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Wiltshire Voluntary and Community Sector Assembly Details

Aims and Objectives:

Provide a central forum for participants from the voluntary and community sector to discuss common issues and topics, contribute towards strategic decision making at all levels, network and highlight priorities for Communities of Interest. The Assembly will be based around the theme of ‘Influence for the Voluntary and Community Sector’.

This will be achieved by holding a one day conference which will include:

· Presentations

· Key note speaker

· Group work through Communities of Interest

· Consultation

· Opportunities to network

· Raise profile of infrastructure services – displays and stands

The Assembly

Contact Name:

Vanessa Wells

Facilitators Name(s): 

Karen Winchcombe

Chair:



Terry Deegan

Providers:


Wiltshire Infrastructure Consortium

Key note Speaker:

Peter Couchman (CEO Plunkett Foundation)
Number of Participants:
94

Venue:



Assembly Halls, Warminster, Wiltshire

Date:



Tuesday 2nd March 2010

Time:



9.30am – 3pm


Funding:


Wiltshire Infrastructure Consortium

Cost to participant:

Free of charge/donation

Background and Context to the Wiltshire VCS Assembly
As part of the Capacity Builders project and funding, the Wiltshire Infrastructure Consortium (WIC) is responsible for delivering the Wiltshire Voluntary and Community Sector Assembly. The event provides a mechanism to build upon capacity for the sector and to enable influence on the design and delivery of services to people and communities confidently, within a framework that facilitates inclusive representation and consultation.
The effectiveness of this project will be demonstrated through the VCS delivery of services to individuals and communities through the proposed statutory framework being developed by Wiltshire Council. This framework seeks to support a thriving third sector that is efficient, effective and sustainable. The agreed quality standards and performance management will support the success of this approach and the ability of the VCS to influence its development and delivery will demonstrate the projects outcomes. 

Event Evaluation

All participants were asked to complete an evaluation form to ensure feedback was given on the following areas:

· Effectiveness of Assembly
· Content of event

· Effectiveness of speakers
· Quality of administration and venue

Participants were not asked to complete the monitoring section relating to their personal details.

Participants were asked to provide comments on each area of the evaluation as well as score on a 1-5 basis, 5 being the highest score.

Managers Summary of Evaluation Form Results

35 out of 94 participants completed an evaluation form.  For the purpose of this document 100% is based on the 35 forms submitted.
Effectiveness of Assembly

29% scored the overall effectiveness of the Assembly at level 5, 38% at a level 4, 26% at level 3, 5% at level 2 and 2% at level 1.

Generally people felt that the Assembly had proved to be a worthwhile day due to the networking opportunities, the chance to enhance knowledge, make new contacts, exchange good practice and increase their understanding of WIC and its work.  They also felt that where there was a future need to clarify roles and responsibilities of colleagues and WIC. The Assembly had provided a good foundation for working and bringing the sector together in the future.  One person commented that the event was first class and another commented that the event was very well organised.
Those that scored the overall effectiveness at a lower level felt that they were still unclear as the role of WIC and the context and purpose of the Wiltshire COMPACT.  There was also some confusion as to the difference between the Wiltshire Assembly led by the Local Authority and the VCS Assembly. One person scored a level 1, however they did not comment as to why.

Content of Event

a) Relevance of Content - 24% scored the relevance of content at a level 5, 38% scored at level 4, 23% scored at level 3 and 15% scored at a level 2.  There were no scores for level 1.

b) Adequate Resources – 14% scored resources at level 5, 34% scored at a level 4, 31% scored at a level 3, 17% at a level 2 and 4% at level 1.
Overall, it was generally felt that the content was average to good.  Feedback has suggested that many would like increased opportunity to discuss specific and more in depth issues relating to their community of interest. There were also suggestions that there could be a very mixed balance of sessions to provide opportunity to discuss matters relating to the sector and how that will affect or benefit the end user.  The one person who scored the Assembly at a level 1 suggested that they would like to have more awareness raising of social inclusion to local communities.
Effectiveness of Speakers
a) Relevance of Subject Matter – 31% scored relevance of subject matter at a level 5, 48% scored at a level 4, 17% at a level 3, 2% at level 2 and 2% at level 1.

b) Participation – 26% scored participation at a level 5, 54% scored at a level 4, 12% at level 3 and 8% at level 2.
c) Appropriate Responses to Questions – 32% scored at a level 5, 52% scored at a level 4, 8% at level 3 and 8% at a level 2.
d) Pace and Timekeeping – 34% scored at a level 5, 34% scored at level 4, 24% scored at a level 3 and 8% scored at a level 2.
There is no area on the evaluation form for participants to add further comments relating to Effectiveness of Speakers.  It appears from the results that the main speaker was well received, enjoyed and generally assessed at satisfactory to excellent.
Quality of Administration and Venue (4 scored questions)

a) Admin and information before event – 48.5% felt that the admin before the event was a level 5, 39.5% scored at a level 4, 8% at a level 3 and 4% at a level 2.
b) Organisation of Event – 54% scored the organisation at a level 5, 38% at a level 4 and 8% at level 3.  There were no scores for level 1 or 2.
c) Refreshments/catering – 60% of participants scored catering at a level 5, 37% scored at a level 4 and 3% scored at level 3.  Nobody scored at a level 1 or 2. 

d) Venue and Location – Comments only; no scoring.

Generally a majority of people felt that the venue was good because there was parking, good public transport links and a welcoming environment.  Others gave feedback suggestions that included the following:
· Would prefer free parking

· Venue was a little chilly

· PA system and microphone caused some difficulties which could be improved

The most crucial piece of feedback was that the acoustics at the venue made it difficult to hear discussion in small groups and this should be a important factor to consider for the next assembly.

Any other Comments about the event

· Feedback too long

· Interesting day

· Minimise acronyms and management speak

· Not keen on music reflection and celebration of the day

· Good speakers and well organised

· Networking good in the afternoon but shows that there is a lot of duplication happening
· WIC need to consider how minority groups access forums
Conclusion
In terms of data analysis, overall 37.5% of participants felt that the Assembly was excellent (level 5), 40% felt it was good (level 4), 15% deemed it as satisfactory (level 3), 7% scored it as less than satisfactory (level 2) and 0.5% deemed as poor (level 1).  On the basis of this analysis, the Assembly can be deemed ‘good’ with some areas of excellence alongside some areas for improvement.
It is clear to see that WIC has reached a stage where the organisation of the Assembly is working at an excellent level. In terms of the venue there is a need to consider on a wider scale diversity and inclusion to ensure that all feel involved and able to access discussion and forums.
It is also clear that the main speaker, Mr Peter Couchman, was very well received and informative.  People found him to be knowledgeable of his subject and easy to listen to.  We do however need to consider the length of time given to feedback and whilst it would be easy to simply cut the amount of time given to feedback, we also need to ensure that all groups continue to have a chance to have a voice and be consulted.

There were many requests to increase time for networking and this was considered in the organisation of the event.  However once again it is important to ensure that the Assembly also needs time to disseminate and present new and updated information for the sector.  
The strongest message that came from the feedback was that WIC needs to define its purpose, be clear about its role and communicate this to the voluntary and community sector.  Whilst many felt that WIC had begun this process, participants provided clear feedback about what they felt the role of WIC should be in the future.  Most felt that the role of WIC should be to provide voice and influence, strategic leadership and lobbying/campaigning for the wider voluntary and community sector. 

NEXT TIME
· Consider acoustics
· Give clearer message about role of WIC and what progress it has made since last Assembly

· Less time spent on feedback 

NEXT STEPS
· WIC to revisit its vision, aims and objectives, decide and communicate to wider sector and its partners
· Produce action plans that demonstrate how WIC will respond to the needs of Communities of Interest

· Improve and build on number of communication resources such as Website and Newsletter

· Communicate with the wider sector on progress made by WIC over the forthcoming year

· Attach feedback notes from Assembly onto WIC website
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