LEITH NEIGHBOURHOOD PARTNERHSIP

PUBLIC MEETING 9 JUNE 2010
THEME: SFC ANNUAL NEIGHBOURHOOD SURVEY
SUMMARY OF POINTS MADE
1.
Theme of the meeting
Services for Communities (SfC) annual neighbourhood research for over the last three years has shown an overall improvement in satisfaction with services in the Leith Neighbourhood Partnership area.  However, the area is in the bottom three compared with Partnership areas across the city.  The meeting explored this in more detail with the aim of finding ways to bring about a more positive change.
2.
Method

35 people, excluding Leith Neighbourhood Partnership Board members and officials, attended the meeting.  Lunch was provided during the registration period to enable people to mix and chat before the meeting.  The attendees were seated at four tables (four discussion groups), with a mix of Board members and officials at each.  


A presentation was given by Peter Strong, SfC Neighbourhood Manager, and Davina Fereday, Customer Information & Research Senior Consultant, on the results of the research.  This was followed by a question and answer session with Peter Strong providing answers on services and Davina Fereday answering technical questions about the survey.  Four questions were answered by the four discussion groups.  Each group started with a different question as there was not enough time for all groups to go through each question in detail.  Information on the outcomes from the discussion groups is given below.

3.
Outcomes

Question 1

This listed areas where the results had shown a decline.


People get on well together:


There was recognition of changes in people’s lifestyles in recent times which can make it difficult to “get involved” and to get to know your neighbours, such as long working hours.  One group mentioned that there seems to be more people with “social” problems in concentrated areas.  It was suggested that people could be reached by having small multi-cultural and inter-generational events.  Also, helping people, such as older people, to get to events could help.

Gave unpaid help in the last year:


It was felt that there were a lot of people giving unpaid help, such as in Mums and toddlers groups, community clean up, RTOs, Community Councils etc., but that they perhaps did not see this as “unpaid help” and the question could be changed to make this clearer.  With respect to working in an unpaid capacity for a voluntary organisation, it was thought that the economic climate could have had an impact.  People are more concerned with finding paid work and are generally busier.  Within the organisations themselves, it was recognised that supervising and training volunteers takes up scarce resources and there can be difficulties in matching up the right volunteer to the right agency.  Suggestions to increase this was to provide some kind of reward, such as skills training for paid employment or an awards scheme for volunteers.   A referral scheme for volunteers and having a volunteer fair were also suggested.

Able to influence decisions:


It was generally felt that decisions were made at high levels within service organisations and opinions on the ground were not taken into account.  For example, youth managers seem to make most decisions and trams were not wanted.  Neighbourhood Partnership events help but the impact of the meeting needs to be seen by giving better and more feedback.  Community Councils involvement have helped with understanding at a local level, but it was recognised that empowerment and change takes time.  It was suggested that better marketing could get the message across.  The Partnership is going in the right direction, but the “structure” of engagement could be reviewed.

Maintenance of roadways and pavements / public transport and transport links:


Three out of the four workshop groups gave frustration with tram-works, and the inconveniences that this has brought, as a factor in dissatisfaction.  Parking and transport for disabled people were seen as issues along with uncertainty about changing bus routes.  It was felt that Leith was not getting a fair portion of roads and pavements NEP funding as Leith covers two council wards.  Tram-works need to be completed for people to see if the trams will make any difference.

Street lighting:


Tram-works were also seen as causing problems with street lighting and it was difficult to get this fixed.  There are also patches of poor lighting – for example, Leith Links Pilrig Park and Kirkgate walkway.


Parks and green-spaces:


The recent Open Space Strategy consultation has made people aware that there is less green-space in Leith than in other parts of the city.  The work done by Leith Neighbourhood Partnership in Dalmeny Park was recognised and that there is a higher number of Friends groups.  More action on dog fouling, improvement of Leith Links and greater availability of allotments was requested. 

Library Services:


It was noted that the two libraries in Leith serve a large area and that a greater awareness of the libraries and their facilities was needed.  Suggestions for this were to have more mobile services, longer opening hours and to increase the on-line presence.  It was also suggested that libraries could be used for more purposes and that they are given a “younger look”, with coffee areas.


Question 2

This gave a list of areas where an improvement had been shown.  However, Leith was still in the bottom three compared with neighbourhoods across the city.

Street cleaning / litter / refuse collection/ dog fouling:


Two groups agreed that there had been an improvement, but the other two felt that more needed to be done.  One group noted that the environment wardens had raised awareness and another that they were never seen and requested more wardens.  It was also noted that if the streets were already littered it would engender more.  More bins, including dog bins, were requested as well as more enforcement for dog fouling and refuse collections on public holidays.


Dealing with anti-social behaviour / neighbour disputes / vandalism and graffiti / street drinking / feeling safe after dark:


This was still a source of concern, mainly due to alcohol.  It was felt that bad behaviour is concentrated in quiet pedestrian areas and old people do not like being out after dark.  Smokers outside pubs are harassing passers-by.  Street drinking in Boundary Square is still an issue.  It was noted that incidents need to be reported.  It was felt that measure to reduce problem drinking would resolve this issue.  E.g. use byelaws in hotspots.  

Dealing with Housebreaking / violent crime:

There were no comments.


Social housing:


It was felt there was a need for not only more social housing and a programme of new builds in Leith.  It was noted that there is a need for a better understanding of private, housing association and council tenants and that there may be a difference between perception and experience.


Question 3


This listed areas where there had been most improvement.


It was noted that Partnership working was very strong in Leith.  Examples were given as the joint work between POLHA, St. Andrew’s Church and the Partnership Development Project, the multi-agency approach at Out-of-the-Blue and the Leith Link’s orchard.  It was felt that there was a sense of pride in Leith, but that there was a difference between that and taking care of Leith.  Barrow beats and the Citadel Youth Centre were noted as successes.

Further improvement was requested as follows:

· More and better management of recycling facilities

· Improve Kirkgate area

· Review of social and leisure activities
· More facilities for older people

· Re-introduce market


Question 4


This asked what was considered to be the most important service provided in Leith and why.


There was no agreement across the varying answers given as below:
· Community safety / policing / safe places (3)

· Communication: devolved budgets and decision making / NP Fix my Street / index of questions (2)
· Street cleansing and maintenance / refuse collection (2)
· Social work

· Improvements to Leith Links
4.
Conclusions

Five main conclusions can be drawn from the above:
· Busy lifestyles and other problems leave people less time to get involved with their community.  However, various small scale measures could be taken to reach people and encourage them to take part in community life.

· Members of the community need to see evidence of how their input is used in the decision making on services and how they can access this information.

· Tram works and its associated inconveniences has caused a great deal of frustration.  This has impacted on the SfC Neighbourhood Research results in a number of subjects, but particularly transport.

· Litter, dog fouling and the misuse of alcohol and community safety generally remain as major concerns.

· Generally improving communication links and awareness across all services could help to improve perceptions.

Contact: 
Loraine Duckworth

Tel, 529 5269

E-mail, loraine.duckworth@edinburgh.gov.uk
