A Panel Perspective
To ensure that the Perspectives event provided an opportunity for Panel members to offer some feedback on their experiences as Panel members, two sessions, specifically for Panel members, were held throughout the day.  These sessions were independently facilitated by Fiona Garven and Stuart Hashagen of the Scottish Community Development Centre. 

The key information that the Scottish Community Foundation wanted to ascertain during the course of the Panel discussions focussed on:

· Panel members’ perceptions of how the Fair Share Trust panel process has worked

· Panel members’ perceptions of the successes and weakness of the local Panel approach

· Panel members perceptions of how much influence they felt they had had over the decision-making process 

· How Panel members involvement in the programme had affected them as individuals:

For example,

· What had they got out of it personally

· Had it increased their levels of self-confidence, or otherwise

· Did they feel that they had more, or less, influence within their communities as a result of being a Panel member

· Had their knowledge and awareness of grant-making processes increased

· Had Panel members experiences of the Fair Share Trust programme differed from any other experiences that they had had, if any, serving on local decision-making/consultative bodies?

· How supportive did Panel members feel SCF had been throughout the Panel process?  What did the SCF do badly and what did they do well?

The SCF were also keen to learn from Panel members:

· What they thought about the Scottish Community Foundation, as an organisation?   Did Panel members know what the Scottish Community Foundation does, beyond the Fair Share Trust programme?

We anticipated that the main outcomes of the sessions would be: 

· To provide Panel members with the opportunity to reflect on their experience as Panel members in an open and honest manner.

· To enable Panel members to critically examine the role that SCF had played in convening and serving the local Panels.

· To allow Panel members to engage with one another in an interactive, informal setting.

A Panel Perspective: Notes and findings
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Scottish Community Development Centre (SCDC)

In these concurrent sessions SCDC aimed to capture the views of panel members from the 13 neighbourhoods in Scotland that were involved in the Fair Share programme. There were four parts to this, as follows:

1. ‘one word’ responses to capture panel members’ overall perception of the programme

2. a small group exercise to identify what panel members thought were the strengths and weaknesses of the panel process

3. a more focused exercise to identify what influence panel members felt they had, and whether this influence was on important matters

4. an attempt to identify participants’ development of personal knowledge, learning and understanding as panel members

5. whether participants would be willing to participate in further SCF programmes in some capacity.

SCDC also sought to record quotes that could be used to capture key messages.

There were 16 participants in the morning workshop and 14 in the afternoon. It should be noted that the morning workshop included Scottish panel members, BIG staff and the appointed Fair Share Trust evaluator as well as local panel members. In the afternoon one participant was a panel member for a project in England. It was also noted that several participants, while panel members, were staff members of public bodies, rather than residents of the neighbourhoods in question.

1. ‘one word’ responses to capture panel members’ overall perception of the programme

Morning session:
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Afternoon session
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2. a small group exercise to identify what panel members thought were the strengths and weaknesses of the panel process

	Strengths
	Weaknesses

	Morning Session

	Disparate communities getting together, breaking down barriers

Grassroots, bottom-up leadership

Learning about other groups, helping to grow together, and better connections

Getting groups to cooperate and work together

Avoiding competition

Open and transparent process – no decisions behind closed doors

Continuity of panel members

Commitment of local people

Dedication of services

Full-time employees

Support from community

Improved community spirit

Setting priorities with staff guidance

Unity among service providers

Training and education

Panel mix – leadership and decision making: people volunteering to help their community
	Long lead-in time

Difficulty sustaining youth involvement

Difficulty sustaining adult member involvement

Applications (for funding) only came from organised organisations

Some differences in sustainability

	Afternoon session

	Identifying need

The start-up process

Local people steering

Ability to identify good projects locally

Helped sustain projects from SIP to CPP structures

Beneficial role of ‘external’ chair

No strings attached
	Lengthy process from start until projects received funds

Same groups applying for funding

Application process was over-cumbersome

Panel was not a true representation of the local community – not accountable, not enough local people

Unsustainable (2 comments)

Not going to achieve ends as not enough funding available

Panel did not make final decision on grants

Short term




3. a more focused exercise to identify what influence panel members felt they had, and whether this influence was on important matters. This was conducted as far as possible in local panel groups

Morning session
	
	High importance
	

	Low influence
	      
	Most responses in this segment. Examples included:

· democratic discussions and decision-making

· rebuilding of community centre as a catalyst for change

· church converted to meet DDA requirements

· new model of engagement developed

· community safety gains

· improved gardens, improved schools

· community transport scheme

· broader involvement of both young and old

· dedication of volunteers

· consistency of approach across projects (SP)

· Links between projects established (SP)

· Minimising risk, monitoring, setting conditions (SP)

· Raising importance of sustainability issues – alternative funding and charging decisions (SP)
	High influence

	
	
	
	

	
	Low importance
	


n.b. (SP) = Scotland panel response

Afternoon session

	
	High importance
	

	Low influence
	· Capacity built but influence lowered

· Sustainability of projects was time limited

· Common belief

· Decision making

· Trusted people from partner agencies

· Openness and trust

· Wider participation


	· Being able to influence priorities

· Influence over local authority support funding

· Enhanced volunteering and networking
	High influence

	
	· People on ego trips

· Priorities identified by a limited number of groups
	· Openness of officers

· Finances
	

	
	Low importance
	


4. an attempt to identify participants’ development of personal knowledge, learning and understanding as panel members

Panel members contributed their thoughts on the programme and how it had helped them to develop on a personal level as well as outlining some of the benefits at a neighbourhood level.


[image: image3]
5. whether participants would be willing to participate in further SCF programmes in some capacity.

Morning session:
A show of hands indicated that almost all the participants had an awareness level of 2/10 before getting involved. After involvement the majority gave a score of 3/10, although one participant scored this at 6/10. In the afternoon, the ‘before’ score on knowledge of SCF was around 3/10, with the ‘after’ score around 7/10. Two thirds of the afternoon participants would consider further involvement with SCF. Several people commented that SCF should publicise their work more widely.

Asked whether they would be interested in being involved in other SCF activities, the majority indicated that they would be interested in this.

Conclusions 

Overwhelmingly positive response to the programme, its local benefit and the way it involved and supported panel members.

Questions and issues about:

· long term sustainability

· composition of panels (balance between local people and professionals; relative absence of people from ‘excluded’ groups

· some suggestion that funds went to the already well organised rather than newly emerging community groups

· lack of capacity building for emerging groups around emerging issues

· not a lot of evidence that the findings or methods are influencing mainstream community planning, community budgeting etc. 

· evidence that the programme was more effective where a community infrastructure had already been established (eg as in the ex Glasgow Small Areas SIP) than where there was an absence of infrastructure (eg N Lanarkshire). In areas with weak community infrastructure more attention should have been paid to establishing this.

Stuart Hashagen/Fiona Garven, Scottish Community Development Centre, May 2009
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Worthwhile





A difference





Achievement





Difference!





Productive





Grassroots





Wonderful





Awareness





Communities working together





Change-making





Inspiring





Open





Local capacity





Community benefit





Joyful!





Wasted opportunity





Anticipation





Valued opinion





Positive experience





Responsible and flexible





Fresh





Identify worthwhile projects





Process cumbersome





Needs based





Uphill


struggle





Further knowledge





Local involvement





Rooted in the community – it’s invaluable to make connections





Really positive – it works and makes change. It’s had an amazing effect in our area





A lot of 16-17 year olds benefited a lot





You can transfer your experience to other groups and contribute to them








Good to meet other people and work as a team





Realising that what you have to say is important: somebody will listen and things can change



































Getting young people involved would be great, but …





I’ve got a lot more confidence





Holding onto young people was the hard part – keeping them interested





It feels as though I’m an important part of decision making





I’m not as cynical as I was





There’s no mechanism to feed back to the powers that be so we can build on the progress made





My opinion is valued – even if it’s wrong!





I didn’t quail at going to the community planning partnership





Where does the community go once Fair Share finishes?





When you know who ‘they’ are, you can influence their decisions











