citizens 
Panel and use every opportunity to work with the Panel to consult with residents 
over local issues;

d)    the Council should promote web based systems, such as the Worcestershire Hub 
and FixMyStreet, that can be utilised to resolve residents’ individual issues;

e)    Social networking should be used by the Council to inform residents about 
Council business in appropriate circumstances;

f)    the use of Councillor Calls for Action be promoted so that it can be used to resolve 
local neighbourhood issues;
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Recommendations

3) g)    more effort should be made by the Council to advertise the fact that residents 
should resolve individual issues through direct contact with Councillors, Officers 
and the One-Stop-Shops;

h)    the Council should work in equal partnership with the Police and other local 
agencies to advertise Street Briefings and Environmental Visual Audits to local 
residents.

4) Redditch Borough Council should continue to seek ways to better engage and consult 
with a more diverse range of residents;

5) the Council should have a robust monitoring system in place to assess the 
effectiveness of each of the mechanisms used to inform, engage and consult with local 
residents;

6) the Community Forum and similar groups which engage and consult with local 
residents should report to the Executive Committee; and

7) the Council should have a central electronic database which would be used for the 
purposes of consultation with key partners in the Borough.

Neighbourhood Groups Task and Finish Group4
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Central Government is increasingly emphasising the need for the public to be involved in local 
decision making and for the devolution of power to the people.  This has implications for local 
authorities which need to ensure that residents are engaged wherever possible over service 
delivery, policies and decision making.  

There are a number of National Indicators relating to community engagement and the Council’s 
performance in relation to these indicators is reviewed as part of the local government performance 
assessment process.  These performance indicators include: 

• NI 1, the percentage of people from different backgrounds who believe people get on well 
together in their local area; 
• NI 2, percentage of people who feel they belong to their neighbourhood; 
• NI 3, level of civic participation in the local area; 
• NI 4, the percentage of people who feel they can influence decisions in their local area; and 
• NI 5, overall general satisfaction with the local area.

The duty to involve was introduced in the Local Government and Public Involvement in Health Act 
2007 and came into force on 1st April 2009.  This duty has clear implications for the ways Councils 
should approach engaging with local communities.  Local authorities are required to take action to 
involve ‘representatives of local persons’ where they consider it to be appropriate to do so.  These 
representatives of local persons can be residents; representatives of local businesses; 
representatives of local organisations; and any other party who might be interested in or affected 
by a particular Council function.  

The duty to involve requires Councils to involve local representatives by: providing information 
about services and decisions; and / or consulting with local representatives over service delivery 
and decisions; and / or involving local representatives in any other way considered appropriate.

The Duty to Involve
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Redditch Borough Council currently manages 13 Neighbourhood Groups which meet in various 
locations across the Borough.  Neighbourhood Groups meet three times per year in February, June 
and October.  Meetings of the groups are open to public attendance and provide an opportunity for 
the Council to engage with local residents.

Each Neighbourhood Group is Chaired by a local ward Councillor, though can also be attended by 
the other Borough Councillor(s) who represent that ward and the County Councillors who represent 
the area.  A Lead Officer from Redditch Borough Council is appointed to support each 
Neighbourhood Group meeting.  Lead Officers are usually senior Officers from the Council who 
work at either a Director or Head of Service level.  Support Officers are also appointed to each 
Neighbourhood Group to record minutes and to support the Lead Officers in delivering the 
meetings.

An agenda is developed for each Neighbourhood Group meeting.  Residents have an opportunity 
to propose local items for discussion and to consider the minutes from the previous meeting.  
During the course of meetings residents are consulted over a number of corporate issues that are 
of wider interest to the town.  These generally comprise important strategic matters and information 
about developments in service delivery which are the responsibility of the Council.

Prior to the introduction of the Neighbourhood Groups residents were invited to consult with 
Redditch Borough Council by attending meetings of the Federation of Redditch Residents and 
Community Associations (FRRACA).  These meetings took place in the 1980s-1990s at Redditch 
Town Hall, were chaired by the Mayor and were attended by one Officer from the Council, a 
Committee clerk.  Meetings of the FRRACA did bring local people together in one central location 
but did not necessarily help to address residents’ needs at a neighbourhood level.  Consequently, 
in the mid-1990s it was concluded that new arrangements needed to be put in place to enable the 
Council to inform, engage and consult with local people.

Neighbourhood 
Groups - history
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The Neighbourhood Groups were introduced by Redditch Borough Council in 1996.  There were 
originally 14 Neighbourhood Groups which were designed to meet in Neighbourhood locations and 
to address local needs.  

Originally it was intended that the groups would have a fixed membership, which would have 
included representatives from local residents’ associations, businesses and voluntary and 
community sector organisations as well as local Councillors.  In the long-term it was envisaged that 
through this fixed membership a group of individuals would build up familiarity with Council 
processes and terminology.  Ultimately, the aim was to devolve power to local people and to 
provide citizens with an opportunity to exert their influence over local circumstances.  

Each Neighbourhood Group was allocated a small budget which could be spent on resources and 
activities that would address the needs of the local neighbourhood.  The intention was to 
encourage a sense of ownership amongst residents of the Neighbourhood Groups as funds would 
be spent by residents attending the meetings through a democratic vote.

Early on, the decision was made not to employ additional staff to support the Neighbourhood 
Groups.  Unfortunately, it was felt that Redditch Borough Council lacked the resources to invest in 
these additional posts.  Instead, the decision was made that each Neighbourhood Group would be 
supported by a Lead Officer, who were originally all senior Officers working at a Director’s level.

A number of alterations were made to the Neighbourhood Groups before the first meetings took 
place.  It was quickly decided that the model was too structured, particularly the proposal to have a 
fixed membership.  Therefore, a more flexible approach, allowing any interested party or resident to 
participate in an open meeting environment, was implemented.

Neighbourhood 
Groups: history
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The Local Government Information Unit (LGIU) reviewed the Redditch Neighbourhood Groups in 
1997.  In their report the Unit was largely complimentary about the Neighbourhood Groups, though 
made a number of recommendations that were designed to improve the process.  Many of these 
recommendations were implemented.  However, the Council did not introduce a system whereby 
the Neighbourhood Group meetings for the year were pre-programmed nor did it include 
Feckenham parish in the process as recommended by the LGIU.  (For further information about the 
involvement of Feckenham Parish in the Neighbourhood Groups process see page 9).

In 1999 there was an internal Council review of the Neighbourhood Groups.  During the course of 
this review a number of problems were identified including: low attendance figures; an 
unrepresentative demographic of attendees; and residents’ dissatisfaction with Neighbourhood 
Group boundaries, which did not correspond with neighbourhood identities.  A number of 
recommendations were submitted which were designed to help improve the process. This included 
suggestions that: posters and flyers should be produced to publicise the meetings; the dates for 
Neighbourhood Group meetings should be pre-programmed; the involvement of Feckenham Parish 
in the process should be addressed; and there should be a record of public attendance at the 
Neighbourhood Group meetings.  

One further review of the Neighbourhood Groups occurred in 2003. This review was prompted by 
changes to the local electoral ward boundaries and was undertaken by the Neighbourhood Group 
Review Working Party, which comprised a group of local Councillors.  When they concluded their 
review the Working Party recommended that: the majority of Neighbourhood Group meetings 
should be organised in accordance with local ward boundaries; only the Headless Cross and 
Oakenshaw ward should have two separate meetings; there should be no separate Neighbourhood 
Group for the town centre due to the small number of residents living in the area (thereby reducing 
the number of Neighbourhood Groups to 13); and there should continue to be weekday evening 
meetings, rather than daytime or weekend meetings.

Review of the 
Neighbourhood 
Groups - 1997

Review of the 
Neighbourhood 
Groups - 1999

Review of the 
Neighbourhood 
Groups - 2003
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The Council decided from the start not to introduce a Neighbourhood Group in the parish of 
Feckenham.  This decision was made on the basis that Feckenham was the one area of the 
Borough which was represented by a Parish Council.  However, this issue has been raised 
consistently for consideration during the course of the different reviews of the Neighbourhood 
Groups (for further information about these reviews please refer to p 8).  In particular, the 
residents of Feckenham and the Parish Councillors have expressed concerns that they have not 
been consulted by Redditch Borough Council over the key strategic issues which are referred for 
residents’ consideration at the Neighbourhood Group meetings.

The Police were invited to participate in the Neighbourhood Groups process from the start.  Over 
time it became common for there to be a standard item on a Neighbourhood Group agenda 
which focussed on Police related matters.  The involvement of the Police altered slightly 
following the introduction of Partners and Communities Together (PACT meetings).  (For further 
information about PACT meetings please refer to pp 10-11).

Worcestershire County Council was not involved in the original organisation of the 
Neighbourhood Groups.  When the Neighbourhood Groups were introduced representatives of 
Worcestershire County Council explained that they did not have the Officer capacity to support 
14 Neighbourhood Group meetings.  Consequently, it was agreed that relevant issues should be 
recorded and forwarded to Worcestershire County Council for further consideration.

A few years after the introduction of the Neighbourhood groups the Redditch County Forum was 
introduced.  The County Forum was designed to act as a local public forum where residents 
could interact with representatives of Worcestershire County Council and address issues 
pertaining to county services and responsibilities.

Neighbourhood Groups Task and Finish Group

West Mercia Police

Worcestershire 
County Council
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Partners and Communities Together (PACT) was a Home Office initiative which was piloted by 
the West Mercia Police Force, in Redditch, in 2006 prior to being extended across the country.  
The intention of Partnerships and Communities Together was to provide the Police and partner 
organisations with a chance to identify both crime and disorder and wider community issues; to 
hear the concerns of local residents; and to address these concerns through a partnership 
approach.

One of the main features of Partners and Communities Together is the public meeting process at 
which residents can raise priority concerns for the partners’ attention.  There is some discretion 
over how these meetings are organised.  However, it is standard practice at Partners and 
Communities Together meetings for up to three priority concerns to be identified for action.  
Formal minutes are not recorded at Partners and Communities Together meetings.  However, 
basic details for each priority are recorded and posted on the West Mercia Police Force’s 
website together with information about the action taken to address each priority issue.

To view the contents of these WebPages please use the following URL address:

http://www.westmercia.police.uk/pact/

When Partners and Communities Together was introduced the frequency of Partners an 
Communities Together meetings was set in accordance with the levels of crime and anti-social 
behaviour in the different wards.  In areas where there were higher levels of crime and anti-social 
behaviour, referred to as ‘red wards’, there was a requirement to convene at least three Partners 
and Communities Together meetings per year though in practice in many of these wards 
meetings occurred on a monthly basis.  This requirement did not apply to areas where there 
were low levels of crime and anti-social behaviour, referred to as ‘green wards’, though Partners 
and Communities Together processes were still implemented in those areas.

Neighbourhood Groups Task and Finish Group

Partners and 
Communities 

Together - meetings 
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In recent years the Council and West Mercia Police have worked together to combine 
Neighbourhood Group and Partners and Communities Together meetings whenever possible.  
This arrangement was pursued following recognition that in many instances similar issues were 
being raised at the two meetings.  By combining the two meetings it was possible to reduce the 
potential for duplication.  

In six wards Partners and Communities Together meetings currently take place on a monthly 
basis and combine with Neighbourhood Groups three times per year.  This includes the: 
Abbeydale*; Central and Southcrest; Church Hill; Greenlands; Matchborough; and Winyates
meetings.  In these areas meetings generally take place in the established Partners and 
Communities Together meeting venue.

In six other areas, which are generally the green wards, both Partners and Communities 
Together and Neighbourhood Group meetings take place three times per year.  This includes 
the: Astwood Bank; Crabbs Cross; Headless Cross; Lodge Park; Oakenshaw; and Webheath
meetings.  In these areas the meetings generally take place in a venue that has been booked by 
the Council.

To date, it has not been possible to combine the Neighbourhood Group and PACT meetings 
which take place in the Batchley and Brockhill ward.  Health and safety assessments of the 
separate venues where the PACT and the Neighbourhood Group meetings are respectively held 
have been undertaken by the Council and concerns have been expressed about the capacity of 
these venues to host the anticipated larger number of residents who might attend a combined 
meeting.

* It was announced during the Abbeydale PACT meeting on 7th October that the number of PACT meetings in the 
ward would be reduced from one meeting per month to three meetings per year in 2010.

11Neighbourhood Groups Task and Finish Group



Background 

Additional Partners 
and Communities 

Together processes

1

There are a variety of mechanisms which are encompassed within the PACT process in addition 
to the public meetings.  Partner organisations have in recent years worked together through 
PACT to engage with the public over local concerns through: hosting outdoor surgeries; 
participating in Environment Visual Audits (also known as estate inspections and walkabouts); 
participating in Street Briefings; and undertaking face to face surveys with residents.  (For further 
information about Environment Visual Audits and Street Briefings please refer to pp 63-64).

Neighbourhood Groups Task and Finish Group12



Review Scope

Background

1

The review of the Neighbourhood Groups was proposed by the Executive Committee in February 
2009.  The review was prompted by concerns about whether the Neighbourhood Groups 
represented value for money as a forum for consulting with residents over their needs and for 
communicating with citizens over developments in the delivery of Council services.  

The proposal followed suggestions made during the 2009/10 budget setting process that the 
number of Neighbourhood Group meetings should be reduced from three to two per year.  There 
was recognition that this proposal was occurring within a national context where local authorities 
were being urged to actively involve local residents and other stakeholders in local service 
delivery and decision making (for further information about the national context please view p 5).  
It was anticipated that through scrutiny these issues could be addressed.

The Neighbourhood Groups Task and Finish Review was launched in June 2009.  We were 
tasked with completing our review in six months to ensure that our recommendations could 
inform the Council’s budget setting process for 2010/11.

There were a number of objectives for our review.  We were commissioned to assess the 
purpose of the Neighbourhood Groups; to review how the Neighbourhood Groups were operating 
and whether this corresponded with their purpose; to determine whether the Neighbourhood 
Groups represented value for money; and to consider whether alternative  methods of 
communication and consultation with the public would be more effective.

Neighbourhood Groups Task and Finish Group

Terms of Reference
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Approach to the 
Review

Localisation Agenda –
other local authority 

public meeting 
arrangements

1

In the 2000s central government started to encourage a broader policy shift towards locality-
based meetings in partnership with other public service organisations. In response to this 
localisation agenda senior Officers at the Council undertook a wide-scale review of the Council’s 
compliance with the agenda.  This incorporated consideration of the local meeting arrangements 
implemented by other local authorities.   Officers discovered that in many local authority areas 
Area Committees had been introduced at the beginning of the 2000s.  These Area Committees 
represented particular locations within an authority’s boundaries and were allocated significant 
budgets which could be spent on local projects.  Officers also visited Gloucester City Council to 
observe the local meeting arrangements in action in another district authority area.

However, the Area Committees were often designed to provide local meetings suitable for towns 
or parishes within larger authority areas.  Moreover, local authorities administering to city 
populations had organised public meeting arrangements to suit the needs of their frequently 
large and diverse civic communities.  By contrast, Redditch Borough Council delivers services 
within a much smaller geographical area and to a mainly urban population, although there is a 
significant rural area in the parish of Feckenham.  Moreover, the design of the new town in 
Redditch in accordance with the Radburne principles, whereby housing areas were designed so 
that there would be horizontal segregation of vehicles and pedestrians, led to the creation of 
small districts with distinct community identities. 

Officers concluded that the area administered by Redditch Borough Council could be regarded 
as unique and required bespoke local meetings arrangements suitable to the geographical size 
and urban design of the Borough.  As a Group we feel that these Officer conclusions remain 
valid.  We therefore are not recommending that the Council implement a model of local public 
meeting arrangement utilised by another local authority as we do not feel that this would meet 
the needs of the Borough.

Neighbourhood Groups Task and Finish Group14



Approach to the 
Review

Transparency

1

Task and Finish Groups are informal working groups which do not hold public meetings.  
However, from the beginning of our review we were aware that this subject would be of interest 
to some residents, particularly those residents who regularly attend Neighbourhood Group 
meetings, as well as to the Council’s partner organisations.  

We therefore introduced a bespoke webpage on the Council’s website which provided 
information about the review.  Visitors to the Council’s website are able to access copies of the 
agenda and notes from meetings of our group on this webpage.  To view this information please 
access the Council’s Neighbourhood Groups Task and Finish Group webpage using the 
following URL address:

http://www.redditchbc.gov.uk/democracy/mgCommitteeDetails.asp?ID=250

The information gathered during previous reviews of the Neighbourhood Groups had 
demonstrated that low attendance figures at meetings had long been a problem with the process. 
We therefore undertook to scrutinise the attendance figures for recent meetings to help inform 
our analysis of whether the Neighbourhood Groups represented value for money. (See Appendix 
E, pp 89-95).

Figures were obtained from the attendance sheets for meetings which had taken place from 
February 2007 – February 2009 when records were available.  These attendance sheets 
recorded the number of residents and Officers who had attended meetings as well as the 
demographic composition of those residents.  Analysis was also undertaken into the larger 
number of residents who had permitted for their details to be added to a Council distribution list 
for receiving information about the Neighbourhood Group meetings.

15Neighbourhood Groups Task and Finish Group
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Approach to the 
Review

Attendance Figures

1

During the process of analysing this data we compared the attendance figures to the estimated 
size of the local population of voting age adults living in each of the relevant areas.  This 
estimate was based on data obtained from the electoral register for Redditch in July 2009.  
Interpretation of these figures should allow for a margin of error as the population figures detailed 
on the electoral register could not account for subsequent mortality rates, migration levels, or for 
the fact that some residents might not have returned completed electoral registration forms.  

However, analysis of these figures revealed that only 1.42% - 4.08% of residents’ contact details 
were on the Neighbourhood Groups’ distribution list.  Therefore, the Council was distributing 
agenda packs to 1,644 residents out of an overall population in the Borough of  79,600* (These 
figures are based on the number of residents on the distribution list in July 2009).  Furthermore, 
analysis of the data revealed that only 0.03% - 2.32% of the local population were attending 
these meetings.  Information recorded on the attendance sheets also demonstrated that whilst 
there tended to be a healthy gender balance the majority of residents attending Neighbourhood 
Group meetings were Caucasian and either middle-aged or elderly.

A budget of £62,210 was allocated by the Council to fund the Neighbourhood Groups process in 
2009/10.  (For further information about this budget please refer to Appendix A p 74).  This 
budget is slightly higher than the estimated cost of £45,0000 for delivering the Neighbourhood 
Groups which was anticipated when this review of the Neighbourhood Groups was proposed.

* Based on figures contained in the Redditch Corporate Plan, Phase 1, (2009), p 18.

Neighbourhood Groups Task and Finish Group
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Approach to the 
Review

Neighbourhood Group 
Costs

1

The Neighbourhood Groups budget is designed to meet expenditure on the following items: 
Officer attendances at meetings; the hire of premises; printing costs; office consumables; 
postage costs; publicity and promotion; central support service costs; and other miscellaneous 
expenses.  The spending of this budget is not divided equally between the different 
Neighbourhood Groups.  The cost of hiring venues for meetings varies from location to location 
and some venues are booked by the Police at no cost to the Council.  Furthermore, the costs of 
producing paperwork for the meetings differs in accordance with the number of individuals on the 
distribution list for each Neighbourhood Group.  (For further details about the number of 
individuals on the distribution list for each Neighbourhood Group please refer to Appendix E pp 
89-95).

The largest proportion of the Neighbourhood Groups’ budget is allocated to central support 
services (£43,690) which covers the indirect costs involved in delivering the process, particularly 
the costs of Officer time allocated to supporting the Neighbourhood Groups through recording 
meeting notes, preparing agendas or meeting with Councillors to provide advice about strategic 
issues that are due to be discussed during the course of the meeting.  

The data relating to central support service costs was largely derived from Officer time allocation 
sheets, which are completed on an annual basis to reflect the time dedicated by Officers to 
particular duties.  We are aware that not all of the Officers working either as a Lead Officer or as 
a Support Officer for the process allocated time to the Neighbourhood Groups.  Therefore, it is 
likely that the £43,690 allocated to central support services represents an underestimate of the 
indirect costs involved in delivering the Neighbourhood Groups. 

Neighbourhood Groups Task and Finish Group 17



Approach to the 
Review

Questionnaires

1

We believed that in order to develop an accurate understanding of the effectiveness of the 
Neighbourhood Groups we needed to obtain information from the Councillors, Officers and 
Police Officers who were involved in delivering the process.  We therefore circulated 
questionnaires amongst all of the Borough Councillors, County Councillors, Police Officers, Lead 
Officers, Support Officers, and Committee Administration Officers who helped to deliver the 
meetings.  (To view the questions which were asked in this questionnaire please refer to 
Appendix D, p 77).  To encourage honest feedback recipients were reassured that all responses 
would be treated as confidential and identities would remain anonymous. A total of 34 out of 74 
questionnaires were completed and returned for our consideration.

There were a number of key themes in these responses which have informed our conclusions.  
In general respondents concluded that at present the main purposes of the Neighbourhood 
Groups were to provide a forum for: communication over developments in policy and service 
delivery; consultation over decision making; and direct interaction with residents over the 
particular concerns of local communities .  Many respondents had also made it clear that in 
principle they supported what the Neighbourhood Groups were designed to achieve, particularly 
as they were the only formal mechanisms through which the Council engaged with local 
residents.  

However, the majority of respondents expressed concerns that the Neighbourhood Groups were 
no longer delivering on these aims.  Indeed, the majority of respondents listed far more details 
relating to the weaknesses of the Neighbourhood Groups processes than to the strengths of the 
system.  Some respondents commented that they could identify no positive aspects to the 
Neighbourhood Groups process.
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A number of key concerns were consistently raised by all respondents including the 
following issues (listed in no particular order):

• a limited number of residents attend meetings;

• the residents attending meetings do not represent the diversity of local communities;

• the same residents attend meetings and dominate the debate;

• many of the items raised during meetings could be resolved more quickly if they were 
referred directly to the Council;

• frequently items are raised which cannot be resolved because they are not the responsibility 
of Redditch Borough Council;

• personal items are debated, despite the fact Neighbourhood Groups are supposed to focus 
on the concerns of the whole community;

• meetings are not always chaired effectively;

• corporate items are not designed in a way that interests residents;

• delays of three months between meetings makes it difficult to resolve issues;

• there is often confusion about the differences between Neighbourhood Group and Partners 
and Communities Together meetings and duplication of the items considered; 

• by contrast to Partners and Communities Together meetings Neighbourhood Groups accept 
every item that is raised, which many responders felt made the process unmanageable; 

• alternative mechanisms could be used by the Council to engage more effectively with 
residents; and

• Officers from Worcestershire County Council do not attend meetings to help resolve 
concerns about County areas of responsibility, principally highways matters.
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During the course of the review we interviewed the leaders of the three political groups 
represented on the Council to develop an understanding of the political views of the 
Neighbourhood Groups and alternative methods of consultation.  We combined this with an 
interview with the Council’s Deputy Chief Executive in order to obtain an understanding of the 
corporate perspective towards the Neighbourhood Groups.  During the course of these 
interviews we received a mixture of responses.

A number of comments were made in favour of retaining the Neighbourhood Groups.  It was 
commented that the Neighbourhood Groups were an established mechanism which enabled the 
Council to inform residents and other stakeholders about Council business.  Neighbourhood 
Groups were also useful venues where the Council could communicate the content of complex 
strategic developments to residents.  Furthermore, local meetings were important as they 
provided residents with an opportunity to meet with local Councillors, Council Officers and other 
public service providers face to face to resolve issues.  Whilst the number of residents attending 
meetings might be low a larger number of people received copies of the paperwork for 
Neighbourhood Group meetings and were therefore kept informed of developments. (For further 
information about the number of residents on the distribution list for each Neighbourhood Group 
please refer to Appendix E, pp 89-95).  

However, there was also some recognition that there were weaknesses with the existing 
Neighbourhood Groups process.  A number of the concerns raised in the questionnaire 
responses were discussed and it was recognised that alternative mechanisms for consultation 
did exist and could be explored by the Council (for further information about the questionnaire 
responses please refer to pp 18-19).  
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It was concluded that the Neighbourhood Groups should not be removed without robust 
mechanisms being put in place to replace them.  Furthermore, any changes would need to be 
informed by a collective decision by Councillors about how much power residents should have in 
local decision making processes for the foreseeable future.

During the course of our review it became clear to us that any changes which might be made to 
the Neighbourhood Groups would have implications for our partner organisations.  In particular, 
we were aware that the West Mercia Police Force, through their involvement in the Partners and 
Communities Together process, would be effected by alterations to the process. Consequently, 
we arranged to interview, Inspector Ian Joseph, to obtain evidence from a senior representative 
of the force.

Inspector Joseph expressed concern at the suggestion that the Partners and Communities 
Together process was regarded as a Police led process.  The title of the process clearly 
encouraged partners and communities to work together to address local issues and the Police 
remained committed to continuing to deliver the Partners and Communities Together process in 
partnership with other local agencies.  Whilst Neighbourhood Groups were regarded as a forum 
where information might be provided Partners and Communities Together was recognised as an 
environment in which items could be raised, prioritised and resolved by relevant partner 
organisations.  Prior to the publication of our report we interviewed Inspector Joseph for a 
second time to consult with him over our recommendations.  He expressed support for all of our 
proposals, though explained that the Police would be keen to avoid over complicating any 
processes that might be introduced in accordance with our recommendations.
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One of the key issues we were keen to explore was the potential to use social networking to 
engage with residents, particularly young people who have traditionally proved difficult to engage 
in Council consultation processes.  We interviewed the Council’s IT Services Manager, 
Communications and Marketing Manager and Economic Development Unit Assistant to obtain 
further information about social networking.

Social networking utilises internet and mobile phone facilities to enable social interaction 
between friends and groups.  There are a variety of social networking sites including: Bebo; 
Facebook; MySpace and Twitter, though social networking can also involve communication 
through issuing SMS text messages.  On Bebo, Facebook and MySpace members create 
personal profiles, provide personal information about themselves; and add messages which 
detail how they are feeling at that moment.  Members can join groups which may reflect their 
interests or which represent organisations with which they may have some involvement.  It is 
also possible for members to compete applications, or surveys, relating to particular topics.  

The majority of social networking sites were established in the 2000s.  Social networking is 
particularly popular amongst younger people, though slightly different age groups utilise the 
different social networking sites.  Members of Bebo tend to be slightly younger, aged 7 – 11 
years old.  Facebook, MySpace and Twitter users tend to derive from a more diverse set of age
ranges, though Facebook tends to be particularly popular amongst students.
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One of the key objectives of our review was to assess the purpose of the Neighbourhood Groups 
and whether the Neighbourhood Groups were delivering effectively in accordance with this 
purpose or whether alternative mechanisms could more effectively fulfil this role.  In order to 
obtain information about the purpose of the Neighbourhood Groups we interviewed the 
Democratic Services Manager to obtain information about the original purpose of the 
Neighbourhood Groups; we incorporated a question into our questionnaire focussing on the 
purpose of the Neighbourhood Groups; and we considered the implications of new legislative 
requirements, such as the Duty to Involve, for future engagement processes.

We concluded from this research that the purpose of the Neighbourhood Groups is the following:

• to inform residents and other stakeholders about Council business, including policies and 
developments in service delivery;

• to engage with residents and other stakeholders over the needs of local communities; and

• to consult with residents and other stakeholders over policies, developments in service delivery 
and local decision making.

Unfortunately, we concluded that, based on the evidence we had gathered, the Neighbourhood 
Groups were not delivering in accordance with this purpose.  However, we felt that this purpose 
remained valid for any alternative mechanisms that might be used by the Council to interact with 
residents.
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Throughout the review we have recognised that this subject would be of interest to some 
residents and that it would be important to consult with residents over our proposals for the future 
of the Neighbourhood Groups.  For this reason we decided to consult with residents over our 
initial proposals during the October round of Neighbourhood Group meetings.

As a group we felt that it was important for us to present some viable proposals for residents’ 
consideration.  This would ensure that residents could make informed decisions about their 
views of our proposals.  We appended paperwork, detailing our initial proposals and providing 
some explanation for these proposals, to the agenda packs for each of the Neighbourhood 
Group meetings.  Whilst we recognised that this would increase the costs involved in printing the 
agenda packs we felt that it was important to include this material in the packs to ensure that 
residents were provided with an appropriate amount of time to consider the implications of our 
proposals prior to each meeting.

We arranged for our proposals to be presented at each of the 13 Neighbourhood Group 
meetings which took place from Monday 5th October – Tuesday 27th October 2009.  During 
each Neighbourhood Group meeting an explanation was provided about our proposals and 
feedback was requested and recorded.  Residents were also invited to complete a form which 
was designed to elicit a written response to our proposals.  

We were aware that that by consulting with the residents who attended Neighbourhood Group 
meetings it could be suggested that we were only engaging with those residents who had a 
vested interest in the process.  We therefore arranged for our proposals and copies of our 
feedback form to be sent to residents who had
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agreed, during the Astwood Bank, Headless Cross and Winyates road shows, to be consulted by 
the Council.  (At the time of this review it was not possible to access the contact details for the 
road shows that took place in Batchley and Church Hill for administrative reasons).  In addition, 
we considered the feedback provided during the course of those road show events to questions 
about the Neighbourhood Groups.

During the October round of Neighbourhood Groups the 199 residents who attended the 
meetings, the majority of whom were contacts from the Neighbourhood Groups’ distribution list, 
were consulted face to face over our initial proposals.  In addition, copies of the paperwork 
relating to our initial proposals were dispatched to the 1243 residents listed on the 
Neighbourhood Groups distribution lists and to the 139 residents who had provided their contact 
details for Council consultation purposes during the course of the recent road show events*.  In 
total, an estimated 1644 residents have received copies of our proposals and were asked to 
submit feedback, though there may be a margin of error to this figure (for further information 
please refer to Appendix F, p 96).

The majority of residents attending Neighbourhood Group meetings were largely supportive of 
our proposals.  They expressed frustrations with Neighbourhood Group meetings and 
commented that items frequently took time to be resolved, if they were resolved, which 
dissuaded many people from attending meetings.  Many residents also expressed the view that

* The contact details listed on the Neighbourhood Groups and road show distribution lists were compared in an 
attempt to identify residents who might have permitted for their contact details to be included on both lists.
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Neighbourhood Group meetings were not as effective as Partners and Communities Together 
meetings.  However, in areas where Partners and Communities Together and Neighbourhood 
Group meetings both only took place three times a year there was some confusion about the 
differences between Neighbourhood Groups and Partners and Communities Together meetings 
and the implications of our proposals for future local meetings. Feedback was provided in 
relation to each of our proposals and helped to inform some changes to our final 
recommendations.  

Unfortunately we only received 85 completed feedback forms from the 1,644 who received 
information about our initial proposals.  Many of these forms were handed to Officers during the 
course of Neighbourhood Group meetings, though a significant number were returned in the 
post*.  There is the potential for a margin of error in these figures as some residents may have 
completed forms as couples or in consultation with neighbours who might not have themselves 
then completed a copy of the form.  

We recognise that 85 is a relatively small sample and therefore these responders cannot 
necessarily be regarded as representing the views of all residents.  However, we do feel that the 
information provided by these residents is important and should be considered as part of the 
evidence we have gathered during the course of our review.

* 85 completed copies of the feedback forms have been received to date.  The feedback contained in additional 
forms which are received after this report has been produced will be recorded and noted during the course of the 
respective Overview and Scrutiny and Executive Committee meetings when our recommendations are due to be 
considered.
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The majority of residents who returned completed forms concurred with our suggestion that 
Neighbourhood Groups should be replaced by re-launched and enhanced PACT meetings (28 
were strongly in agreement and 37 in agreement with this proposal).  Moreover, whilst there was 
significant support for the continuing delivery of PACT meetings (67 respondents), there was 
also significant support for consultation using Citizens Panels (23); Councillor Calls for Action 
(27); Environment Visual Audits and Street Briefings (22); FixMyStreet (29); and road shows 
(28).  (For further information about the responses we received in the completed feedback forms 
please refer to Appendices C and G, pp 76 and 97).  Further information is also provided in 
relation to each of our final recommendations).

By contrast we recognise that there was relatively little support amongst these residents for 
making use of many IT facilities such as Twitter (3) to engage with the Council.  This is 
disappointing.  However, we understand that the majority of residents on the Neighbourhood 
Groups distribution lists are the type of people who would prefer to consult with the Council and 
other organisations through face to face contact at public meetings.  Moreover, during the course 
of the Neighbourhood Group meetings many residents acknowledged that, whilst they would not 
want to engage with the Council using IT facilities, the Council should explore using such 
mechanisms because it would enable the Council to engage more effectively with the younger 
generation.
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We RECOMMEND that the Neighbourhood Groups are not now fit for purpose and should 
be discontinued.

We believe that the Neighbourhood Groups were originally established with the best of intentions 
to create a system which would enable the Council to interact constructively with local residents.  
However, we feel that the evidence we have gathered demonstrates that the Neighbourhood 
Groups no longer remain fit for purpose.  Indeed, we think that the support expressed by 
residents in their feedback to our proposal to discontinue the Neighbourhood Groups 
demonstrates that this action would be supported by many residents.  (For further information 
about the level of support for discontinuing the Neighbourhood Groups please refer to Appendix 
C p 76).  Moreover, we do not feel that the Neighbourhood Groups deliver in accordance with the 
purpose for which they were established (For further information about the purpose of the 
Neighbourhood Groups please view p 23).  

We are particularly concerned about the data relating to attendances at Neighbourhood Group 
meetings.  A larger number of younger people live in Redditch than in the rest of the County 
(25% of the population are aged 0-19 as opposed to  23.5% in the rest of the County) and a 
smaller number of people aged over 60 live in the Borough than in the rest of the County (19.2% 
of compared to 24.6% in the rest of the County). In fact, the majority of the population is aged 25 
- 59.  Moreover, there is greater ethnic diversity in the population of Redditch than in the rest of 
the County (8% of residents are from minority ethnic communities, particularly the Asian, Asian 
British Pakistani and Eastern European communities).*

* These figures were obtained from the Corporate Plan Phase 1: Redditch Profile, (September 2009) pp 18 and 22.
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However, this is not reflected amongst residents attending Neighbourhood Group meetings.  
Consistently only up to 2% of the local population are attending these meetings and they are 
generally from a homogenous group which does not reflect the diversity of the Borough. 

During the course of our consultation the suggestion was made that the low attendance figures 
at Neighbourhood Groups could be addressed if the Council was to invest further in promotional 
materials to advertise meetings.  However, as we have already commented Officers were 
required to increase investment in promotion of the Neighbourhood Groups following the review 
of the process in 1999.  Unfortunately, this investment in promotion had no significant impact on 
attendance figures.  We therefore do not agree that further promotion would help to increase 
attendance at the Neighbourhood Group meetings.

Neighbourhood Groups are also expensive to operate.  Local authorities have to be careful about 
how they manage their budgets and the spending of public funds. The budget of £62,210 which 
is allocated to Neighbourhood Groups represents a significant portion of public money. (For 
further information about the budget allocated to the Neighbourhood groups please refer to 
Appendix A, p 74 and pp 16-17).  During the course of our consultation exercise it was 
suggested that the inclusion in the budget of the indirect costs (central support services) of 
delivering the Neighbourhood Groups distorted the figures and that only direct costs should be 
considered.  However, we feel that it is important to consider these indirect costs as it reflects the 
fact that this is currently an activity to which Officers dedicate a lot of time.  We believe that 
because Neighbourhood Groups are failing to engage with a significant and representative 
sample of the population this use of Officer time is inappropriate and should be re-prioritised to 
enable the Council to engage more effectively through alternative methods.
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We RECOMMEND that the Partners and Communities Together group meetings should be 
re-launched and delivered as an equal partnership arrangement.

Local public service organisations are increasingly encouraged to pool scarce resources and to 
work in partnership to meet the needs of local communities.  These needs are often cross-cutting 
and require a combined response from multiple organisations rather than from a single 
organisation.   However, at the moment the evidence we have gathered suggests that the 
parallel operation of both Neighbourhood Groups and Partners and Communities Together 
meetings frequently leads to duplication.  We feel that this is unnecessary, particularly as 
Partners and Communities Together was designed to involve all partner organisations. 

Local public meetings are valued by many residents and provide them with an opportunity to 
share experiences and to discuss concerns face to face with representatives of the Council or 
other partner organisations.  The feedback we received during our consultation process 
demonstrated that there was continuing support for delivering Partners and Communities 
Together meetings.  A total of 65 out of 85 respondents to our survey supported our proposal to 
replace Neighbourhood Groups with re-launched and enhanced Partners and Communities 
Together meetings.  Moreover, this proposal would have the support of the Police who are keen 
to alter perceptions of the Partners and Communities Together process which is currently 
erroneously regarded by many as a Police function.

There are certain key areas which we feel would need to be addressed to make any re-launched 
Partners and Communities Together process effective.  These are the subject of additional 
subsidiary recommendations below.
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We RECOMMEND that Redditch Borough Council should work with the Police and other 
local agencies participating in Partners and Communities Together (PACT) to agree 
funding and administration for PACT meetings.

We believe that a re-launched Partners and Communities Together process would need to be 
organised by relevant partner organisations working together.  A re-launched Partners and 
Communities Together process organised in partnership would, in our view, involve all partners 
negotiating: an appropriate division of financial support for the process as well as the 
administrative arrangements for the meetings in each area.  As we are undertaking this review 
on behalf of one of the partners who would be involved in this process we do not feel that it 
would be appropriate for us to specify through our recommendations how the financial and 
administrative arrangements should be implemented.  However, we are aware that we have 
gathered a lot of information which could inform those negotiations.  We have therefore made a 
number of suggestions in this report about how the re-launched meetings could operate.

i) We would suggest that the frequency of re-launched Partners and Communities Together 
meetings should be set in accordance with local needs.  In part, the frequency of meetings may 
be determined by the type of ward in which the meeting would be taking place.  At present a red 
ward will always need to have at least three scheduled meetings per year. (For further 
information about red wards please refer to p 10).  However, residents at some meetings in 
October expressed strong views about the preferred frequency of meetings in their area.  In 
Central and Southcrest residents commented that monthly Partners and Communities Together 
meetings remained important because there were numerous issues to resolve whilst in Lodge 
Park residents suggested that meetings could take place every 6-8 weeks, to ensure that actions 
were resolved more quickly.
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ii) We also suggest that the agenda for the re-launched Partners and Communities Together 
meetings should continue to operate in the ‘organic’ manner which is utilised for the current 
Partners and Communities Together process.  This approach would, in our view, be 
preferable to the formal agenda setting process for the Neighbourhood Groups where 
agenda papers are produced and numerous items are proposed.  During the course of the 
Neighbourhood Group meetings many residents commented that the formal agenda setting 
process could be dissatisfactory and created a lot of paperwork.

The Partners and Communities Together approach to setting three priorities for action 
would also be a more manageable process.  Many residents in their feedback commented 
that it was possible to trace the progress in response to the three items raised during 
meetings.  By contrast, the Neighbourhood Groups accepted every item that was raised, 
even though this would not always be manageable and issues were not always within the 
remit of the Council.  Consequently, residents were often dissatisfied with the outcomes as 
not all the items could be pursued and resolved.  

iii) We suggest that the summary produced by the Police during meetings should be the 
preferred method for making a record of proceedings at the re-launched Partners and 
Communities Together meetings.  During the course of the Neighbourhood Group meetings 
a number of residents noted that the notes which were produced for the meetings were 
often circulated late and tended to contain local authority jargon which was not readily 
understood by many residents.  Formal minutes are not generally produced for the monthly 
Partners and Communities Together meetings when they are not combined with 
Neighbourhood Groups.  Instead, a summary of the priorities raised are recorded and 
posted on the Partners and Communities Together section of the West Mercia Police’s 
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Website.  Residents can view this written record and any updates to the action taken in 
response to a priority even during times when there are no meetings and for areas outside 
their ward.  

iv) We believe that local Councillors should take responsibility for representing the Council at 
the re-launched Partners and Communities Together meetings.  As elected Borough 
Councillors ourselves we feel that Councillors are capable of taking a leading role at local 
meetings.  Councillors could both keep a record of the items prioritised at a meeting and act 
on behalf of their constituents to resolve any issues raised during a meeting. 

v) We feel that the level of Officer representation at local meetings could be significantly 
reduced if Councillors take responsibility for leading the Council in this re-launched process.  
Officer support is one of the most expensive elements of the current Neighbourhood 
Groups and we feel it is unnecessary.  It is our view that in the re-launched Partners and 
Communities Together process neither a Lead Officer or a Support Officer would be 
required to provide support.  Officers from the Council would only be required to attend re-
launched meetings as and when required.

vi) We believe that residents should still be informed and consulted over important 
developments in service delivery, changes to Council policy and local decision making at 
the re-launched Partners and Communities Together meetings.  This is currently 
undertaken at Neighbourhood Group meetings through the inclusion of corporate issues, or 
‘talk of the town’ matters, on the agenda for each meeting.  The corporate issues are often 
complex matters and many Councillors currently familiarise themselves with them by 
meeting with the lead Officer for their ward to discuss such issues prior to the 
Neighbourhood Group meeting.
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However, we believe that this adds to the costs involved in delivering the local meetings  
and a more cost effective measure could be introduced to ensure that Councillors are fully 
briefed about complex corporate items prior to local meetings.  For many complex issues 
Councillors are collectively invited to attend briefing meetings to consider the information 
provided by relevant Officers.  We believe a similar collective briefing session could be 
introduced for the re-launched Partners and Communities Together process.  These 
briefings would take place only once before the re-meetings occurred and Councillors would 
be responsible for ensuring that at least one representative of their ward attended to 
consider the information provided during the course of the meeting.  

If a briefing was to be introduced the timing of the briefing would need to be carefully 
considered.  Many Councillors have work responsibilities and would not be available to 
attend day time meetings.  However, an evening meeting could potentially lead the re-
launched Partners and Communities Together process to incur additional costs as both 
Councillors and Officers could claim out of hours attendance allowance.  We would 
therefore suggest that any such briefing meeting should take place in the early evening. 

vii) We suggest that plain language is used by Councillors and Officers when communicating 
with residents during the re-launched Partners and Communities Together meetings.  
During the course of the Neighbourhood Group meetings many residents expressed 
concerns about the local authority terminology and jargon that was used to provide 
information.  For examples, we observed Officers referring to Councillors as “Members” and 
to brief conclusions as “executive summaries”. This type of terminology can be confusing 
and we do not believe that it is conducive to effective communications and consultation.   
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viii) We would suggest that the dates for the re-launched Partners and Communities Together 
meetings in each ward should be pre-programmed.  The suggestion that meetings should 
be pre-programmed is not new.  The suggestion was made for previous reviews of the 
Neighbourhood Group meetings.  The prospects for pre-programming meetings for the re-
launched Partners and Communities Together process will be dependent upon the 
willingness of organisations to work in equal partnership to identify suitable dates and 
locations for the meetings.  We believe that this would also help to reduce the amount of 
time spent by Officers throughout the year organising meeting dates and booking venues 
for the local meetings.  Again, this would impact on the costs involved in delivering the local 
meetings as the workload of those Officers could be re-prioritised to address other Council 
duties.

ix) We suggest that residents should be notified of the pre-programmed meeting dates at the 
beginning of each year.  At present residents are informed about Neighbourhood Group 
meetings by receiving copies of the agenda for forthcoming meetings or viewing 
advertisements in local newspapers.  In the recent past the Police distributed leaflets to 
individual households informing residents of forthcoming Partners and Communities 
Together meetings.  However, recently this practice has ended due to the cost implications 
and to the fact that this could divert Police Officers from attending to their other policing 
duties.  Many residents commented during the course of the Neighbourhood Group 
meetings that they only became aware that local Partners and Communities Together and 
Neighbourhood Group meetings would be taking place when they received copies of their 
Neighbourhood Group agenda.  We feel that the distribution of papers to advertise every 
meeting in addition to notifying residents of pre-programmed meetings at the beginning of 
the year would be expensive.  Instead, we feel that meetings could be advertised by placing 
advertisements and posters at local public venues, such as the One Stop Shops.
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x) We noticed during the October round of meetings that there was some confusion amongst 
residents as to which Councillors and Officers were present at the meeting.  At some 
meetings the Chair addressed this by introducing the panel to the residents, though this was 
not applied at all meetings.  At Matchborough a number of name plates were displayed to 
help identify members of the Panel.  We think that this represents excellent practice and we 
would suggest that it should be applied at all meetings to help residents to identify all 
members of the panel throughout the meeting.

xi) At present WebPages relating to the Partners and Communities Together process are 
incorporated into the overarching West Mercia Police website on the internet.  These pages 
contain further information about the priorities that were identified at previous meetings and 
the local Police representatives for each ward.  We believe that unfortunately this reinforces 
views that the process is a Police rather than a partnership arrangement.  We would 
suggest that an independent website should be produced for the re-launched Partners and 
Communities Together process.  This website would be linked to each of the partner 
organisations’ websites, though would not be integrated into any one partners’ website.  
The website could contain details about local Police Officers, local Borough Councillors and 
local County Councillors and could provide links to useful contact details for relevant 
services and organisations.  We recognise that this website would need to be managed by 
personnel working for at least one of the partner organisations. Appropriate arrangements 
for editing and updating the content of this website would need to be settled by the partner 
organisations involved in the re-launched meetings through a process of negotiation.

xii) We suggest that a Youth Partners and Communities Together meeting should also be 
convened at the Redditch Youth House and advertisements for all meetings should be 
displayed in the Youth House.  During a meeting of the Student Council, on the 11th 
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November 2009, the suggestion was made that a Youth Partners and Communities 
Together meeting at the Redditch Youth House might help to increase youth participation in 
public meetings and civic activities.  The Student Councillors commented that there was 
interest amongst young people in relation to politics and civic activities but that young 
people were not always aware of current meeting arrangements.  They were, however, 
more likely to develop familiarity with local meeting processes if these were convened and 
advertised at the Youth House as many young people used the facilities provided by the 
centre.  We believe that if introduced this arrangement would represent a significant 
opportunity to introduce the town’s younger population to the many opportunities that are 
available to engage and consult with the Council and the Council’s partner organisations.

xiii) We suggest that the re-launched Partners and Communities Together process should be 
applied in Feckenham.  At present neither a Neighbourhood Group or a Partners and 
Communities Together meeting takes place in Feckenham, although other Partners and 
Communities Together arrangements are implemented in the Parish. (For further 
information about the different Partners and Communities Together arrangements that can 
be applied please refer to p 12).  Whilst we recognise that there is a Parish Council in 
Feckenham we do not feel that it would be justifiable to exclude the parish from the re-
launched process. We also do not believe that the inclusion of Feckenham would create too 
much additional work for local officials.  Feckenham is a green ward and it is therefore likely 
that the frequency of meetings could be relatively low.  Feckenham Parish Council have 
indicated that they would support this proposal as there are issues in the area which could 
be resolved through partnership working.  We would anticipate that the Parish Council 
would be one of the partners involved in the re-launched process and, as requested by 
Feckenham Parish Council, all partners could work together to help develop the local Parish 
plan.
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We believe that if our suggestions are adhered to the financial costs involved in delivering local 
meetings would be significantly reduced for the Council.  The extent of the Council’s anticipated 
expenditure on the re-launched process is difficult to state because it will be subject to the 
outcome of negotiations between the Council, Police and other relevant partner organisations.  
However, it is likely that the costs for the Council would be reduced considerably as in an equal 
partnership there would be the expectation for partner organisations to contribute an equal share 
to supporting the process.  Moreover, it is highly likely that significant savings would be made to 
the budget allocated to central support services, particularly if our suggestion to reduce Officer 
involvement in the process is adopted for the re-launched model.

We RECOMMEND that a protocol should be jointly developed outlining the roles and 
responsibilities of all agencies in the re-launched Partners and Communities Together 
Groups.

We recognise that often in public meetings it may not be clear to residents what they can expect 
from a meeting and from the various official representatives present at that meeting.  Moreover, 
in an equal partnership process representatives of many organisations may question what roles 
and responsibilities they are expected to assume and which duties will be adopted by their 
colleagues from partner organisations.  In this context, in order to encourage mutual trust and co-
operation between all partners and stakeholders we feel that a protocol should be developed for 
the re-launched Partners and Communities Together process.  

Again, we feel that a number of key issues could be incorporated into this protocol.  However, as 
it would need to be jointly developed by all the partners involved in delivering the re-launched 
process we feel that we can only put forward suggestions rather than make any stipulations 
about the appropriate content of the protocol.
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i) We suggest that the protocol for the re-launched Partners and Communities Together 
meetings should be brief and seek to ensure that local meeting processes are not overly 
complicated.  One of the main concerns expressed by both residents and partner 
organisations in response to our proposals has been that by re-launching the Partners and 
Communities Together processes it could become overly bureaucratic, which might impact 
on the ability of the meetings to resolve local problems.  Indeed, many residents 
commented that they would only support the re-launch of the Partners and Communities 
Together process if this re-launch did not have a negative impact on a local meeting system 
which was considered to be constructive.  We feel that many of the suggestions we have 
put forward regarding the administrative and financial arrangements for the re-launched 
meetings will help to address these concerns.  However we believe that having a brief 
protocol, which would explicitly require partner organisations to avoid over complicating the 
process, would also help to reinforce this message.

ii) We suggest that in the protocol there should be a requirement that local Councillors should 
attend all re-launched Partners and Communities Together meetings in their ward or 
electoral division.  During the course of the October round of Neighbourhood Group 
meetings we observed that relevant County Councillors and Borough Councillors attended 
every meeting wherever possible.  However, many residents remarked during both the 
course of the Neighbourhood Group meetings and in their completed feedback forms that 
Councillors’ attendance at local meetings had been sporadic in the past, particularly at 
Partners and Communities Together meetings.  

We feel that Councillors can add value at local meetings and wherever possible should 
arrange to attend the re-launched Partners and Communities Together meetings.  
Moreover, if our suggestions regarding the administration of the re-launched meetings are 
approved, Councillors will need to commit to assuming greater responsibility at local 
meetings than they are currently required to commit to the Neighbourhood Groups.
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We recognise that at present Councillors can encounter difficulties when arranging to attend 
local public meetings, particularly when there is a clash with formal Committee meetings.  
We anticipate that if our suggestion to pre-programme re-launched Partners and 
Communities Together meetings is adopted this would recede as a problem as Council 
Officers could ensure that local public meeting arrangements were taken into account when 
scheduling formal Committee meetings for the year.

iii) We would suggest that both Borough and County Councillors should sign up to the protocol 
for the re-launched Partners and Communities Together process.  Signing up to the 
protocol for local meetings would reinforce understanding amongst Councillors about both 
their areas of responsibility and the duties assumed by other partners represented at the re-
launched process.  Furthermore, this would provide County Councillors with a formal 
connection to the process which might not otherwise be provided if Worcestershire County 
Council is unable to formally commit to participating in the local meeting process.

iv) We also suggest that in the protocol it should be stipulated that all Borough Councillors 
should be provided with refresher training from time to time regarding appropriate behaviour 
when interacting with the public.  We recognise that many Councillors have experience of 
interacting with the public.  However, in the re-launched Partners and Communities 
Together process Councillors will be expected to assume greater responsibility than they 
currently assume at the Neighbourhood Groups and to effectively represent the Council in 
public.  We, like many Councillors, recognise that this will present fresh challenges and 
therefore refresher training on appropriate behaviour for interacting with the public may be 
useful from time to time as it will help us to fulfil these responsibilities competently.  
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v) We also suggest that it should be stipulated in the protocol that if it is not possible to resolve 
ongoing issues through a Councillor Call for Action that issue should no longer be accepted for 
public debate at the re-launched Partners and Communities Together meetings.  (For further 
information about Councillor Calls for Action please refer to pp 59-60).  Whilst attending the 
Neighbourhood Group meetings in October 2009 we observed that there were a number of items 
which had been consistently raised at consecutive meetings without any resolution.  In many 
instances this was frustrating both residents, Councillors and Council Officers.  

The Councillor Call for Action process is designed to enable a Councillor to take a lead to resolve 
issues of concern to the local community.  Issues are resolved by the Councillor working in 
partnership with relevant partner organisations. However, in some instances it may not be 
possible to find any resolution to a problem even following a lengthy review of an issue.  In these 
circumstances we feel it would be irresponsible to continue to accept items which have not 
proved possible to resolve as this raises expectations which cannot be met and diverts scarce 
resources.   However, the temptation might remain to continue to refer to this item and 
Councillors, Officers and Police Officers may feel reluctant to disappoint residents.  Under these 
circumstances we feel that it is crucial that within the protocol it should be specifically stated that 
those ongoing problems would not be reconsidered if it had not proved possible to resolve the 
item through a Councillor Call for Action.  

We also feel that it would be necessary, if the full Councillor Call for Action was pursued and it 
was not possible to resolve an issue, for all interested parties to have access to copies of a 
report outlining the reasons for this conclusion.  This would ensure that every interested party 
was fully appraised of the outcome.
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We RECOMMEND that the Chairs of all Partners and Communities Together meetings 
should be independent members of the community 

During the course of our review we rapidly came to the conclusion that local meetings work best 
when they are chaired by an individual who is not viewed as a representative of any one partner 
organisation.  This arrangement would help to reinforce understanding that the re-launched 
Partners and Communities Together meetings involve partner organisations working together to 
resolve residents’ concerns rather than any one organisation taking a lead.  Moreover, we 
believe that the system of having an independent Chair would encourage residents to take 
ownership of local meetings and to work in partnership with public service organisations to 
resolve issues of real concern to their local communities. 

During our process of consultation some concern was expressed by residents and 
representatives of our partner organisations that the introduction of an independent Chair for the 
re-launched Partners and Communities Together meetings might not be feasible.  In particular, 
questions were raised as to whether it would be possible to identify candidates with suitable 
experience and the confidence to take a lead at a public meeting.

We believe that these concerns should not deter the Council and its partners from adopting this 
recommended action.  Firstly, Independent Chairs have already successfully been introduced to 
Chair many of the Partners and Communities Together meetings in the Borough (the Batchley
and Brockhill, Central and Southcrest, Church Hill, Greenlands and Winyates meetings all have 
an independent Chair).  Secondly, we believe that any candidate who lacked chairing experience 
could be offered the chance to develop their skills by attending training and / or observing 
experienced Chairs in action during the course of public meetings.  
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We RECOMMEND that promotion of the re-launched Partners and Communities Together 
(PACT) meetings should be appropriately targeted towards clarifying the meaning of the 
new arrangements for residents living in areas where PACT and Neighbourhood Group 
meetings currently only take place on the same night.

During the course of the October 2009 round of meetings, it became apparent that residents’ 
understanding and interpretation of our proposals were affected by current PACT arrangements 
in their areas.  In the six wards where Partners and Communities Together meetings took place 
on a monthly basis and joined up with the Neighbourhood Group meetings only three times per 
year there was greater familiarity with Partners and Communities Together as a separate entity.  
(There was a similar level of understanding in the Batchley and Brockhill ward where 
Neighbourhood Group and Partners and Communities Together meetings are not currently 
combined).  In the six areas where Partners and Communities Together and Neighbourhood 
Group meetings only took place together three times per year the extent to which residents 
understood that Neighbourhood Group and Partners and Communities Together were distinct 
arrangements was more limited.  (For further information about the combined meetings please 
refer to p 11).  In particular, in the latter areas this led to some confusion over the prospects for 
future local public meeting arrangements and there was some concern that local meetings would 
be removed altogether.  

We feel that the different perceptions of Partners and Communities Together and Neighbourhood 
Group meetings should be taken into account by all partners when promoting the re-launched 
meetings process.  Communications about the re-launch of the process, particularly in those 
areas where the two meetings take place together, will need to be carefully designed to meet 
these different perceptions if all partners are to reassure residents that local public meetings will 
continue to take place.
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We RECOMMEND that there should be small, local budgets for each of the re-launched 
Partners and Communities Together groups which could be spent at the discretion of the 
group.

In previous years budgets were made available to Neighbourhood Group meetings, though were 
removed in the mid-2000s.  (For further information about the Neighbourhood Groups budgets 
please refer to Appendix A, p 74 and pp 16-17).  These budgets were removed because of the 
additional expenditure incurred through managing local budgets and the potential for funds to be 
allocated to activities which did not correspond with the needs of the majority of residents living 
in that area.

However, we believe that the reintroduction of local budgets for the re-launched Partners and 
Communities Together process would be justifiable.  This would include introducing a local 
budget for a Partners and Communities Together meeting in Feckenham.  Firstly, we are 
anticipating that savings would be made through the discontinuation of the Neighbourhood 
Groups and re-launch of the Partners and Communities Together process.  We feel that a 
portion of these savings could be allocated to small local budgets for each of the re-launched 
groups.  We do not feel that it would be appropriate for us to specify the size of these local 
budgets.  This would be subject to the outcome of negotiations between partner organisations for 
the re-launched process and to the savings made by the Council following the discontinuation of 
the Neighbourhood Groups process.

Secondly, numerous residents raised the possibility of reintroducing local meeting budgets which 
they concurred would be a positive development.  Indeed, many residents commented during the 
consultation process that local meeting budgets, if spent appropriately, could be utilised to 
enhance the potential of local meetings to deliver constructive outcomes.  
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We recognise that there may be some concerns about the potential for the spending of the 
budgets to be allocated to projects which might not be delivered within that ward.  To address 
these concerns we suggest that it might be appropriate to specifically state in the protocol for the 
re-launched Partners and Communities Together process that the budgets would need to be 
responsibly managed and allocated only to projects delivered within that area.  Moreover, there 
would need to be evidence that the allocation of funds to a particular project or activity would 
have the wider support of the local community.
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We RECOMMEND that the Neighbourhood Groups also be replaced with a further variety 
of methods that will enable Redditch Borough Council to inform and consult more 
effectively with local residents

As we have stated throughout this report we believe that the Neighbourhood Groups no longer 
effectively fulfil their purpose to: inform residents about Council business; engage citizens in 
service delivery and policy development; and consult over developments in service delivery and 
local decision making.  However, we recognise that Council engagement processes, including 
public meetings in the form of re-launched Partners and communities Together groups, remain 
important.  We believe that the Council’s engagement role can more effectively be fulfilled using 
alternative consultation methods, which are detailed in recommendations 3a-h below.  It is 
important to note that whilst some of these recommendations encourage the Council to utilise IT 
facilities to engage with residents we recognise that not all residents have access to the internet.  
The recommendations relating to use of IT facilities should be viewed as only one part of a 
package of measures, which also include face to face contact and the provision of written 
information using traditional media sources, which are designed to encourage more effective 
consultation.

We RECOMMEND that the Council should publish quarterly editions of Redditch Matters 
during the year to inform residents about local public services, activities and Council 
business

Redditch Matters, the Redditch Borough Council magazine, was reintroduced for publication in 
2009, following a number of years when it had not been possible to produce the publication.  (For 
further information about Redditch Matters please refer to the Communications Task and Finish 
Group’s Final Report, (April, 2008).  Three editions of the magazine were scheduled for
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publication in 2009: a spring; a summer and an autumn/winter edition.  Each edition contained 
information about Council business, developments in service delivery, local initiatives, activities 
and projects.  We feel that Redditch Matters is therefore a useful publication as it represents an 
effective tool for informing residents about local matters.

We are suggesting that an extra edition of Redditch Matters should be published every year.  
This would correspond with the four seasons of the year and would ensure that the Council could 
target the information contained within those publications to suit the particular needs of residents 
during those seasons.  We do not feel that it would be appropriate to produce further copies of 
the magazine as we have been advised that this could place the Council’s magazine in direct 
competition with the local newspapers.  This competition, we feel, would contradict Redditch 
Borough Council’s stated commitment to supporting economic development in the Borough as 
we recognise that the economic climate and developments in online communications have 
impacted on the financial position of local newspapers.

Some concerns were expressed by residents that the introduction of a further copy of Redditch 
Matters would be expensive and that it would be more cost effective to pay for a regular feature 
to appear in a local newspaper to communicate Council news. However, we believe that this 
alternative option would be very expensive as it costs approximately £400 per week to purchase 
article space in the local newspapers, which would be equivalent to into £41,600 per year.  By 
contrast the costs involved in publishing Redditch Matters are much smaller at £4,634 for the 
Spring edition, £3,787 for the summer edition and £2,574 for the autumn/winter edition (For 
further information about the costs involved in producing Redditch Matters please refer to 
Appendix B p 75).  
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To an extent the costs involved in publishing Redditch Matters will vary according to the amount 
of advertising space which is purchased by external organisations.  We recognise that this can 
be affected by fluctuations in the economy and therefore it would not be possible to estimate the 
exact costs involved in publishing an extra edition of the magazine.  However, we believe that 
the costs incurred by the Council to produce an additional copy of Redditch Matters will be 
similar to the costs incurred to produce one of the existing editions of the magazine.   

During the Neighbourhood Group meetings in October 2009 many of the residents we consulted 
expressed support for Redditch Matters on the basis that it was very informative.  However, 
some residents suggested that the publication could focus more on future events and activities.  
Indeed, Redditch Matters could be used to inform residents about the pre-programmed dates of 
Partners and Communities Together meetings.  Moreover, a number of residents commented 
that they had not received free copies of Redditch Matters and they therefore felt disenfranchised  
In order to justify investment in an additional copy of Redditch Matters we urge the Council to 
listen to these comments and to address these concerns when producing future editions of the 
magazine.

We RECOMMEND that Redditch Borough Council should continue to host road shows 
throughout the Borough.

During the course of 2009 Redditch Borough Council has launched a new consultation initiative 
in the form of local road shows.  Road shows are attended by Councillors and senior Council 
Officers and typically take place in prominent locations within a ward.  Road shows provide 
members of the public with an opportunity to meet face to face with their local Councillors and

Neighbourhood Groups Task and Finish Group

Recommendation 
Three b

48



Recommendation 
Three – Further 

Information  
Recommendation 

Three b

1

representatives of other local public service organisations.  This is important as the feedback we 
have received from residents regarding the discontinuation of the Neighbourhood Group 
meetings and the re-launch of the Partners and Communities Together process has 
demonstrated that many residents value having an opportunity to resolve issues through face to 
face contact with local officials.  The road shows have also proved to be an important 
communications tool for the Council, as residents have been informed about key strategic 
developments that are taking place at the local level.

To date road shows have taken place in Astwood Bank, Batchley, Church Hill, Headless Cross 
and Winyates and it is anticipated that further road shows will take place in other parts of the 
Borough in due course.  The financial costs involved in delivering the road shows have been 
limited and the estimated cost of delivering each road show has been £250.  Initial start-up costs 
of £400 were incurred through investment in two pull up displays, although these displays have 
been utilised at consecutive road show events.  In addition, for each road show there have been 
direct costs incurred, for example to pay for the production of survey forms which are distributed 
during the road shows.  Council Officers are not paid allowances for attending road shows, 
though they can claim time off in lieu which inevitably has an indirect cost attached.

Hundreds of people have attended the road shows, have completed Council surveys and have 
agreed to provide their contact details for use in future Council consultation exercises.  It will not 
be possible to provide an accurate assessment of the number of people who have participated in 
the road show events, their views of Council services or the levels of satisfaction within local 
communities until an analysis of the data obtained during the road shows, which is currently 
being undertaken, has been completed by Officers.  However, we believe this demonstrates both
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that the participants valued the road shows as a worthwhile exercise and that there is interest 
amongst residents in being involved in future consultation exercises. 

We discussed our proposal that the Council should continue to deliver road shows with many of 
the residents who attended the October round of Neighbourhood Group meetings.  The 
overwhelming majority of residents provided positive feedback about the road shows.  Indeed, in 
many areas residents questioned when they would have an opportunity to attend a road show in 
their own ward and where these road shows might take place.  Moreover, in the completed 
feedback forms which we received from residents 28/85 responders indicated that they would be 
keen to participate in future road show events.  

On balance we feel that there is popular support for the road shows, that the road shows 
represent value for money, that the road shows provide the Council with an effective mechanism 
for consulting with the public and that they should therefore continue to be delivered across the 
Borough.

We RECOMMEND that Redditch Borough Council should embrace the Worcestershire 
Viewpoint Citizens Panel and use every opportunity to work with the Panel to consult with 
residents over local issues.

Citizens Panels are representative panels of the local population which are designed to help local 
authorities consult with and listen to comments from local residents.  Worcestershire County 
Council has managed County Citizens Panels for a number of years, though has also managed 
a bespoke district level Citizens Panel for Worcester City Council.  This year, Worcestershire 
County Council together with Redditch Borough Council, four of the other district Councils based 
in the County and other partner organisations have launched a Joint Worcestershire Citizens
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Panel which will be known as the Worcestershire Viewpoint.  Two to three times a year members 
of the panel will be sent copies of a survey to complete, though may also be asked to answer a 
number of additional questions focussing on local issues.  The information provided by members 
of the panel will be collated and analysed by the Research and Intelligence Unit at 
Worcestershire County Council and the outcomes of this analysis will be reported to the partners 
involved in the initiative.

The Worcestershire Viewpoint Citizens Panel will cost £50,000 to operate each year.  The 
majority of these costs will contribute to funding Officer posts to support the research process at 
Worcestershire County Council, though there will also be expenditure on paperwork and on the 
work involved in securing a representative sample of the local population to act as members of 
the Citizens Panel.  It is anticipated that eventually there will be approximately 6,000 members of 
the Panel who would be selected for membership through a random sampling process.  
Membership is designed to reflect the diversity of the local population and will involve 
representation from across the County.  It is anticipated that up to 1,000 of the members will 
reside within Redditch Borough.

As a group we feel that the Citizens Panel process represents an excellent opportunity to consult 
with local residents and we did consider recommending the introduction of a bespoke Redditch 
Borough Council Citizens Panel.  However, the current joint initiative is considered excellent 
value for money for Redditch Borough Council, which is contributing £5,000 towards the 
operation costs.  Furthermore, through discussions with relevant Officers it quickly became 
apparent that Redditch Borough Council lacks both the resources and the expertise to deliver 
a bespoke Redditch Citizens Panel effectively.  The creation of a bespoke Redditch Citizens 
Panel could lead to some duplication of the work undertaken by the joint panel.  We therefore 
have concluded that a Redditch Citizens Panel would not represent value for money.
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Many residents who have been consulted regarding our proposals have expressed an interest in 
the Worcestershire Viewpoint Citizens Panel.  Indeed, 23/85 of the residents who responded to 
our enquiries in writing expressed an interest in participating in future Citizens Panel initiatives.  
We believe that this support demonstrates that the Council should work closely with all the 
partners that have agreed to participate in the Worcestershire Viewpoint to ensure that this joint 
citizens panel initiative is successful.  Furthermore, we believe that the Council should take 
advantage of the potential to consult with such a large number of residents through the Citizens 
Panel by ensuring that important strategic issues are the subject of the local questions that will 
form part of the consultation process.   

We RECOMMEND that the Council should promote web based systems, such as the 
Worcestershire Hub and FixMyStreet, that can be utilised to resolve residents’ individual 
issues.

Many residents are unable to attend public meetings for a variety of reasons.  We recognise that 
these residents may still have concerns about their local communities which they would 
otherwise raise during a public meeting.  For some of these residents it may be convenient to 
resolve those issues by referring their concerns to either the Worcestershire Hub or to the 
website FixMyStreet for action.  Indeed, in 2009 70% of households in the Country now have 
access to the internet.  For many residents communication with the Council using web based 
facilities may be more convenient than other forms of contact.

FixMyStreet is an external website which was established by the charity mySociety in 2007 to 
help people to view, discuss or report local problems to their Council.  The resident reports the 
issue to the website which then forwards their report on to the relevant local authority.  The 
Council responds to the report in the usual way that the local authority would deal with any query
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or complaint.  The benefits to the resident of using this facility are that the reporting process, 
which some residents can find complicated and stressful, is handled for them.  The resident can 
also track progress on the FixMyStreet website in response to the issue they have raised.  
Furthermore, there are a number of highly detailed maps on the FixMyStreet website.  By 
referring to these maps residents can clarify the exact location of a particular problem that may 
be affecting them or their community.  

The FixMyStreet facility is already used by some residents and 29/85 of the residents who 
returned completed copies of our survey indicated that they would be inclined to utilise the 
website to consult with the Council over local problems.  We feel that this demonstrates that if 
the facility was promoted to a wider audience a large number of residents might make use of the 
FixMyStreet website to report issues of concern.

The Worcestershire Hub is an initiative which is operated by all the local authorities that are 
based in Worcestershire.  The Worcestershire Hub was established in 2005 and was designed to 
improve residents’ access to local public services.  Residents contact the hub by email or 
through a telephone call and report an issue for action.  This item is then referred to the relevant 
service area for action.  The benefits of the Worcestershire Hub are that it should enable 
residents to report issues directly to their local authorities for action.

Unfortunately, during the course of our consultation exercise a number of concerns were 
expressed by residents about the effectiveness of the Worcestershire Hub.  Only 18/85 residents 
suggested that they would be willing to make use of the Worcestershire Hub to engage with 
Redditch  Borough Council.  More frequently, residents expressed dissatisfaction with the Hub.  
There were reports that residents were required to wait for long periods of time before they could 
speak to a contact at the Hub.  In addition, many residents reported that they received no 
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feedback after reporting items to the Hub and they were not aware that any action had been 
taken to address the issue they had reported.  

The problems with the Worcestershire Hub have been recognised by the local authorities that 
are based in Worcestershire.  In recent months a review of the Worcestershire Hub has been 
launched by Worcestershire County Council Scrutiny process.  We are hopeful that the 
Councillors who undertake this scrutiny exercise will make recommendations that will help to 
address the current problems with the Worcestershire Hub.  Indeed, we believe that, when 
working effectively, the Worcestershire Hub has the potential to help residents to resolve local 
problems and so should continue to be promoted.

We RECOMMEND that the Council should use social networking devices to inform and 
consult with residents in appropriate circumstances. 

It has traditionally proved difficult for Councils to engage with younger people living within their 
authority boundaries.  This is unfortunate as the younger generation represent the future, both 
nationally and locally.  We feel that they should be kept appraised of local events and strategic 
developments just as much as representatives of older generations.  We believe that one of the 
best ways that Redditch Borough Council improve its ability to engage with young people would 
be to make use of social networking devices.

There are a variety of social networking mechanisms which we think the Council could use.  
Some devices are more appropriate to use to inform people about activities and opportunities 
whilst other devices can be used to engage with residents.  The particular benefits and 
management implications of each social networking device are detailed below.
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i) We believe that the information provided by young people at a meeting of the Student 
Council on 11th November 2009 clearly demonstrates that young people would be willing to 
engage with the Council if this could be conducted using social networking devices.   The 
Student Councillors were unanimous in their view that the Council should use Facebook to 
communicate with residents over local developments.  They suggested that this should be 
undertaken through the creation of a Council Facebook Group which could be joined by 
other Facebook members to keep them informed of events and strategic changes. The 
Student Councillors also suggested that the Council could consult with young people using 
Facebook by developing surveys or applications which could be completed by Facebook
members.

We have been advised by the Council’s IT Services Manager that there are some potential 
difficulties involved in utilising social networking sites to engage with people.  Members of 
social networking sites can post comments on the profiles of friends and groups with which 
they have connections.  The Council would not be able to control the content of these 
comments and there is the potential that some individuals could post inappropriate material 
which might have a detrimental impact on the reputation of the Council.  In most situations it 
would be possible for relevant Officers to remove that material quickly, but this would not be 
possible during the course of a weekend or during bank holiday periods.  

Access to social networking sites at the Council would also need to be carefully managed.  
Many organisations, including Redditch Borough Council, do not provide employees with 
access to social networking sites.  This situation arose following a number of high profile 
cases where employees at external organisations spent a significant number of hours 
accessing personal profiles on social networking sites during office hours.  Managers would 
need to be aware of this potential for the abuse of the system and effective mechanisms
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would need to be devised to ensure that social networking sites were accessed for legitimate 
work purposes.  We feel that it should be possible to address these concerns.  Officers may want 
to liaise with representatives of local authorities where social networking sites are currently 
utilised to learn about the systems they have introduced to manage this process.

ii) SMS text messaging is another form of social networking which can be used by individuals to 
communicate with other people.  SMS text messaging is a particularly popular communications 
tool amongst young people.  There is a limit to the number of characters that can be included in 
any one text message, though the limit varies between phones.  Many people use a specific form 
of abbreviated language, often referred to as ‘text speak’, to communicate with others.  Text 
messages are useful tools for informing individuals about local activities and opportunities.  Due 
to the limited number of characters contained in any one text message it would not be suitable to 
use text messaging to consult with people over key strategic developments as it would not be 
possible to provide the level of detail required.  However, text messaging could be used to inform 
residents about opportunities to get involved in consultation activities and where to access 
further information.

There are some potential problems which would need to be addressed if the Council was to 
utilise SMS text messaging to communicate with residents.  In order to send text messages the 
Council would need to develop a database of mobile telephone numbers.  Permission would 
need to be obtained, including parental permission for use of children’s personal details, in order 
to consult with individuals using SMS text messages.  Access to this database would need to be 
carefully managed, in particular to ensure that contacts were not overwhelmed by efforts to 
undertake consultation.  
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iii) Originally we envisaged that Twitter would be the main form of social networking that we 
would recommend for use by the Council to inform residents about local activities.  The benefits 
of Twitter are that there is a limit to the amount of information which can be incorporated into any 
one Twitter posting, or Tweet, of 140 characters.  Due to this limited number of characters it 
would not be suitable to utilise Twitter to consult with residents over strategic developments as it 
would not be possible to provide the necessary detail in a Tweet.  Instead, Twitter has been 
successfully utilised by local authorities, such as Trafford Borough Council, to inform residents 
about local developments, such as planning applications.  Indeed, we have been advised that in 
Trafford whilst the number of comments posted in response to a planning application remained 
similar to the number of responses that would otherwise have been received there was evidence 
that a greater number of individuals had accessed information about individual planning 
applications than had occurred under the Council’s previous system.  We feel that this 
demonstrates that in suitable circumstances there is the potential, through using Twitter, for 
Council’s to engage with a wider audience.

We have been made aware that there are some limitations to the use of Twitter.  Presently there 
are only 3 million regular users of Twitter globally, though there is the potential for this number to 
increase.  (At the time of writing there was no figure available for the number of Twitter users 
who live and work in Redditch).  A number of residents, during our consultation process 
expressed concerns that few people utilised Twitter and that it might be a passing trend.  
Moreover, we consulted with the Student Councillors over the potential for Twitter to be used to 
enhance the Council’s ability to engage with young people.  The Student Councillors were 
similarly sceptical and they commented that none of them made use of Twitter nor were they 
aware of many people from their generation using the social networking facility.   
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However, we feel that on balance there is real potential to make use of Twitter to inform 
residents about local activities and opportunities and we therefore urge the Council to consider 
utilising this social networking device.  Indeed, we believe that the importance of Twitter as a 
communications tool will increase year on year as we anticipate that the level of usage, both 
nationally and locally, will increase over the next few years.  To address any ongoing concerns 
about the benefits to the local authority and local residents of using Twitter to communicate we 
would suggest that the impact of Twitter should be particularly closely monitored.  (For further 
information about monitoring arrangements please refer to pp 67-68).  

We recognise that use of social networking sites by the Council will have financial implications.  
The exact financial costs to the Council involved in using social networking facilities are difficult 
to calculate as costs will vary in accordance with the salary scale of the Officers apportioned 
responsibility for this work.  It is possible to estimate though that duties would involve Officers 
spending time: posting messages on social networking sites; monitoring and responding to 
messages posted by other members of the site; and removing inappropriate material posted by 
other users.  Moreover, managers would need to allocate time to monitoring use of social 
networking sites by staff to ensure that there was no abuse of access to the system.  Therefore, 
the prioritisation of this work by some Officers could result in a significant level of indirect costs 
being allocated to supporting consultation through social networking.  However, we believe that 
the benefits of social networking, in terms of the enhanced potential to consult with a more 
diverse range of residents, particularly younger people, would make this expenditure worthwhile.
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We RECOMMEND that the use of Councillor Calls for Action be promoted so that it can be 
used to resolve local neighbourhood issues.

Councillor Calls for Action were introduced in the Local Government and Public Involvement in 
Health Act 2007 and came into force on 1st April 2009.  The Councillor Calls for Action process 
was designed to enhance the role of local Councillors to enable them to take a lead in resolving 
issues of concern to neighbourhoods in their ward.  Councillors leading a Councillor Call for 
Action are expected to work in partnership with relevant organisations to resolve an issue of 
concern.  As a last resort, if it is not possible for the Councillor to resolve the issue in partnership 
with other agencies, there is an expectation that the issue will be referred to the Council’s 
Overview and Scrutiny Committee for further consideration.  To date there has been one 
Councillor Call for Action in Redditch, though this has not resulted in a scrutiny exercise.

We feel that Councillor Calls for Action represent an opportunity to help resolve some of the 
intractable problems that have been raised consistently at Neighbourhood Group meetings over 
a number of years.  We feel that frequently it has not proved possible for the Council to resolve 
those issues because, at Neighbourhood Group meetings, Council Officers and Councillors have 
been working in isolation to try to resolve problems.  Often the issues that have been consistently 
raised have been complex, cross-cutting issues which require action from a variety of 
organisations if a resolution is to be achieved.  Through leading a Councillor Call for Action a 
Councillor should be able to work in partnership with all relevant bodies, which may include 
public, private and third sector organisations, to address an issue.
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One of the key aspects of the Councillor Calls for Action process is that built into the function is 
recognition that it is not always possible to resolve a problem. In cases where a Councillor Call 
for Action resulted in a scrutiny exercise and it was concluded that the issue could not be 
resolved a report would be produced for public consideration.  Whilst the outcome might not 
prove to be satisfactory, this would ensure that all interested parties were kept appraised of the 
action that had been taken to address an issue and of the reasons for the outcome that had been 
reached.  

As the system was introduced following legislative changes all Councils are required to have 
Councillor Calls for Action process.  Under these circumstances we are not asking the Council to 
approve use of Councillor Calls for Action because we are already obliged to do so.  Indeed, 
Redditch Borough Council has approved a process for Councillor Calls for Action in the Borough.  
(Please use the following URL address to view a copy of this process):

http://www.redditchbc.gov.uk/democracy/Published/C00000200/M00000495/AI00003001/$Coun
cillorCallforactiondraftguide150709.docA.ps.pdf

However, we are concerned that awareness of Councillor Calls for Action is limited both within 
the Council, amongst our partner organisations and within the wider community.  We feel that 
there is so much potential for Councillor Calls for Action to address long-term problems that this 
situation should be addressed and the process should be promoted more widely to increase 
awareness so that it is used to best effect.
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We RECOMMEND that more effort should be made by the Council to advertise the fact 
that residents should resolve individual issues through direct contact with Councillors, 
Officers and the One-Stop-Shops.

As a Group we are concerned that many residents are waiting until they attend local public 
meetings before raising individual concerns.  The aim of re-launched Partners and communities 
Together meetings, (and indeed of the Neighbourhood Groups and existing Partners and 
Communities Together meetings), will be to address issues of concern to the local community, 
not to any one individual.  We recognise that it remains important for the Council and partner 
organisations to address individual’s problems but we feel that this could be better achieved if 
residents were to directly report their concerns to a Councillor, Council Officer, Police Officer or 
to a member of staff at one of the Council’s One Stop Shops.

Councillor contact details are currently displayed on the Redditch Borough Council and 
Worcestershire County Council websites for both Borough and County Councillors respectively.  
Contact details are also displayed in Redditch Town Hall and in the Council’s One Stop Shops.  
Furthermore, residents can contact the Town Hall to obtain the contact details for their local 
Councillor.  However, at a number of the Neighbourhood Group meetings residents commented 
that they were not familiar with the identities of their local Councillors and did not have access to 
their Councillor’s contact details.  
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We feel that it is important for residents to have access to their Councillors and that further work 
might need to be undertaken to identify more effective ways to promote the identities and contact 
details for local Councillors to their constituents.  In particular, Redditch Matters could be used 
more effectively to promote Councillors’ contact details.  Currently there is a page devoted to 
Councillor contact details but this consists of plain text and is confined to the back of the 
magazine.  We believe that this is not eye catching and is unlikely to attract the attention of many 
Councillors.  Instead, we feel that it would be more effective to incorporate the ‘Meet Your 
Councillors’ information sheet into Redditch Matters so that residents can view both their 
Councillors’ contact details and a picture that would enable them to identify their Councillors.  

Officers’ contact details are not widely published on the internet or in public forums.  However, it 
is possible for residents to report individual concerns to relevant Officers.  Residents can contact 
the Town Hall and ask to speak to Officers working in a relevant service area to report their 
problem.  Alternatively, reports can be referred to relevant Officers by residents through the 
Worcestershire Hub.  (For further information about the Worcestershire Hub please refer to pp 
52-54).  

Officers and Councillors can only start to work to address a problem if they have been informed 
that there is a problem to address.  By waiting until a local meeting takes place delays occur 
which can lead to dissatisfactory outcomes for both residents and the Council.  We therefore feel 
that it would benefit both residents, the Council and the Council’s partner organisations if 
residents were more actively encouraged to report issues directly to Councillors, Officers and the 
One Stop Shops.
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We RECOMMEND that the Council should work in equal partnership with the Police and 
other local agencies to advertise Street Briefings and Environment Visual Audits to local 
residents.

Street Briefings and Environment Visual Audits are two of the consultation methods which form 
part of the Partners and Communities Together process.  Street Briefings involve representatives 
of different public

service organisations visiting particular streets to identify and discuss with residents who live on 
those streets any problems they may have.  Environment Visual Audits, which are also known as 
walkabouts and Estate Inspections, differ slightly in that they involve representatives of relevant 
public services working to address problems that have been previously raised either by residents 
or by service providers who have observed problems when undertaking their duties.  The 
difference between the two processes is that the Street Briefings are more proactive and informal 
as there may be no prior evidence that there are particular problems in those areas to address.

We recognise that there may be some concern within the Council about the need to ensure that 
the implementation of Environment Visual Audits and Street Briefings is manageable, which 
might lead to the introduction of timetables for implementing these processes and to the planning 
of priority areas to address during these exercises.  However, as a signatory to the Redditch 
Sustainable Community Strategy, Redditch Borough Council is committed to a vision for 
‘Redditch to be successful and vibrant with sustainable communities built on partnership and 
shared responsibility’.  We therefore believe that in order for Street Briefings and Environment 
Visual Audits to work effectively they should be collectively organised by all relevant partner 
agencies. 
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A number of Street Briefings and Environment Visual Audits have already been undertaken in 
various parts of the Borough.  These have helped to identify and address diverse problems 
including: anti-social behaviour; fly-tipping; and animal welfare issues.  There is some evidence 
of public support for both mechanisms, with 22/85 residents who returned completed feedback 
forms indicating that they would be willing to participate in Environment Visual Audits and Street 
Briefings to engage with the Council and the Council’s partner organisations.  

Furthermore, during the course of a meeting of Feckenham Parish Council the Parish Councillors 
indicated that the implementation of an Environment Visual Audit might be the most appropriate 
way to introduce the Partners and Communities Together process to the parish.  Indeed, they felt 
that this might be a more effective way to attract residents to start working with partner 
organisations than local public meetings.

However, we are concerned that there is limited awareness of Environment Visual Audits and 
Street Briefings within the Council, among a number of the Council’s partner organisations and 
significantly amongst residents.  This concern is shared by West Mercia Police Officers who 
have suggested that leaflets or other promotional materials might need to be developed to 
increase awareness of both Street Briefings and Environment Visual Audits across the Borough.  
Furthermore, during the course of many of the Neighbourhood Group meetings we attended 
residents remarked that they had not previously been aware of the existence of either of these 
activities.  Under these circumstances we feel that it is important for the Council to work closely 
with partner organisations to promote the potential benefits of participating in Street Briefings and 
Environment Visual Audits more widely.
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We RECOMMEND that Redditch Borough Council should continue to seek ways to better 
engage and consult with a more diverse range of residents.

During the course of our review it has become clear that consultation processes are constantly 
evolving and measures which may have effectively enabled the Council to inform, engage and 
consult with residents at one time might no longer be effective a few years later.  We believe that 
increasingly developments in technology, particularly information technology, will enable people 
to develop new tools which will facilitate more efficient and convenient forms of communication.  
The Council needs to be able to respond to these changes so that it can make use of new 
opportunities as and when they arise.  This will ensure that the Council continues to remain 
familiar with the needs of our communities and will enhance the local authority’s ability to comply 
with the responsibilities set out in the duty to involve.

In addition, throughout the course of our review we have been acutely aware that at present the 
Council is not effectively engaging with a representative sample of the local population. 
Representatives from all communities should be engaged in consultation processes to ensure 
that the varying needs and interests of the different people who live in the Borough can be 
addressed.  We recognise that the introduction of the Redditch Community Forum has helped 
the Council to reach a wider audience. (For further information about the Redditch Community 
Forum please refer to pp 69-70).  However, we feel that there is always room for improvement
and this effort to engage with a more diverse selection of the population needs to be embedded 
within wider consultation initiatives undertaken by the Council.
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Finally, we feel strongly that by working closely with the Council’s partner organisations it may be 
possible to develop mechanisms that will enable all partners to more effectively inform, engage 
and consult with local residents.  By working with our partners we can share ideas, pool 
resources and utilise consultation mechanisms that may have already been successfully piloted 
by one organisation.  This should ultimately improve levels of engagement between 
organisations delivering public services and local residents.
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We RECOMMEND that the Council should have a robust monitoring system in place to 
assess the effectiveness of each of the mechanisms used to inform, engage and consult 
with local residents 

In the current economic climate there are scarce resources available to local authorities and their 
partner organisations and this situation is set to continue for the foreseeable future.  Public 
service organisations must ensure that public spending addresses local needs and leads to the 
best possible outcomes for local communities.  In this context we believe that any mechanisms 
which are utilised by the Council to inform, engage and consult with residents should be robustly 
monitored to ensure that they remain fit for purpose.  

The impact and implementation of our recommendations, if approved, will be monitored by the 
Redditch Overview and Scrutiny Committee in due course.  However, the scrutiny monitoring 
process is limited to one or two meetings.  We feel that robust, standard monitoring 
arrangements will also be required in the long-term to review the ongoing effectiveness of all the 
consultation measures utilised by the Council.  Indeed, we understand that there has been no 
standard system in place to monitor the effectiveness of the Neighbourhood Groups.  Instead, 
the impact of the groups on local communities has been assessed on an ad hoc basis and we 
believe this prevented the Council from taking action to address the problems with the 
Neighbourhood Groups at an earlier date.  We are anxious to ensure that this does not recur in 
future years and therefore urge the Council to introduce robust monitoring arrangements to 
ensure that similar problems do not emerge when operating alternative consultation 
mechanisms.
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As a group we believe that if there is robust monitoring of the effectiveness of the alternative 
consultation measures we have outlined in our report any problems could be identified and 
addressed at an early stage.  In some circumstances monitoring would enable the Council to 
identify mechanisms which are not enhancing the organisation’s ability to engage and consult 
with local communities.  Based on the evidence obtained through monitoring these processes 
the decision could then be made to cease implementation of any functions considered 
ineffective.  
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We RECOMMEND that the Community Forum and similar groups which engage and 
consult with local residents should report to the Executive Committee 

The Redditch Community Forum was established in January 2009.  The Forum is managed by 
the Council, though the membership of the forum comprises representatives from local Voluntary 
and Community Sector organisations.  There are also a number of Community Forum Sub-
Groups which focus on the needs of particular groups living within the Borough.  Anybody can 
become a member of the Community Forum or one of the Sub-Groups by attending a meeting of 
the forum or by contacting the Redditch Strategy and Partnerships Assistant to arrange 
membership.    

The Community Forum was designed to act as a critical friend to Redditch Borough Council in 
relation to equalities issues.  Members of the Community Forum are consulted over the 
development of local strategies and policy changes as a standard part of the Council’s 
consultation process.  This consultation addresses the equalities implications of those strategies 
and policies. The Community Forum and the Sub-Groups enable the Council to report Council 
issues to the community as well as provide the community with an opportunity to report their 
concerns for the Council’s consideration.

We believe that the Community Forum is an important initiative, particularly as it allows the 
Council to interact with groups who have traditionally proved hard to reach.  However, we have 
some concerns about the current operation of the Community Forum.  We feel that work needs 
to be undertaken to strengthen the governance arrangements for the forum.  Indeed, we feel that 
there needs to be greater transparency in relation to the work of the Community Forum and the
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contribution that the forum makes to policy development at the Council.  

We believe that the governance arrangements of the Redditch Community Forum should be 
organised so that the Community Forum reports directly to the Council’s Executive Committee.  
Meetings of the Executive Committee are open to public attendance and minutes of Executive 
Committee meetings are published on the Council’s website for the consideration of members of 
the public.  In this context, all interested parties could view information about the contribution that 
has been made by the forum to policy development and local decision making*.  

As a group we also believe that other public meetings, where residents are consulted over 
service developments and changes to local policies, should have an opportunity to report directly 
to the Executive Committee.  This could include the re-launched Partners and Communities 
Together meetings if, during a meeting, residents approved a number of recommendations 
relating to a particular service or policy.  Through this process the importance of these public 
meetings in relation to local decision making would be enhanced and this might encourage more 
residents to participate in local meetings.

*In exceptional circumstances Executive Committee meetings are held in confidential session.  For further 
information about rules pertaining to confidential sessions of Committee meetings please view the Redditch Borough 
Council Constitution using the following URL address: http://redditch.whub.org.uk/cms/council-and-
democracy/councillors-and-committees/redditch-constitution.aspx
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We RECOMMEND that the Council should have a central electronic database which can 
be used for the purposes of consultation with key partners in the Borough.

During the course of our review it became clear that there was no central database of contact 
details for residents which could be utilised for consultation purposes by Council departments.  
Instead, there are currently a number of different contact lists which are used for specific 
purposes, such as the distribution list for the Neighbourhood Groups process.  Access to these 
distribution lists is not provided across the Council but rather to Officers working in specific 
service areas (The Committee Services team have access to the Neighbourhood Groups 
distribution list).

We feel that this situation is untenable in an environment where the duty to involve requires local 
authorities to actively engage with local representatives over Council business wherever 
appropriate.  Moreover, we believe the number of residents who provided their contact details for 
use in future consultation processes during the course of the 2009 road shows clearly 
demonstrated that there was some willingness amongst residents to engage with the Council. 

A central electronic database could amalgamate the contact details from the different distribution 
lists to create a larger distribution list.  We recognise that if this action was to be approved it 
would need to be undertaken in accordance with data protection rules set out in the Data 
Protection Act 1998.  The residents on each of the existing distribution lists would need to be 
contacted to obtain permission for their details to be included on a corporate electronic database.  
The details for any resident who did not provide permission would need to be removed. 
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We recognise that any central database would also need to be carefully managed.   Contact 
details should only be accessed for the purposes which have been permitted by the resident or 
business contact.  Moreover, access to personal contact details for consultation purposes should 
be appropriately managed to ensure that there is no abusive use of personal contact details or 
for residents to feel overwhelmed by Council engagement processes.

We believe that the method which is used to manage use of the contact details provided during 
the road show events is an effective model: a senior Officer, in consultation with the Leader of 
the Council, manages access to the data.  We would suggest that this would also be the ideal 
model for managing access to the data that would be contained on a central electronic database 
of contact details.
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Councils are increasingly required to strengthen the methods they use to communicate and 
consult with residents and to ensure that these methods represent value for money for both the 
organisation and the communities they serve.  Locality authorities are also encouraged to work in 
partnership with other public service organisations to address the many complex and cross-
cutting problems facing local communities.  In this context we feel that the continuing existence 
of the Neighbourhood Groups cannot be justified.  

As a Group we believe that Redditch Borough Council must ensure that the methods it uses to 
inform, engage and consult with residents are fit for purpose both for the present and for the 
future.  We have come to the conclusion that alternative mechanisms would enable the Council, 
together with the Council’s partner organisations, to more effectively interact with residents than 
the Neighbourhood Groups.  Indeed we feel that the alternative arrangements we have proposed 
will be more cost effective and widely appreciated by a more diverse section of the local 
community.

We commend our report to you and urge all partners to approve our recommendations.
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Neighbourhood Groups Task and Finish Group

Full Year Budget
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1 Committee
Attendance

2 Hire of Premises

3 Central Printing

4 Office Consumables

5 Franking Machine

6 Publicity and
Promotion

7 Miscellanaeous
Expenses

8 Central Support
Services

Description Full Year Budget

1) Committee Attendance £2,000

2) Hire of Premises £1,000

3) Central Printing £4,500

4) Office Consumables £150

5) Franking Machine £2,000

6) Publicity and Promotion £6,500

7) Miscellaneous Expenses £2,370

8) Central Support Services £43,690

Total £62,210

Redditch Neighbourhood Groups Budget 2009/10
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Neighbourhood Groups Task and Finish Group
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Neighbourhood Groups Task and Finish Group

Response Number of 

‘respondents’

Strongly agree 28

Agree 37

Neither agree or disagree 11

Disagree 2

Strongly disagree 4

N/A 3

Total 85

To what extent do you agree with our proposal to replace 
Neighbourhood Groups with re-launched and enhanced PACT 

meetings?

28

37

11
2 4 3

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor
disagree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

N/A
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In July 2009 all Borough Councillors, County Councillors, Police Officers, Lead Officers, 
Support Officers and Committee Administration Officers involved in delivering the 
Neighbourhood Groups were invited to complete a questionnaire.  This questionnaire was 
designed to provide further information about how effectively the Neighbourhood Groups 
were operating.

The following questions were contained within this questionnaire:

1) What do you think should be the purpose of the Neighbourhood Group meetings?
2) What are the strengths of the current Neighbourhood Groups process?  (Please refer to the 

Neighbourhood Group with which you are involved).
3) What are the weaknesses of the current Neighbourhood Groups process?  (Please refer to 

the Neighbourhood Group with which you are involved).
4) What would improve the Neighbourhood Groups in your opinion?
5) Do you feel that Neighbourhood Group meetings are taking place frequently enough?  

(Please provide an explanation for your answer).
6) Do you think that the Neighbourhood Groups in their current form represent value for 

money? (Please provide an explanation for your answer).  How much do you think the 
Neighbourhood Groups cost to run each year?

7) What do you think is the difference between Neighbourhood Groups and PACT (Partners 
and Communities Together) meetings?

8) Please detail any other thoughts you may have about the Neighbourhood Groups process.

Questionnaire -
Questions
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Inspector Ian Joseph
PC Fergus Green

Councillor Carole Gandy – Conservative Group Leader
Councillor Malcolm Hall – Liberal Democrat Group Leader
Councillor Bill Hartnett – Labour Group Leader

Ashley Baldwin – Planning Assistant / Economic Development Unit Assistant
Emma Clark – Community Safety Analyst
Sue Hanley – Deputy Chief Executive
Angie Heighway – Head of Strategy and Partnerships
Lynn Jones – Customer Services Manager
Sarah Kelsey – Strategy and Partnership Assistant
Adrian Marklew – Communications and Marketing Manager
Helen Saunders – Partnerships Manager
Rob Seager – IT Services Manager
Steve Skinner – Democratic Services Manager
Janice Smyth – Member and Committee Support Services Assistant

The Group received 33 completed questionnaires from: Borough Councillors; County Councillors; 
West Mercia Police Officers; and Redditch Borough Council Officers regarding their experiences 
with the Neighbourhood Groups.  These responses were treated as confidential and therefore no 
individuals who completed the questionnaires are identified in this report.  However, we are very 
grateful for their help and thank them for completing our questionnaire.

West Mercia Police

Political Party Group 
Leaders

Redditch Borough 
Council Officers

Questionnaire 
Responders
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Additional 
Thanks

1

We would like to thank Feckenham Parish Council for considering the Group’s recommendations 
at a meeting of the Parish Council on 19th November.  Thanks are also extended to the Parish 
Clerk, Sean Arble, for all of his help in  organising this consultation process.

We would similarly like to thank all of the students who attended the Local Democracy Day event 
on Thursday 22nd October for considering the Group’s proposals. Furthermore, we are grateful 
for the support provided by Councillors Brunner and Cookson and Trish Buckley, Member 
Services’ Officer for providing the Group with an opportunity to present our proposals during the 
course of the event.

We also extend thanks to all the residents who attended the following meetings to contribute 
suggestions regarding the future of the Neighbourhood Groups and Council consultation 
arrangements:

Abbeydale Neighbourhood Group/PACT 
Astwood Bank Neighbourhood Group/PACT
Batchley Neighbourhood Group
Central and Southcrest Neighbourhood Group/PACT
Church Hill Neighbourhood Group/PACT
Crabbs Cross Neighbourhood Group/PACT
Greenlands Neighbourhood Group/PACT
Headless Cross Neighbourhood Group/PACT
Lodge Park Neighbourhood Group/PACT
Matchborough Neighbourhood Group/PACT
Oakenshaw Neighbourhood Group/PACT
Webheath Neighbourhood Group/PACT
Winyates Neighbourhood Group/PACT

Neighbourhood 
Group/PACT meetings
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Additional 
Thanks

1

We would also like to thank all the residents who were unable to attend a Neighbourhood Group 
meeting but who returned completed copies of the Group’s feedback form.

Weare also grateful to the Student Council for considering our proposals and contributing 
suggestions at a meeting on Wednesday 11th November.

Finally, thanks are extended to Mr Brian Sheridan of the Redditch Youth House for the 
contributions he made during the course of the Student Council meeting on 11th November.
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Glossary

1

Bebo is a social networking site which operates internationally and can be accessed using an 
internet connection.  Individuals can become members of Bebo and have a user profile.  
Members can post comments on their personal profiles and can limit access to their profile to 
their friends.  Members can also access quizzes and upload pictures on to their profiles.

Citizens Panels are representative panels of the local population which are designed to help local 
authorities consult with and listen to comments from local residents.  Members of a panel are 
consulted at various points throughout the year about issues of importance to the local area. 

The Redditch Community Forum was established in January 2009 and is managed by the 
Council.  Representatives of a range of voluntary and community groups sit on the Forum.  The 
Forum has been designed to help the Council develop better relationships with the residents of 
Redditch.  At Forum meetings the Council consults with residents over Council business and 
residents have an opportunity to communicate any concerns they may have to the Council.

Councillor Calls for Action came into force in April 2009 as a result of recent legislation.  The 
Councillor Call for Action is a mechanism which will allow any elected Councillor to raise issues 
of concern to local neighbourhoods in their ward.  Councillors will have to work in partnership 
with relevant organisations to achieve, where possible, a resolution to a Councillor Call for 
Action.  If you would like to report an issue that could be addressed by a Councillor Call for 
Action please contact your local Councillor or the Council’s Overview and Scrutiny department 
using the contact details provided on p-.

Citizens Panels
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Councillor Calls for 
Action

Bebo
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Glossary

1

The duty to involve came into force on 1st April 2009 and is set out in section 138 of the Local 
Government and Public Involvement in Health Act 2007.  It requires the Council to take action to 
involve local stakeholders in Council business where it is considered appropriate to do so.  There 
are three forms of involving which local authorities can use which are specified in the legislation: 
providing information; consulting; and involving in another way.

Environment Visual Audits involve all relevant local public service organisations working together 
to address issues in a targeted area.  This can involve the organisations responding to an issue 
that has been raised by local residents on a previous occasion or addressing issues that have 
been identified by one or more of those organisations.  Environment Visual Audits are also 
known as ‘Estate Inspections’ and ‘Walkabouts’.

Facebook is a social networking site which operates internationally and can be accessed using 
an internet connection.  Individuals can set up their own profiles on Facebook.  They can keep in 
touch with friends and acquaintances and post comments on their profile.  Facebook members 
can become friends with other members of Facebook, can join interest groups and complete 
applications relating to their areas of interest.  As with Bebo, members can restrict access to 
their profile to their friends.

The Federation of Redditch Residents and Community Associations (FRRACA) was managed by 
Redditch Borough Council prior to the introduction of the Neighbourhood Groups.  FRRACA 
meetings took place at Redditch Town Hall and were designed to address issues of concern to 
local people.
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Glossary

1

FixMyStreet is a website which helps people to view, discuss or report local problems to their 
Council.  The resident reports the issue to the website which then forwards their report onto the 
relevant local Council.  The Council responds to the report in the usual way that the Council 
would deal with any query or complaint.

MySpace is a social Networking site which operates internationally and can be accessed using 
an internet connection.  MySpace users have personal profiles.  They can post comments, or 
‘blog’ about their experiences on this profile, can add friends and provide details about their 
personal interests.  MySpace users can delete comments from their friends or have the right to 
check comments before they are posted on their profile.  Groups can be set up on MySpace
relating to particular areas of interest.

PACT stands for Partners and Communities Together and is designed to enable local parner
organisations to work together to address issues of concern to local people.  There are a range 
of PACT processes including PACT meetings, Environment Visual Audits, Street Briefings and 
outdoor surgeries.  

Social Network services comprise communities of people working online to communicate and 
share interests or experiences.  There are a number of social networking sites, including Bebo; 
Facebook; and MySpace.  Members of these sites can keep in touch with friends and post 
information about themselves on their personal profiles.  A number of organisations now engage 
with the public using group profiles on social networking sites.

Street Briefings are more informal and are designed to be more proactive than Environment 
Visual Audits.  Representatives of local organisations work together in particular streets to 
address local issues which are raised by residents on the day that they visit that street. 
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Glossary

1

The Sustainable Community Strategy sets out the long-term vision and ongoing priorities for an 
area.  Sustainable Community Strategies are usually developed by a Local Strategic Partnership, 
or partnership of local public agencies which work together to address the needs of the local 
area.

Twitter is a web based method of communication.  Individuals sign up to be members of Twitter.  
They can then view Twitter comments that have been posted by other users of Twitter and can 
submit tweets, or comments in response to those original comments.

A tweet is an individual comment which is posted on the Twitter social networking site.  There 
can be a maximum of 140 characters for any one Tweet. 

The Worcestershire Hub is a partnership between the County Council and the six District 
authorities based in Worcestershire.  The Hub is designed to improve residents’ access to local 
services.

The Worcestershire Viewpoint is the recently launched Joint Worcestershire Citizens Panel.  
Numerous partner organisations are contributing to delivering the Worcestershire Viewpoint 
including Redditch Borough Council, Worcestershire County Council, NHS Worcestershire and 
other local agencies delivering services within the County. 
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Useful Internet 
links

1

To view a copy of Redditch Borough Council’s Councillor Calls for Action process please use the 
following URL address: 
http://www.redditchbc.gov.uk/democracy/Published/C00000200/M00000495/AI00003001/$Coun
cillorCallforactiondraftguide150709.docA.ps.pdf

To access further information about the Neighbourhood Groups Task and Finish Review or to 
view copies of the agenda and minutes from meetings of the group please access the Redditch 
Borough Council website using the following URL address:
http://www.redditchbc.gov.uk/democracy/mgCommitteeDetails.asp?ID=250

To access further information about Partners and Communities Together on the West Mercia
Police website please use the following URL address: http://www.westmercia.police.uk/pact/

To obtain further information about the Redditch Borough Councillors please access the 
Redditch Borough Council website using the following URL address:
http://www.redditchbc.gov.uk/democracy/mgMemberIndex.asp?bcr=1

To obtain further information about the Worcestershire County Councillors please access the 
Worcestershire County Council website using the following URL address:
http://www.worcestershire.gov.uk/cms/council-and-democracy/legal-and-democratic-
services/democratic-services/councillor-information/a-z-of-councillors.aspx

Councillor Calls for 
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Scrutiny Contact 
Details

1

For additional copies of this report, or to find out more about Overview and Scrutiny at 
Redditch Borough Council please contact:

Jess Bayley, Overview and Scrutiny Support Officer
Jess.bayley@redditchbc.gov.uk 01527 64252 (3268)

Overview and Scrutiny 
Member and Committee Services
Redditch Borough Council
Town Hall
Walter Stranz Square
Redditch 
B98 8AH
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