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[bookmark: _Toc87551366]Executive Summary

This report presents the findings of research commissioned by the International Fund for Ireland (IFI) on the issues impacting upon peace barrier removal. The purpose of the research was to independently document the experience and views of community participants from the IFI Peace Barrier Programme (PBP), alongside those of external stakeholders, on the process of barrier removal within the context of the T:BUC commitment to reduce and remove all interface barriers by 2023. 

IFI’s Peace Barrier Programme is currently working across six interface locations in Belfast and Derry Londonderry to develop and deliver a range of confidence and relationship building interventions within and between interface communities to maximise the potential for residents to feel safe, secure and content for such peace barrier removal/reduction, reimaging or de-classification to occur.

Researchers from Ulster University conducted focus groups and semi-structured interviews with 40 individuals throughout September and October 2021 (21 staff from the Peace Barrier groups and 19 stakeholder representatives). The discussions aimed to assess thoughts on barrier removal work to date – with regards to the main successes, the key challenges, and how interviewees would like to see barrier removal work progress moving forwards. Interviewees were guaranteed anonymity and any direct quotations used in the report have been coded as follows (Peace Barrier Group = PBG and Stakeholder = S/H).

It should be noted that there is no agreement on the exact numbers of interface structures which exist, primarily due to differing methodologies for counting structures between statutory and community-based organisations. However, the available research evidence indicates that those living in the shadows of the peace-walls suffer from multiple and overlapping issues in relation to socio-economic disadvantage, educational under-attainment, limited mobility and access to services, and poorer levels of mental and physical health and well-being. In this context it should be borne in mind that almost 70% of all conflict-related killings in Belfast between 1966 and 2001 took place within 500 metres of a peace-wall (Shirlow, 2003) while 86% of those living within 400 metres of a peace-wall are living in areas within the most deprived quintile of the Northern Ireland Multiple Deprivation Measure (Gormley-Heenan et al., 2017). It is perhaps of no surprise that research has found that living in a neighbourhood segregated by a peace-wall increased the likelihood of using anti-depressants by 19%, and of anxiolytic medication by 39% (Maguire et al., 2016). The functions of peace-walls are therefore complex and include issues relating to security, community relations, health, well-being and culture and identity (Byrne et al., 2012). 

Yet despite these issues, recent survey data suggests that there has been, via initiatives such as the PBP, progress in relation to resident attitudes with regards to the function and removal of the walls. In 2019, 76% of interface residents surveyed were strongly in favour of barriers being removed within the lifetime of their children or grandchildren (compared to 68% in 2017). In addition, 19% of interface residents surveyed in 2019 said they wanted the walls ‘down now’ compared to 13% in 2017 (IFI, 2019). 

Discussions with interviewees as part of this research project have identified several positive impacts of the PBP to date. These include:

· Improved and strengthened relationships between staff, organisations and residents across the interfaces;
· Improved relationships have allowed the space for deeper conversations to explore attitudes to the peace-wall and their potential removal;
· Participating PBP groups have become more strategic in their barrier reduction work, augmented inter-community engagement work, and are delivering challenging programmes dealing with sensitive legacy and perception issues;
· This work has reportedly facilitated greater levels of resident movement between and across interface areas; and
· There has been a reduction in the total number of peace barriers (via removal, reduction, reimaging and de/reclassification). 

However, analysis of the interview data revealed key challenges facing those working to achieve barrier reduction. These include:

· Lack of an overall, coordinated and sufficiently resourced inter-departmental strategy and action plan to progress barrier removal;
· Lack of proper accountability structures to measure progress;
· The short-term nature of the funding environment which makes it difficult to strategize for longer-term plans;
· Lack of political commitment to driving the T:BUC 2023 strategy, possibly tempered by local political concerns around vote loss or territorial encroachment following barrier removal;
· Ongoing issues relating to security, identity, housing, community safety and policing;
· Long delays in the barrier removal process which leads to a loss of community confidence - particularly around aftercare provision;
· Issues around the consultation process itself – particularly around community consent – leaving a role for community gatekeepers; 
· A general lack of trust between community and statutory representatives; 
· A perceived lack of communication and coordination within and between statutory organisations themselves and between statutory and community organisations.

There was general consensus that the T:BUC setting of a date for the removal of all barriers was unhelpful:

‘The 2023 date wasn’t helpful. You can’t – the paradox is when you set a firm date – yet say that community consent is essential – you can’t then dictate the pace. At the same time, having a shared and well-established commitment is helpful – I’m just not sure putting a timeframe on it is.’ (S/H 11)

Yet even more significantly the research revealed a deep frustration amongst community participants and external stakeholders with the delays in the process of barrier removal to date - which it was felt was stalled by bureaucracy:

‘It’s a snail’s pace of progress. It could have a detrimental impact on IFI and the groups. Going out rapping doors, surveying the community, considering change. That takes ages. But there is a risk of losing community support and goodwill.’ (S/H 17)

‘You look like a clown. (Names removed) here consulted seven, eight times with residents.... They are not making the same progress that communities are making.’ (PBG 21) 

It was felt that there was a need for a much more rapid response to deliver change when local communities agreed to it:

‘When community agreement is secured and there is an understanding that something can happen there needs to be no bureaucratic impediment… There should be no slowing things down… You’ve got to hit it with the hammer while it’s hot.’ (S/H 8)

Delays with regards to the provision of aftercare for residents were highlighted consistently. Many interviewees complained that despite aftercare being ‘promised’ back in 2013, it was not approved until 2019 – and even then, it was still not fully operative and there remained significant gaps in content:

‘There are no proper policies around aftercare. It only just happened there… And yet aftercare gives people confidence… You have to build the confidence of residents. It’s really hard to talk about a fictitious aftercare package – budgets have to be set in place. You can’t ask residents to agree to major change without that.’ (PBG 9)

Defining what constitutes community ‘consent’ was also highlighted as problematic. While some interviewees noted that as public servants they must consult as widely as possible, others felt there was a lack of consistency in approach to consent and that the views of those living in the shadows of the walls should be prioritised (although there was consensus that there was no simple matrix or percentage of consent which should be prescribed):
‘It has to be wider – but critical weight given to someone who lives right at a barrier. You need a blend of both for consent. We need to be pragmatic about consent - I don’t like the idea of a strict percentage being put to it.’ (PBG 10)

The challenges identified in working towards barrier removal had impacted upon trust and relationships between community and statutory partners – although there was a willingness on all sides to find a way to improve communication, relationships and partnership working. However, while interviewees were in favour of more positive relationships, some suggested that the systemic difficulties encountered thus far required alternative delivery mechanisms to better progress barrier removal:

‘An independent body is needed. The land is in public ownership, but the issues and responsibility aren’t being addressed… Partnership working hasn’t achieved a huge amount... It doesn’t lead to quick decision making. The whole thing freezes up in that type of decision making… We need an independent body not beholden to politics.’ (S/H 5)

Ongoing work to reduce and remove interface and peace barriers across Northern Ireland is a hugely challenging task, both for community and statutory organisations. For the former however it is made even more difficult by the fact that many community representatives are also from the communities in which they work. In this regard they feel the stresses and strains of delays in a process which various pieces of research over the years (Blomqvist, 2016; Byrne and Morrow, 2021; Social Change Initiative, 2021) suggest there are systemic weaknesses in. 

However, progress to date within the PBP and barrier reduction work more generally should be recognised – the building of relationships and trust which were able to withstand what could have potentially been a violent summer in 2021; an increased strategy to the work;  deeper conversations with local residents with a view to ascertaining their views on changes to the barrier; and completed and ongoing works at a number of sites which have delivered some form of positive change with regards to the aesthetics, accessibility and land use of interface locations. 

Yet throughout this research, there was a deep frustration amongst all PBP staff and most external stakeholders that more could and should be done; that progress was too slow and delays were impacting upon community confidence and undermining the work of the groups themselves. It is worth recalling the previous findings of Jessica Blomqvist in 2016 with regards to barrier reduction work in interface areas. She found that:

· There was a lack of flexibility in addressing interface structures (with some residents feeling the process was ‘too rushed’);
· There were resource limitations which prevented ‘quick wins’ and damaged community confidence in the process;
· There was a lack of coordination and partnership working amongst statutory organisations;
· There was a lack of political buy-in and support for barrier removal from politicians on the ground;
· Community consultation and how it was conducted was problematic with issues relating to ‘research fatigue,’ no agreed definition of consent and depending on the forum for debate, there was a fear of some residents to ‘speak their mind’;
· Issues around legalities and ownership which at times caused delays to barrier removal work; and
· There needed to be more focus on socio-economic incentives and regeneration to promote barrier removal (Blomqvist, 2016).

Five years later, this research has largely found these issues are all still hugely problematic for barrier reduction and removal – which also likely explains the frustration amongst many interviewees. 

On issues such as counting the number of interface structures, conducting community consultation and securing consent and aftercare, in many instances there would appear to be parallel processes between statutory and community organisations running alongside one another – duplicating work, undermining trust and relationships and the process itself. While addressing some of the structural weaknesses of barrier reduction work is crucial, at an even more basic level, it is important to begin to repair and rebuild relationships between community and statutory partners which have been strained by these difficulties – particularly given the shared goals of reducing the numbers of interface structures. This won’t necessarily be easy, but if achieved, would be fundamentally worthwhile. 

[bookmark: _Hlk87446023]The research offers the following recommendations to inform the delivery of barrier reduction and removal work moving forward.

Strategic:
· R.1 There should be a review of the T:BUC 2023 Strategy to include a reaffirmed cross-party political commitment to the removal of interface walls and barriers which sets out the ‘scaffolding’ by which this process will be achieved (albeit without distraction target dates).
· R.2 The Review should include an exploration of alternative delivery mechanisms for barrier removal given the cross-cutting and cross-departmental nature of the work. This exploration should involve all statutory departments and stakeholder agencies, including IFI, and have community representation.
· R.3 To encourage positive change, there should be a greater inter-departmental and stakeholder focus on the potential for socio-economic regeneration and the designing out of barriers via improving the local environment, with consideration given to quality-of-life issues and health/well-being, use of existing amenities, education and employment opportunities. 
· R.4 A cross-departmental strategy with Operational Delivery Plan/route-map should then be developed to set out the practical path by which work on barrier reduction and removal is to progress. 
· R.5 The role of the Interface Programme Board (IPB) should be clarified. If the primary function is a focus on partnership working, a separate accountability mechanism would be required to oversee progress on the delivery of the Peace Barrier Removal Strategy and Action Plan. This accountability mechanism should include IPB, Stakeholder and community input.
· R.6 The IPB and Accountability Mechanism should reaffirm the well-established principle in terms of community consultation that decisions to act on barrier reduction, where agreement has been secured, should be taken as quickly as is practically possible.

Relationships:
· R.7 Better use of and coordination with existing local Reference Groups (which include community and statutory stakeholders) would ensure that a proper ‘culture of partnership’ governs both decision-making and the process of community consultation. This would guide plans for barrier removal/change, who and where in the target area is to be consulted, how this consultation is to take place, who will carry out the consultation, how the data will be analysed, and how the data will be stored and shared. If participant organisations sign-up to a transparent process in relation to this, it will prevent mutual suspicion.
· R.8 As part of this process, efforts should be made on all sides to rebuild trust and relationships to ensure the priority is barrier transformation in order to improve the lives of communities living in the shadow of peace barriers on or around interfaces. 
· R.9 It became clear that while several PBP projects reported positive relationships with the PSNI, there remain issues in terms of relationships and trust between Neighbourhood Policing Teams, PBP groups and local communities. Improving relationships would require a commitment to re-engage with PBP Reference Groups to ensure better understanding of the lived experience at interfaces.
Process:
· R.10 The issue of Consent: This research would suggest that there is no simple formula or percentage to apply to community consent given the differences at each interface site – however, there was general agreement that priority should be given to those who live closest to a barrier (albeit there needs to be wider community consultation as well). The reference to ‘weighting’ within the Department of Justice (DoJ) Framework Document (DoJ, 2019: 11) should be further developed, with input from stakeholders, to provide some clarity and transparency for residents in the absence of any agreed community consent figure. 
· R.11 The Aftercare Scheme: Clarity should be provided via discussion between DoJ, statutory and community partners, including the PSNI, on aftercare provision; what it entails, how security assessments are completed, the implications for the community impacted, and how aftercare proposals are presented to local residents. There is a perception from community representatives that aftercare is not given enough priority. There are also concerns that the security fears of local residents are not taken on board; yet some stakeholders feel that aftercare has become too all-encompassing and they prefer to focus on ‘assurance’ as opposed to ‘insurance.’
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[bookmark: _Toc87551368]1.1 Research Brief
Researchers from Ulster University (UU) were commissioned by the International Fund for Ireland (IFI) in late August 2021 to conduct a piece of qualitative research to explore issues impacting upon peace barrier removal in Northern Ireland. The two key aims of the research were to:

· Inform discussion within an IFI conference planning group, with particular reference to supporting the process of forward planning for progressive work with communities towards the removal of interface barriers; and

· Provide data and community-focussed recommendations to present to the forthcoming IFI conference on peace barrier removal/reduction to be held on 3rd November 2021 to inform future work on the removal of interface barriers post the current 2023 target date. 

This report documents the findings of the research and is based on semi-structured interviews and focus groups which were held with 40 individuals – either those working on the ground as part of the six IFI funded Peace Barrier Programme groups (n=21), or external stakeholders with an interest in and/or responsibility for barrier removal (n=19). 

The following report is divided into four sections:

1. The remainder of this introductory section provides some definitional clarity around what constitutes an ‘interface’ for the purposes of this research. It then moves on to highlight the background context to the IFI Peace Barrier Programme and discusses in greater detail the methodology utilised in the research. 
2. Section Two documents the key issues emerging from the literature written to date on interfaces in Northern Ireland around four core themes; the mapping, quantifying and ownership of the structures; the socio-economic and health impact of the barriers on the lives of interface residents; policy recommendations from academics and practitioners within the context of ongoing peace barriers work; and research which has recorded the views of residents on the impact (and future) of the walls (see Byrne et al., 2017).
3. Section Three documents the key findings from the research. The section is structured into three subsections which focus on the positive impacts of peace barrier removal/reduction/reimaging work to date; the challenges faced in terms of trying to remove peace barriers; and what policy or practice changes interviewees would like to see moving forwards to better progress barrier removal. 
4. Section Four concludes the report with a discussion and set of recommendations which aim to learn lessons from the work thus far and to support peace barrier removal moving forwards. 
[bookmark: _Toc87551369]1.2 Definitional Context 
A pertinent question to consider from the outset is what is the definition of an ‘interface’ in a Northern Irish context? Jarman (2004, 2005a) suggested that mere residential segregation between Catholic and Protestant neighbourhoods is not enough to warrant being referred to as an interface - there are two additional factors which also must be included. Firstly, inter-communal contestation over the physical space in close proximity to the interface. Secondly, there must be the fear, threat or actual use of violence in the locality (see also Doherty and Poole, 1995; Lysaght and Basten, 2003; Bell et al., 2010). Thus, while residential segregation between Catholic and Protestant communities is a prerequisite for an interface, on its own this is insufficient.[footnoteRef:1] This led Jarman (2004, p.7) to define an interface as “the conjunction or intersection of two or more territories or social spaces, which are dominated, contested or claimed by some or all members of the differing ethno-national groups.”  [1:  Individuals and communities may live ‘parallel’ and ‘segregated lives’ in differing parts of Northern Ireland; but this does not mean they live in an interface area (Hamilton et al., 2008). There are however also mixed and ‘shared’ spaces and neighbourhoods in Northern Ireland, despite the predominance of segregation (see Murtagh and Carmichael, 2005; Byrne et al., 2006; Bloomer et al., 2008).] 


This definition implies that interfaces can exist without a physical manifestation separating communities (such as a wall, barrier, gate or a fence). Indeed, work on rural interfaces outside of the urban centres of Belfast, Derry Londonderry, Portadown and Lurgan (the four locations where the physically built ‘peace-walls’ are located), suggests that ‘a turn in the road’, a roundabout, or other subtle spatial marker can often be identified by local residents as demarcating where ‘their’ community ‘ends’ and the territory of the ‘other’ community begins (Donnan, 2006; Hamilton et al., 2008; Osborne, 2009; Bell et al., 2010; Creamer, 2010).[footnoteRef:2] However, while such complexity in terms of defining an interface more generally is recognised, the focus of this research is upon those projects within the IFI Peace Barrier Programme which are located in the urban centres of Belfast and Derry Londonderry where there is a physically built structure separating communities (see also Byrne et al., 2015). This focus is therefore upon an interface structure defined as “any physical barrier in an interface area that is designed to provide protection or security to residents and property” (BIP, 2017, p.6). [2:  Donnan (2006) refers to these subtle boundaries as ‘fuzzy frontiers.’ See also Rosemary Harris’ (1972) classic study of relations between Catholics and Protestants in a border village, and the work of Larsen (1982) and Murtagh (1999) in studying relations between members of the two main communities in rural Northern Ireland.] 

[bookmark: _Toc87551370]1.3 International Fund for Ireland (IFI) and the Peace Barriers Programme (PBP)
The International Fund for Ireland (IFI) was established by the British and Irish Governments in 1986 as an independent international organisation. Funded via contributions from the governments of the United States, Canada, Australia, New Zealand and the European Union, the core aim of the Fund is to encourage contact, dialogue and reconciliation between Nationalists and Unionists across the island of Ireland. To date the Fund has administered more than £700 million to more than 6,000 projects across the island (Green et al., 2020), with efforts focused upon the six counties of Northern Ireland alongside the six border counties of Cavan, Donegal, Leitrim, Louth, Monaghan and Sligo. 

Although the Fund have had a number of flagship projects in recent years (including the Peace Impact Programme and the Personal Youth Development Programme),[footnoteRef:3] the focus of this research was upon the Peace Barrier Programme (PBP, previously referred to as the Peace Walls Programme).[footnoteRef:4] The PBP began in 2012 and gathered particular momentum in the aftermath of the publishing of the Northern Ireland Executive Office’s Together: Building a United Community (T:BUC) strategy in May 2013 – whereby one of the seven headline actions was to “…create a ten year programme to reduce, and remove by 2023, all interface barriers” (TEO, 2013, p.63).[footnoteRef:5] [3:  PIP aimed to build a sustainable peace and promote prosperity in those areas/communities where there had been low levels of engagement in peace-building and where it was felt the ‘Peace Process’ had delivered minimal benefits to people on the ground (Green et al., 2020). The PYDP aimed to assist ‘at risk’ young people develop life skills and build confidence with a view to fostering good relations, improving educational outcomes, and increasing chances of employability (ibid.).]  [4:  Although the PBP works exclusively in Northern Ireland where there are interface structures, PIP and PYDP work in both Northern Ireland and the border counties. ]  [5:  As part of this commitment an ‘Interface Community Support Package’ was also outlined in T:BUC. ] 


As part of this wider political and policy commitment to barrier reduction and removal, the PBP aimed to develop and deliver a range of confidence and relationship building interventions within and between interface communities to maximise the potential for residents to feel safe, secure, content and have a positive attitude to peace barrier removal/reduction, reimaging or de-classification.[footnoteRef:6]  The strategic objectives of PBP are:[footnoteRef:7] [6:  PBP is not the only programme operating in this thematic area. Belfast City Council also have an Interfaces Programme, the Northern Ireland Housing Executive had the Building Reconciliation in Communities Programme (BRIC) and DoJ’s (2019) Framework Document outlines their Interface Programme and commitments. ]  [7:  See, https://www.internationalfundforireland.com/peace-walls-programme (accessed October 12th 2021).] 


· To encourage contact, dialogue, and reconciliation between Unionists and Nationalists in interface areas;
· Build relationships and trust for peace building activities and establish a cross-community visioning process to build a shared future within and between interface communities;
· Underpin the Peace Process and promote economic prosperity by creating the conditions where interface communities are content to proceed with the physical removal of peace barriers in their area;
· Improve the wellbeing and safety of local residents in interface areas by promoting economic and social advance;
· Facilitate dialogue (including conversations on dealing with the past), and/or mediation within and between interface communities to build greater cross-community cohesion and confidence;
· Engage with individuals and communities that have not previously participated in community development or peace building activities;
· Help interface communities to leverage additional funding for the physical removal of peace barriers and any associated infrastructure and community regeneration needs when the required levels of confidence have been established; and
· Provide a template for this type of intervention, which if successful could be used by others to deliver similar interventions when the Fund ceases to exist.

Between January 2016 and December 2020 alone, IFI via the PBP, has invested more than £4.1 million to support work in seven local communities[footnoteRef:8] to build awareness and inter-community engagement around barrier removal, reduction, re-imaging or de-classification. The groups work with the Department of Justice Interfaces Team (the Department with lead responsibility for the Removal of Interfaces headline action since taking over responsibility and ownership of 59 interface structures from the Northern Ireland Office in April 2010),[footnoteRef:9] and other statutory agencies including (but not restricted to) the Northern Ireland Housing Executive, Department for Communities, Belfast City Council and Derry City and Strabane District Council.  The Interface Programme Board (IPB) provides strategic oversight of the work on barrier reduction and removal.  [8:  It has been six since December 2016 when funding for the Suffolk Lenadoon Interface Group ended.]  [9:  Which now reportedly stands at 43 structures given the reduction/removal work in recent years. ] 


The six IFI PBP areas include five locations in Belfast (four in north, one in west) and one in Derry Londonderry:

Table 1: PBP Organisations, geographic areas and year project began
	Lead Organisation
	Area
	Year 

	Black Mountain Shared Space Project
	Upper Springfield/Black Mountain (West Belfast) to include Highfield, Springmartin, Ballygomartin, Springhill, Sliabh Dubh, Moyard, Springfield Park. Upper Springfield Road.
	2013

	Bogside Brandywell Initiative (BBI)
	Bishop Street/Fountain Estate interface in Derry Londonderry: Includes Bogside, Bishop Street within/without; Fountain Estate; Abercorn Road, Hawkin Street, City Walls and Gates.
	2012

	Duncairn Community Partnership (DCP)
	Lower North Belfast includes the New Lodge area/ North Queen Street/ Tiger’s Bay/MountCollyer/ Limestone Road/ Antrim Road/Alexander Park.
	2012

	Greater Whitewell Community Surgery (GWCS)
	Greater Whitewell includes Shore Road/ White City estate/ Serpentine/Navarra/ Longlands estate/Throne Park
	2012

	The IMAGINE Project (a partnership between Lower Oldpark Community Association and Cliftonville Community Regeneration Forum)
	Lower Oldpark/Cliftonville (North Belfast) includes Cliftonpark Avenue/Manor Street/Clifton Street/ Rosapenna/Rosevale/Brucevale/Avoca Street/ Lower Oldpark estate.
	2014

	Twaddell, Ardoyne, Shankill Communities in Transition (TASCIT) (a partnership between North Belfast Interface Network, Concerned Residents of Upper Ardoyne, Lower Shankill Community Association, Twaddell Woodvale Residents Association).
	Ardoyne, Upper Ardoyne, Twaddell and Woodvale (Upper North Belfast) includes Glenbyrn/Ardoyne Road/Velsheda/Alliance Avenue/Twaddell/Ardoyne roundabout/Crumlin Road/Hillview/Woodvale/Colombia Street.

	2012



While not working at all interface barrier locations, nevertheless IFI staff estimated in conversations with the UU research team that they work at 50-60% of all interface barrier sites across Northern Ireland. 

With regards to progress on physical change to peace barriers, 65 sites were listed at the outset of the PBP in 2013, with work on six sites completed prior to the 2016-2020 reporting period (Green et al., 2020). There remain 59 sites on the list across the six PBP areas and to date work on 25 sites has been completed (involving removal, reduction, reclassification or re-imaging), work remains ongoing at nine locations with capital work delayed by Covid-19 restrictions or aftercare still to be finalised; while there remain ongoing discussions around the remaining 25 sites across the six PBP areas (ibid.).

Alongside this progress with physical works on barrier reduction and removal, an independent evaluation of the PBP in 2020 found that the projects had positively:

1. Built intra and inter community relationships;
2. Promoted attitudinal change leading towards barrier removal/reduction; and
3. Contributed to broader peace and reconciliation and economic and social advance (see Green et al., 2020).
Section 3.1 of this report will return to a number of these positive impacts of the programme – although it should be noted that this is a report documenting the findings of a research process with PBP groups and external stakeholders to document the key challenges facing barrier reduction and removal – this report is therefore not an evaluation of the PBP work (or the work of external stakeholders). This is an important methodological point to bear in mind.
[bookmark: _Toc87551371]1.4 Research Methodology
This research followed a qualitative research methodology and involved semi-structured interviews and focus groups with 40 individuals in total – 21 PBP members and 19 external stakeholders. Where possible, interviews and focus groups were conducted on a face-to-face basis and in line with social distancing guidelines issued by the Public Health Agency and The Executive Office. Six focus groups were held with staff from the six PBP areas.[footnoteRef:10] The numeric breakdown of interviewees was as follows: [10:  Five focus groups were held on a face-to-face, yet socially-distanced basis, and one focus group was held online. ] 


· Black Mountain Shared Space Project (n=3);
· Bogside Brandywell Initiative (n=3);
· Duncairn Community Partnership (n=3);
· Greater Whitewell Community Surgery (n=2);
· The IMAGINE Project (n=4);
· TASCIT (n=6).
Alongside these six focus groups, an additional 15 separate interviews were held with 19 external stakeholders.[footnoteRef:11] Four of these interviews were conducted on a face-to-face basis and the remainder were held on the online interview platform Zoom (on a password protected account). The 19 stakeholders included representatives from the Department of Justice, The Executive Office, the Northern Ireland Housing Executive, Belfast City Council, Derry City and Strabane District Council, the Department for Communities, the Police Service of Northern Ireland, the Belfast Interface Project, the Clonard Mid-Shankill Initiative, academics and IFI staff and board members. [11:  On four occasions these interviews involved two people being interviewed at once – hence the discrepancy between 19 interviewees in 15 separate meetings. ] 


Semi-structured interviews were chosen as the most appropriate means of gathering data, rather than the structured or open life-history interview which tends to be unstructured (Rubin and Rubin, 1995). The benefits of semi-structured interviews are that they retain enough structure to allow comparison across the data, while at the same time are flexible enough to allow interviewees to steer the conversation towards topics that they believe to be relevant, as opposed to solely discussing what the interviewer feels is important (Sarantakos, 2013). 

Research questions were primarily structured around the following three key themes:[footnoteRef:12] [12:  The question lists for both PBP participants and external stakeholders are attached as appendices to this report. ] 


· What do you think have been the main impacts of the PBP and barrier reduction/removal work to date?
· What have been the main challenges faced in terms of progressing barrier reduction and removal?
· What would you like to see happen moving forwards in term of either policy or practice to further progress barrier reduction and removal beyond the T:BUC 2023 target date for barrier removal?

Interviews were not recorded digitally – but detailed handwritten notes were made by the research team at all meetings to allow for analysis of data across the three key thematic areas (Gordon, 2012). To protect anonymity, no individuals have been named in this report and all interviewees have been assigned a code and number depending on whether they are a community representative engaged in one of the six Peace Barrier Groups or an external stakeholder (PBG 1, 2, 3 or S/H 1, 2, 3 etc.). 

Computer Assisted Qualitative Data Analysis software (CAQDAS) in the form of NVivo 12 was utilised to code, organise and analyse the interview data (Bazeley and Jackson, 2014). While it is still up to the researcher to input, interpret and analyse the data themselves (Silverman, 2013), the software allows for a more efficient coding of themes into differing categories (nodes) which can then be analysed vis-à-vis one another to explore possible connections between the data (Bazeley and Jackson, 2014). This concept of coding and exploring linkages between emerging themes via constant comparison is a key concept within grounded theory (Glaser and Strauss, 1967), and helps guard against an overly prescriptive and deductive approach wherein the researcher is imposing themes upon the data rather than ‘listening’ to it (Denzin and Lincoln, 2005). 

The use of CAQDAS such as NVivo improves the rigour of data analysis which can assist in countering some of the accusations of ‘anecdotalism’ which are often levelled at qualitative research (Silverman, 2013). Some qualitative researchers have responded to these accusations by suggesting that the concepts of data validity and reliability, which are employed primarily within quantitative studies, are inappropriate in qualitative research (LeCompte and Goetz, 1982). Instead, it is argued that trustworthiness and authenticity should be used when assessing the validity of qualitative work (Guba and Lincoln, 1994). We have attempted to improve data reliability and validity by cross-analysing the NVivo dataset across the research team (Bryman, 2012), although we acknowledge that the context dependence of case-studies impacts upon their external validity and transferability to other contexts (Yin, 2009).






[bookmark: _Toc87551372]2. Interfaces: A Brief Review of the Literature
Despite the first interface wall/barrier being erected in Belfast in 1969 at the beginning of the ‘Troubles’ (Byrne, 2011)[footnoteRef:13] and Fred Boal’s (1969) classic study of the Falls/Shankill ‘divide’ being conducted in the same year,[footnoteRef:14] it was not until the late 1990s and early 2000s that the dynamics of interface issues began to be addressed in detail by academics, policy makers and practitioners. [13:  The structure was only viewed as a ‘temporary measure’ by the British Army at the time; yet almost 50 years later remains, alongside many others which have been built in the intervening period (Byrne, 2011; Morrow et al., 2014).]  [14:  See also Boal’s (1982) later work on segregation in Belfast.] 

 
As identified by Byrne et al. (2017), broadly speaking, the work to date on interfaces in Northern Ireland has focused upon four key thematic areas: 

1. Mapping and quantifying the type, number, location and ownership of the structures (BIP, 1998a; Jarman, 2005b; Byrne, 2007; Bell et al., 2010; BIP, 2012, 2017; CRC, 2008);
2. The impact of the violence of the ‘Troubles’ and ongoing residential segregation on the socio-economic and health conditions facing interface residents (BIP, 1998a; Byrne, 2005; Shirlow, 2001, 2003; Jarman, 2002, 2006; Murtagh, 2002; Shirlow and Murtagh, 2006), including young people (BIP, 1998b; Jarman and O’Halloran, 2000, 2001; Hargie et al., 2006, 2011; Leonard, 2006, 2007, 2008; Ó Dochartaigh, 2007; Cownie, 2008; Roche, 2008; Leonard and McKnight, 2011; Reilly, 2011; Bell, 2013; SLIG, 2017; Young, 2017); 
3. Analysis of the policy context on ‘peace-walls’ (O’Halloran et al., 2004; CRC, 2008; Macaulay, 2008; McQueen et al., 2008; Byrne, 2011; Bell and Young, 2013; Byrne and Gormley-Heenan, 2014; Morrow et al., 2014; Gormley-Heenan et al., 2015; GPWG, 2017); and 
4. More recent work on the views of local residents on the impact (and future) of the walls (Byrne et al., 2012; Byrne et al., 2015; IFI, 2017, 2019). 

The following sub-sections will set out some of the key points within these four thematic areas in more detail (with a view to providing a contextual back-drop for the findings of this research which will be documented in section three). 
[bookmark: _Toc87551373]2.1 Mapping the interface 
It should be noted at the outset that there is no agreement on the exact numbers of interface barriers/structures which exist, primarily due to differing methodologies for counting structures between the Department of Justice (DoJ) and organisations such as Belfast Interface Project (BIP). While the latter define an individual interface barrier as, “any structure capable of being removed while leaving any adjacent structures in place” (BIP, 2017, p.6), the former tend to ‘cluster’ barriers in close proximity in the same area as one structure (DoJ, 2019). This has led to some discrepancies in the numbers of interface structures counted.[footnoteRef:15] For example, when justice functions were devolved to the Northern Ireland Assembly in April 2010, DoJ state that they took over responsibility for 59 of the physical interface structures (DoJ, 2019); yet the BIP (2017) report attributes them with ownership of 70 (with 25 owned by the NIHE, five in private ownership, three belonging to the Department for Infrastructure and eight where the owner had not been identified).  [15:  An example of the difference in counting is given as follows: “the NIO list from 2002 treated the structures in Duncairn Gardens as a single barrier and the DoJ’s 2016 list identifies four sets of structures, the 2012 BIP report documented nine separate barriers” (BIP, 2017, p.6)] 


This same 2017 report for BIP identified 116 interface structures in total right across Northern Ireland, with 97 remaining in Belfast (BIP, 2017).[footnoteRef:16] This suggests that 84% of all interface barriers are situated in Belfast. Yet within Belfast, the 26 miles of ‘peace-walls’ are not evenly distributed (Byrne, 2011). Almost all interface structures are located within urban ‘working-class’ areas which are among the most socially and economically deprived parts of the city (see NISRA, 2017),[footnoteRef:17] while 70 of the identified 97 barriers are in North and West Belfast alone (40 and 30 barriers respectively).[footnoteRef:18] This is not coincidental, given that one-third of all violence and politically motivated killings during the ‘Troubles’ occurred within just ten square miles across North and West Belfast (Murphy, 2008, p.55). Indeed, almost 70% of all conflict-related killings in Belfast between 1966 and 2001 took place within 500 metres of a peace-wall (Shirlow, 2003). One aspect of the peace-walls therefore, and why they still exist, is that they continue to provide a sense of security for a significant number of local residents who live ‘in their shadow’ (Byrne et al., 2012, 2015). This is a crucial point which has been documented in survey work assessing the attitudes of local residents to those interface barriers they live in close proximity to (see Byrne et al., 2012, 2015),[footnoteRef:19] and these are the long-entrenched security related attitudes which the PBP projects are hoping to ease. This work will be referred to in sub-section 2.4 shortly.  [16:  11 are in Derry Londonderry, there are seven in Portadown and one in Lurgan (BIP, 2017). However, there are complexities to the figures. The author of the report, Neil Jarman notes, “The research carried out for this report has resulted in the identification of 97 barriers across Belfast, two fewer than the 2012 report. But this slight difference masks a number of changes that have taken place. We have recorded six barriers that have been removed in the past five years, another two that have been partially removed and in three cases the barrier has been ‘reclassified’, as no longer serving a function as an interface barrier, due to redevelopment. However, we have also identified seven barriers or forms of defensive architecture that were not included in the previous volume, although only one of these appears to have been erected since 2012. In addition, we have noted eleven instances where there has been some form of ‘re-imaging’ of the barriers, involving some form of visible change but where a physical barrier remains” (BIP, 2017, p.5). ]  [17:  This is also the case in Derry Londonderry, Lurgan and Portadown. ]  [18:  A further 15 barriers are to be found in central Belfast (adjacent to the West-link), 11 are in East Belfast and just one is located within South Belfast (see BIP, 2017, p.7).]  [19:  This work builds upon a survey of 1,037 interface residents conducted by the US-Ireland Alliance in 2008. The survey was distributed to residents at the interface of Templemore Avenue/Short Strand, the Shankill/Falls, and Tigers Bay/New Lodge/Antrim Road. The survey found that while 81% of respondents in principle wanted the ‘walls to come down’, 60% said that the time was ‘not right’ and the walls could only come down in the future when they felt ‘more safe’ (see Macaulay, 2008, p.3).] 

[bookmark: _Toc87551374]2.2 Socio-economic and health impact of living in interface communities
The available research evidence indicates that individuals and families living in the shadows of the peace-walls suffer from multiple and overlapping issues in relation to socio-economic disadvantage, educational under-attainment, limited mobility and access to services, and poorer levels of mental and physical health and well-being (Conway and Byrne, 2005; Bell, 2007). 

As Gormley-Heenan et al. (2017) identified, 86% of those who are living 
within 400 metres of a peace-wall are also living in areas within the most deprived quintile of the Northern Multiple Deprivation Measure. Research by Roche (2005) and Hargie et al. (2006, 2011) have referred to the juxtaposition of this ‘ordinary’ social and economic deprivation with segregation and sectarianism facing those who live in interface areas as a ‘double penalty’. As Browne and Dwyer (2014) note, those living in the shadows of the walls also tend to have the lowest proportions of children progressing into tertiary education and the highest levels of youth unemployment (see also Borooah and Knox, 2017).

Access to services and limited mobility due to security related concerns and the presence of physical barriers (alongside long-established patterns of ‘avoidance of the ‘other’ community, see Hamilton et al., 2008) have also tended to characterise interface communities. Shirlow’s (2003) seminal work in Ardoyne/Glenbryn found that 86% of the 212 local residents surveyed would not, out of choice, enter an area dominated by the ‘other’ ethno-sectarian group. Moreover, 79% would not travel though an area (even by car) dominated 
by the ‘other’ community at night-time (see also Shirlow and Murtagh, 2006).[footnoteRef:20]  [20:  6% would not enter such areas due to a desire not to mix with the ‘other’ community (ibid.).] 


Given the scale of the conflict (more than 3,600 deaths and 40,000 injured, see McKittrick et al., 1999) it is understandable that the Northern Irish population generally tends to have poorer levels of mental health than the Republic of Ireland and the rest of the UK (O’Reilly and Stevenson, 2003; Murphy and Lloyd, 2007; Bunting et al., 2011, 2013; Wang et al., 2011). Tomlinson (2016, p.111) has drawn upon data from the 2012 UK wide Poverty and Social Exclusion Survey which showed that, “there was a clear link between specific conflict experience and higher deprivation rates…”.[footnoteRef:21] Respondents with ‘high’ levels of personal experience of the ‘Troubles’ were 1.85 times more likely to have lived in poverty in the past, 1.16 times more likely to state they are poor ‘sometimes’ or ‘all the time’, and 1.76 times more likely to lack three or more essential items most people take for granted as they ‘cannot afford them’ (ibid., p.115; see also Hillyard et al., 2005). Given that, as we have noted, interface communities were those most impacted upon by the violence of the ‘Troubles’, this means that those living in interface areas are much more likely to live in poverty and suffer from the associated negative health consequences of conflict (which is further impacted upon by the inter-generational transmission of trauma, see McAllister et al., 2009; O’Neill et al., 2015).  [21:  According to Tomlinson (2016, p.110): “The Northern Ireland survey involved re-contacting 1,702 of the 2,484 households who took part in the Northern Ireland Family Resources Survey between January 2010 and March 2011, and where at least one adult had agreed to be contacted for a follow-up study. Interviews were carried out with 988 households and 1,433 individuals.” The ‘Cost of the Troubles’ study previously found that “The group with the highest intensity of violence (experience) was also characterised by households with extremely low incomes” (Morrissey et al., 1999, p.106).] 


This appears to be borne out by the findings of Maguire et al. (2016), who assessed health record data on 1.3 million individuals living in Northern Ireland and found that living in a neighbourhood segregated by a ‘peace-line’ increased the likelihood of using anti-depressants by 19%, and of anxiolytic medication by 39%. As Gormley-Heenan et al. (2017) argue therefore, the paradox is that while interface barriers may provide local residents with a psychological sense of security, on another level they may also negatively impact upon their physical and mental health. 
[bookmark: _Toc87551375]2.3 Policy Context
It is of no surprise given the myriad negative impacts of the peace walls and barriers, alongside their stark visual attestation to the legacy of conflict, sectarianism and segregation, that local policymakers would turn their attention to addressing the interface walls and barriers. As noted previously in this report, the T:BUC strategy launched by the Northern Ireland Executive in May 2013 set the ambitious target of removing all interface barriers across Northern Ireland by 2023 (TEO, 2013), although the policy has been critiqued as being overly optimistic, not properly resourced, and without adequate delineation of responsibility for its oversight (see Morrow et al., 2014).[footnoteRef:22]  [22:  It has also been argued that the policy of barrier removal should be viewed within a wider remit of ‘improving safety and supporting regeneration’ (Byrne and Morrow, 2021).] 


While our research found generally negative views on the setting of the 2023 target date for removal (which will be documented in section three), what can be said in terms of the provision of the date is at the very least it started a conversation amongst community organisations,[footnoteRef:23] policy makers and academics on what such a process of barrier removal could or should look like; what the principles should be; and how issues such as community consent and aftercare could be addressed to progress barrier removal.  [23:  Particularly those who had built relationships across the interface via the Mobile Phone Networks which developed to address interface violence in the 1990s (see Jarman, 2006).] 


In 2010, 2013 and 2016 Belfast Conflict Resolution Consortium (BCRC) issued position papers which sought to outline core principles upon which the broader debate around peace barrier removal should be conducted. Based upon discussions with 31 community and statutory representatives, BCRC argued that:

· There was a lack of flexibility in addressing interface structures (with some residents feeling the process was ‘too rushed’);
· There were resource limitations which prevented ‘quick wins’ and damaged community confidence in the process;
· There was a lack of coordination and partnership working amongst statutory organisations;
· There was a lack of political buy-in and support for barrier removal from politicians on the ground (despite the overall cross-party political commitment made in T-BUC);
· Community consultation and how it was conducted was problematic with issues relating to ‘research fatigue,’ no agreed definition of consent and depending on the forum for debate, there was a fear of some residents to ‘speak their mind’;
· Issues around legalities and ownership which at times caused delays to barrier removal work; and
· There needed to be more focus on socio-economic incentives and regeneration to promote barrier removal (Blomqvist, 2016).

A number of these issues had previously been addressed in a paper produced by the Institute for Conflict Research on a proposed ‘model of consultation’ at the interface (see Bell and Young, 2013). Key issues identified in this report included a four-step process of consultation:

· The Pre-Consultation Phase: This highlighted the importance of forming a balanced Steering Group per interface area/site to consider the purpose of consultation, the geographic remit, barrier/land ownership issues, addressing how the action plan will be resourced, who will conduct the consultation, agreeing who will be consulted; ensuring good communication on consultation results between statutory/community partners; what is the timescale for proposed progress; and how any issues/concerns can best be ameliorated.
· Consultation/Engagement: Methods of engagement should be carefully chosen for consultation as should their sequencing (in terms of distributing information sheets/questionnaires, holding open days, family fun events, public meetings etc.) and how a proposal is framed can influence the response. 
· Implementation: Seeking 100% agreement on a proposal to reduce/remove a barrier may be unrealistic, but nor should one or two individuals hold a veto over a process (although the report noted there was no ‘magic formula’ with regards to a percentage required for consent given that all interface structures and areas differ). Any consultation findings and next steps to be taken should be shared more widely with the local community; although “weighted priority should be given to the views of residents who will be directly impacted upon by any proposed changes to a barrier or a gate” (Bell and Young, 2013, p.17), and action should be taken upon agreement as quickly as possible. 
· Aftercare: Aftercare should be provided to maintain community safety and ensure that any resident concerns are adequately met with regards to meeting individual household security needs, including providing reinforced glass for windows, strengthened doors, and fire-proof materials for oil-tanks (Bell and Young, 2013).[footnoteRef:24]  [24:  More recent work however by IFI (2019) has found that the provision of aftercare as part of the process of barrier removal has been significantly delayed, which resulted in a loss of confidence within local communities in the removal of interface walls and barriers. ] 


A policy paper drafted and circulated in November 2018 by IFI (after consultation with PBP groups) attempted to provide more detail on this issue of community consent by documenting a systematic process for engagement by which attempts at consent should be maximised. While acknowledging that weighted priority should be given to those living in closest proximity to the walls, the paper referred to a previously used NIHE approximation of 80% of resident agreement as a potential starting point for how to judge whether sufficient consent had been achieved for barrier reduction or removal (IFI, 2018). DoJ’s (2019) ‘Framework Document’ on the Interfaces Programme picks up this theme of consent, suggesting that “We also understand that those most affected by any decision to reduce or remove a structure are likely to be those living in closest proximity” (ibid., p.10). Yet although the framework states that “objections raised are weighted and considered” (ibid., p.11) there is no further reference as to how this weighting occurs.

Aside from this work on how community consultation could or should progress, there have been policy responses from academics and ‘think-tanks’ with regards to wider issues at the interface. Gormley Heenan et al. (2017), drawing upon a wide ranging review of anonymised household statistical data from the 2011 Census, have highlighted how there is a ‘democratic difference’ on either side of interface barriers in Belfast – where the Catholic population is younger, there are more single Catholics living in close proximity to a peace wall (between 0-400 metres away), and policy makers need to take into account such ‘demographic difference’ with regards to their methodologies for engaging with residents living in the shadows of the peace walls. Byrne et al. (2017) further argued that ‘quality of life’ indicators should be included as indicators of ‘success’ with regards to barrier removal – rather than just stark documentation of how many barriers have remained or come down. Morrow et al. (2017) contend that given the differing interpretations and narratives with regards to barrier removal in Unionist and Nationalist communities (a sense of fear/loss for the former versus housing need for the latter), barrier removal should be framed in terms of ‘viable change’ which offers ‘something better’ for residents on either side of an interface. 

More recently, a paper by the Social Change Initiative (2021) suggested that with regards to future work at the interface, consideration should be given to (i) addressing interface tensions and confidence (ii) supporting community leadership and momentum (iii) ensuring effective delivery mechanisms and joined-up statutory policies and approaches and (iv) monitoring and evaluating the process sufficiently. The focus within the Social Change paper is upon systemic and structural issues which the authors argue have impacted upon barrier removal for communities on the ground (such as the lack of an action plan for barrier removal, lack of or delay in sufficient resourcing and limited or poor inter-agency coordination). In response, Byrne and Morrow (2021) have highlighted ongoing definitional issues with regards to lack of clarity around what constitutes ‘interface communities’ and ‘community consent,’ how interface communities can better access the wider economy, how interface work should tie in with other work with regards to regeneration and moving beyond the legacy of conflict (such as the ‘Tackling Paramilitarism’ programme which emerged from the 2015 Fresh Start Agreement); and how political support for barrier reduction and removal must be better secured and evidenced. 

While the thoughts of academics and policy makers are certainly helpful in terms of framing the topic and a number of these themes will be returned to in sections three and four of this report; with regards to the decision to reduce, remove, reimage or reclassify a barrier, ultimately the most important views to listen to are those of local residents themselves (and confidence building work on this issue has been a key part of PBP engagement with residents thus far). 
[bookmark: _Toc87551376]2.4 Views of Interface Residents 
A 2012 survey of 1,451 people[footnoteRef:25] in Belfast and Derry Londonderry found that while 58% of all respondents wanted the ‘peace-walls’ to come down either ‘now’ or ‘sometime in the future’, 69% of those living closest to them felt that the walls should remain in place at present due to the potential for violence (Byrne et al., 2012). A 2015 follow up questionnaire of 1,021 interface residents highlighted several attitudinal differences when compared with the 2012 survey (Table 2). [25:  This included 840 interface residents and 611 members of the general population.] 


Table 2: Comparing responses of interface residents[footnoteRef:26] between the 2012 and 2015 ‘Public Attitudes to Peace Walls’ survey [26:  This data therefore excludes the 611 respondents in the 2012 survey who did not live in close vicinity to an interface barrier. In 2015, all respondents lived close to an interface barrier.] 

	Question
	Total response in 2012 (%)
	Total response in 2015 (%)

	I would like things left the way they are now
	22
	30

	I would like the Peace Wall to come down now
	14
	14

	I would like the Peace Wall to come down some time in the future
	44
	35

	I want to keep the Peace Wall, but have it opened for some accessibility
	9
	6

	I would like to keep the Peace Wall, but change how it looks to make it more appealing
	8
	7

	Don’t Know
	3
	8


*Replicated from Byrne et al. (2015, p.26).

The data indicates that respondents in 2015 were more hesitant towards any proposed change to the status of ‘peace-walls’ than had been the case just three years previously. In 2015, 30% wanted things to ‘stay as they are now’ compared with 22% in 2012. Similarly, although in 2012 44% of respondents wanted the walls to come down ‘in the future’, by 2015 this had decreased to 35%. Byrne et al. (2015) surmise that this retrograde development may be linked to a deterioration in community relations (and confidence in the political process) in the aftermath of the loyalist street protests due to the decision by Belfast City Council in December 2012 to restrict the flying of the Union flag at Belfast City Hall to designated days. 

Byrne et al. (2012) also note that the walls do not only serve a security function; for Protestant interface residents in particular, they signify a protection of their ‘culture’ (such as bonfires and parades) which they believe is being consistently eroded by perceived ‘nationalist gains’ through the ‘Peace Process’ (see also Nolan, 2014). Thus, the practical functions of ‘peace-walls’ are more complex than they first appear and can be associated with four key themes; security, community relations, health and well-being and culture and identity (Byrne et al., 2012). 

More recent survey data on the views of residents living in interface communities however indicate a return to more positive trends. Table 3 below documents the change in interface resident attitudes between 2017 and 2019[footnoteRef:27] with regards to views on the wall, feelings of safety and levels of interaction with the ‘Other’ community.  [27:  654 residents completed the survey in 2017 and 637 interface residents were surveyed in 2019 (see IFI, 2017, 2019).] 


Table 3: IFI Survey Responses in 2017 and 2019
	Theme
	Total response in 2017 (%)
	Total response in 2019 (%)

	Strongly in favour of barriers being removed within the lifetime of their children or grandchildren 
	68
	76

	Felt safe or fairly safe in their area 
	80
	86

	Had regular contact with the community on the other side of the peace-wall
	26
	40

	Interaction with the community on the other side of peace-wall was always or mostly positive 
	71
	78

	Want the barriers removed now 
	13
	19

	Do not want any change 
	25
	19

	Want to see greater accessibility, reimaging or reclassification of the barriers
	28
	30


*See IFI (2017, 2019) and Green et al. (2020, p.10).

These figures are certainly encouraging and highlight how ongoing engagement, conversations and confidence-building work in interface communities by community organisations on the ground are slowly helping to address issues and fears of personal/communal security in the event of any barrier reduction or removal. This in and of itself is a significant positive development of the PBP to date. 

The following section of the report will now set out a number of additional positive impacts of the work to date; alongside some of the challenges in terms of barrier removal and what interviewees would like to see change moving forwards to better expedite the work.  

























3. [bookmark: _Toc87551377]Research Findings

The following section documents the findings emerging from the interviews and focus groups held with 40 individuals as part of this research project. The section is divided into three sub-sections which largely reflect the three core themes interviewees were asked to consider in their reflections (see appendices). Section 3.1 highlights the positive impacts of the PBP and barrier removal work more generally to date. Section 3.2 documents the key issues which interviewees felt were impacting upon the process of barrier removal. Section 3.3 concludes the findings discussion with a presentation of the key themes emerging from interviews with regards to policy/practice suggestions for barrier removal work moving forwards.

Any quotations used in this section have been anonymised, although PBP participants have been coded as ‘PBG’ followed by a random number between 1 and 21 while external stakeholders have been assigned an ‘S/H’ followed by a random number between 1 and 19. 
[bookmark: _Toc87551378]3.1 Impact of the work to date
Discussions with interviewees identified five core positive impacts of the PBP to date. These included:

· Improved and strengthened relationships between staff, organisations and residents across the interfaces;
· Improved relationships have allowed the space for deeper conversations to explore attitudes to the peace-walls and their potential removal;
· Participating PBP groups have become more strategic in their barrier reduction work, augmented inter-community engagement work, and are delivering challenging programmes dealing with sensitive legacy and perception issues;
· This work has reportedly facilitated greater levels of resident movement between and across interface areas; and
· There has been a reduction in the total number of peace barriers (via removal, reduction, reimaging and de/reclassification). 

These interlinked themes will now be discussed in turn.

[bookmark: _Toc87551379]3.1.1 Strengthened Relationships
It became clear throughout the research that both PBP participants and external stakeholders felt that the work on barrier removal to date had encouraged the strengthening of trust and relationships between community representatives and organisations from either side of the interface. While a number of these organisations had worked together in some capacity prior to their involvement in the PBP, there was an acknowledgement that the sustained period of working together had been hugely beneficial. This work, including joint contact with local communities, sitting in meetings together, action planning on proposals to better their communities via reducing/removing barriers and presenting a ‘united community front’ to residents and statutory agencies was reported as being highly successful:

‘I’ve had three cars wrecked in ten years. There is a fear of what can happen. But I feel reassured, we are building relationships. I’ve got to know people living in a street 100 yards away from my house who I never would have met. And they have the exact same issues that I have.’ (PBG 16)

‘The boys would have shot each other years ago. Now they are sitting down together. The community want to work together. Now you have people who had never met before expressing their concerns and feelings about the wall, their community, their security... (Name removed) had a meeting in (removed) and a man brought his 19 year old son with him to a meeting and said, “I don’t want my son doing what I did.” They have these conversations/events together. To start to unpack, changing that barrier in your head to condition the conversation on the interface barrier. They are moving these people forward…’ (S/H 18)

The strength of these cross-community relationships was reported to have played a ‘significant role’ in PBP organisations and staff being able to come together to reduce tensions and the potential for violence in the spring and summer of 2021 around Brexit and the Northern Ireland Protocol:

‘I found the meetings valuable and was impressed with the strength of relationships across the divide… There were pretty open conversations among the folk… The Protocol was never going to destroy relationships between those groups because they are just too strong.’ (S/H 5)

‘We were the ones out in the hi-vis jackets walking together at the interface trying to calm tensions when trouble flared earlier in the year.’ (PBG 5)

This example of joint or cross-community working which has been set by participating PBP groups was felt to have ‘rippled down’ to some extent within communities, with some interviewees feeling that the symbolism of community representatives from different community backgrounds sitting down and working with one another, alongside the planned programme of community engagement by PBP projects, allowed residents to challenge their own fears and prejudices of those living on the other side of the wall. This in turn led to some local residents who had been previously disengaged from community activities to ‘dip their toe in the water’ and begin a cross-community engagement process themselves:

‘It’s breaking down the barrier of the monster on the other side of the wall. Getting to know each other’s faces. Breaking down all that.’ (PBG 19)
‘They are more relaxed in talking to one another now. They see what we are trying to create between communities… No flags… for the first time ever. None on either side of the road.’ (PBG 12)
[bookmark: _Toc87551380]3.1.2 Deeper Conversations 
While the initial years of the programme prioritised ‘softer’ good relations work, community events and family friendly ‘fun days’, it was felt that the community organisations had used this initial engagement to build trust and confidence amongst local residents before engaging with them on ‘harder-hitting’ issues – including the removal of interface barriers:

‘I’ve seen progression and part of it is down to IFI, challenging hard issues and doing risky stuff. The good relations work has moved beyond the nice, fluffy stuff. In (name removed) for years I saw programmes going in to go work and almost they were reinforcing a victim mentality. Whereas the PBP has taken a different slant and it’s actually engaged with the residents. It’s gone in past the gatekeeper and challenged people - I think it’s built confidence in the residents and helped with relationships across the interface. People could see they had the same problems as those on the other side of the wall. I put a lot of crossing barriers down to PBP, although it’s not just that – but confidence is getting better.’ (S/H 15)

‘No one was having those conversations about bringing walls down pre-2013. For you to have agreement on softening, reimaging, removing barriers, in 90% of our barriers you need a joint decision… You need to do that to build trust, relationships.’ (PBG 18) 
[bookmark: _Toc87551381]3.1.3 More Strategic 
There was a general feeling that PBP groups had become more targeted and strategic in their work as the programme had progressed. It was suggested that the PBP groups were now able to articulate and frame their objectives in terms of barrier removal better; had upskilled with regards to their own levels of capacity; had an improved understanding of the community consultation process and greater awareness of the necessity to try and bring in wider external support for their proposals to be successful (including statutory agencies and in some instances, via lobbying local politicians):[footnoteRef:28] [28:  Although as shall shortly be highlighted in section 3.2, engaging with local politicians and securing their support for barrier reduction or removal has, in some instances, been very difficult. ] 


‘We need political leadership from both sides of the community. We’ve been working with (names removed). They are working together for the first time in the history of (removed).’ (PBG 21)

‘PBP allowed for dedicated project workers to work in the area and this made statutory agencies sit up and notice the impact dedicated workers were having. As such more investment has been made in the area from other statutory agencies.’ (PBG 13)

‘This programme has allowed us to build relationships with communities to work towards barrier reduction. This is a ground-up process rather than the other way about. And these groups know their communities – that is so important for us stats, they know individuals, families, issues. What I learn in one area working with the PBP groups, I may try and apply in another if it works. I think other areas sometimes see some progress and then people say to you, “Can you do what they got to our area?”’ (S/H 16)

It was also felt that the PBP had assisted inter-community engagement work, particularly around delivering programmes focusing upon sensitive legacy and perception issues:

‘We brought a woman who had been burnt out of her house 50 years ago back to it – first time she had set foot in (removed) since the 1960s.’ (PBG 5)
[bookmark: _Toc87551382]3.1.4 Movement across the interface
Although it was acknowledged by PBP interviewees and external stakeholders that in some instances there remain difficulties in terms of encouraging attitudinal change with regards to moving across the interface into the space of the ‘Other’ community’, there was a general perception that the preparatory work on building trust and relationships within communities had in fact encouraged some local residents to utilise the space across the interface for leisure or work purposes. This is an important dynamic to acknowledge given Shirlow’s (2003) work on the historic reticence many interface residents had on venturing into the territory of the ‘Other’ community:

‘People are more confident moving across the areas. I know now I walk back from meetings across the wall. It used to be I would have taken the car, just in case.’ (PBG 16)

‘The main positives of this programme has (sic) been the relationship building. Before 2013 there was little or no relationships. Three or four years ago even you wouldn’t have seen anyone from the (removed) in (removed). Or vice versa. But now you would… This programme has helped break down the stigma.’ (PBG 15)

‘People feel a bit safer on the (removed). Five or six years ago you wouldn’t have seen people walk down the (removed). You do now.’ (PBG 3)



[bookmark: _Toc87551383]3.1.5 Barrier reduction/removal
Finally, many interviewees pointed out that the barrier reduction work to date, both PBP and otherwise, had facilitated the removal, reduction, reimaging or declassification of a number of barriers. Some of the examples of good practice cited included:

· Development of the children’s playpark and opening of the gates at Serpentine/Navarra;
· Ongoing work on barrier removal on North Queen Street;
· Opening of the interface gate at Derry’s walls 24 hours a day/seven days a week at the ‘dog-leg’ which had been closed for 40 years;
· Removal of the harsh barrier preventing access to Flax Street/Ardoyne from the Crumlin Road;
· The Moyard site and the plans to develop and regenerate the Finlay Park site which will design out a number of interface structures; and
· Community efforts around the reduction and removal of barriers at Girdwood (albeit there were differing perceptions and experiences with regards to the space itself). 
Interviewees discussed some of these sites (and others) at length:

‘We’ve had major success in terms of removal and reimaging – we have a process, and we do our work under the radar… Every year we make a little progress… There will be new houses. A fence will come down there as a part of the regeneration process.’ (PBG 18)
‘Some of the more grotesque sites have been addressed… We identified sites – when you see the actual deprivation in the area, the open derelict space…’  (PBG 9)

‘We took down a 7-metre high and wide fencing around (removed). The top fencing is only temporary.’ (S/H 1)

Several interviewees were also keen to stress that numerically the number of interface barriers and structures were fewer than they were before either the PBP programme or DoJ’s Interfaces Programme began:

‘We had 59 interface structures. We have 43 now. But it’s unhelpful to focus on the numbers around the structures.’ (S/H 11)

However, once the interview discussions moved away from the positives and onto the second theme of the challenges facing those working to secure barrier removal, the divisions between PBP participants and some external stakeholders became more apparent. 

[bookmark: _Toc87551384]3.2 Challenges impeding barrier removal
Analysis of the interview data revealed that there were nine key challenges identified with working to achieve barrier reduction or removal. These include:

· Lack of an overall, coordinated and sufficiently resourced inter-departmental strategy and action plan to progress barrier removal;
· Lack of proper accountability structures to measure progress;
· The short-term nature of the funding environment which makes it difficult to strategize for longer-term plans;
· Lack of political commitment to driving the T:BUC 2023 strategy, possibly tempered by local political concerns around vote loss or territorial encroachment following barrier removal;
· Ongoing issues relating to security, identity, housing, community safety and policing;
· Long delays in the barrier removal process which leads to a loss of community confidence - particularly around aftercare provision;
· Issues around the consultation process itself – particularly around community consent – leaving a role for community gatekeepers; 
· A general lack of trust between community and statutory representatives; 
· A perceived lack of communication and coordination within and between statutory organisations themselves and between statutory and community organisations.

It is important to note that throughout the discussions all 21 PBP participants and a significant proportion of external stakeholders voiced their frustration with how peace barrier removal was progressing to date. While other external stakeholders accepted some of the criticisms (and shared some of the frustrations) around issues of delay, particularly around aftercare, they disagreed on some other points of contention with other interviewees. These divisions of opinion shall be drawn out throughout the section, although it is important to note that all interviewees reaffirmed their commitment to the shared goals of barrier reduction and barrier removal. 
[bookmark: _Toc87551385]3.2.1 Lack of coherent, coordinated strategy
There was general consensus amongst interviewees that while T:BUC committed the Northern Ireland Executive to remove all peace walls and barriers by 2023, there was no coordinated strategy laid out at the same time which documented how this process would practically be achieved. This was an area of concern for PBP participants and most external stakeholders:

‘Nobody has a plan, so groups develop their own strategies on an ad hoc basis.’ (S/H 13)

‘There is no strategy to make these areas more inclusive. The amount of wasteland in and around some interfaces is horrendous. The areas are neglected and actually the environment automatically keeps communities apart… the walls themselves become the sites for disorder. The barriers or structures don’t stop flashpoints but actually serve as the place for people to come to cause trouble. They wouldn’t gather there but for the interface barrier.’ (S/H 7)

‘Absolutely hopeless. No strategy. No resources. Need an anti-poverty strategy. No policies. Still none, ten years later. We have never put the meat on the bones of that (T:BUC)… There is still a lack of joined up regeneration strategy at the interface.’ (PBG 21)

‘It was an Executive notion to remove all peace walls by 2023. But they had no notion of the practical steps to do it. There was no plan and there still is no plan.’ (PBG 10) 

The Framework Document sets out the Department of Justice’s position on the Interface Programme (DoJ, 2019). However, several interviewees suggested this was insufficient as a cross-departmental approach is required:

‘Where does responsibility lie? T:BUC was done without community consultation. It set targets that weren’t going to be met. TEO didn’t want interfaces... DoJ in fairness didn’t want this. They weren’t given enough money. What do they do? We don’t know what advice they are getting – security wise. There is just no strategy. Who is going to resource this?’ (S/H 5)
[bookmark: _Toc87551386]3.2.2 Lack of Accountability
In this regard there was criticism voiced towards what was perceived to be the lack of accountability structures to progress and monitor work on barrier reduction:

‘We need more accountability. Everyone feeds into a process but there is never a structural plan or feedback forthcoming. The governance structure and engagement with key partners needs improved. I do see this as very ad hoc. We get requests for (removed). But I never see a timeline. They pop up out of the blue. I don’t see how it’s prioritised… governance needs to change for that to happen.’ (S/H 7)

In particular, the Interface Programme Board (IPB) was singled out as a forum which could be improved:[footnoteRef:29] [29:  The IPB in turn reports to the Good Relations Programme Board which in turn liaises with the Community Engagement Forum before liaising with the Ministerial Panel. See, file:///C:/Users/John/AppData/Local/Temp/interface-programme-governance-chart-for-web.pdf (accessed October 12th, 2021).] 


‘It’s a tick-box for the stats. I didn’t see the point (in IPB meetings). There was nothing productive that came out of them. Didn’t challenge on action plans… The meetings are filled with papers that don’t get read. The sites are a report that no one can challenge as the space or time isn’t there for it… When I attended, those meetings are too high level and strategic. We never analysed action plans.’ (S/H 18)

‘It’s a talking shop – “Here’s an update just” – but it should be, “Here’s how we can work together.”’ (S/H 17) 

Conversely, several participants felt that despite limitations, the IPB was a useful forum and there was something of a misunderstanding as to its purpose:

“The refreshed (IPB) board has been better in terms of inter-agency cooperation but of course it could be better. The board has provided very useful challenges... The board dynamic has changed to be less of organisations coming in to try and justify their work to one where more constructive conversations are happening… some initially misunderstood the role of the board. It is about working in partnership not necessarily an opportunity to hold government to account.” (S/H 11)

It should be noted however that several stakeholders also felt that there needed to be greater accountability to the work of IFI and PBP groups in terms of recording and sharing the outcomes of their work:

‘There needs to be better data on outcomes. In T:BUC, you can tell how many people have a more favourable view of x, y or z. At all of the meeting’s PIP, PBP I have been at we aren’t able to provide those same outcomes. It tends to be based on absolute numbers rather than relative numbers. Tighten up on those.’ (S/H 8)
[bookmark: _Toc87551387]3.2.3 Funding environment
A further challenge identified in the discussions relates to the short-term provision of funding for barrier removal work (for both statutory and community-based organisations). As a result, this can lead to delays between when funding was applied for (for example January) and when a decision may be made with regards to allocating that funding (potentially the late summer months or beyond):

‘Annual budgeting is still a problem. If we could get three-year funding – it’s all year to year. There’s a bit of a gap in between getting the funding in May/June then you can’t do much in July, so realistically it’s September/October by the time you can start.’ (S/H 17)

‘But annual budgets are problematic. We require longer-term funding. We’ll not have everything spent by March 31st so multi-annual budgets would be helpful. And more clarity on budgets moving forwards would be helpful.’ (S/H 9)
Difficulties with regards to the short-term funding cycle for this work also impacted upon longer-term planning and job security for project participants:

‘We’ve said this umpteen times. We don’t know if we have jobs every 12 months. Everything for us is done in 12 months. You can’t strategize beyond that. We have to meet monthly, quarterly reports.’ (PBG 18)
[bookmark: _Toc87551388]3.2.4 Lack of Political Commitment
In addition to concerns around lack of long-term strategy and accountability mechanisms, a common theme emerging across interviews was that while T:BUC was a cross-party political ‘top-level’ commitment, at times some politicians were felt to have played a detrimental or negative communicative/blocking role in their communities with regards to barrier reduction: 

‘A politician actually said to me, “See, I told you this stuff (interface work) was a trap.”’ (PBG 4).

‘We have good relations with statutory agencies but political instability and the fact that politicians don’t come out and voice support for barrier removal is a major issue.’ (S/H 7)

One potential explanation of the perceived lack of grassroots political support offered was that some politicians may be concerned about losing votes or the territorial encroachment of the ‘other’ community. Several interviewees also expressed the view that the concerns of politicians appeared to be prioritised over and above those of local communities and other stakeholders.[footnoteRef:30]  [30:  Although local politicians may make the argument that they are representing community concerns with their position. ] 


However, a number of external stakeholders were keen to stress that as public servants they had to include and inform local politicians in consultation processes around barrier removal:

‘As public servants we have a duty to engage widely to ensure there are no surprises - that a digger doesn’t turn up or a certain community doesn’t know what’s happening. We have to communicate that. We have to leaflet doors, spend afternoons and evenings with people, attend public meetings where there may be a rent-a-mob who want to kill you. But it’s because we don’t want to get it wrong. That would be a huge negative for everybody.’ (S/H 1)

Yet several interviewees expressed concern that some statutory organisations held ‘side conversations’ with some groups and organisations:

‘…sidebar meets, and consultations are causing tensions and frustrations.’ (S/H 19) 
Several stakeholders suggested that the consultation process had to be as wide ranging as possible within local communities (and not just restricted to IFI funded groups), that they were often invited in to talk to a wide range of individuals and groups, and that historically an inclusive process to engagement in Northern Ireland has brought previously marginalised groups ‘in from the cold’ to support the political process and transition away from violence:

‘There is a lack of understanding of our statutory duties. What we get from the PBP groups isn’t the full picture. That creates friction, which is really important as this has to be cross-departmental… We can’t do it on our own. The more people we can get to see this as cross-agency the better.’ (S/H 11)

‘We need to seek a broad range of views. Some groups want us to work exclusively through them. It’s when we knock on doors that can cause tensions. We sometimes go round as well as through.’ (S/H 9)
[bookmark: _Toc87551389]3.2.5 Security, Identity, Housing, Community Safety and Policing Issues
A key issue identified in relation to barrier removal was associated with combined concerns relating to ongoing feelings of (in)security, identity issues, housing, community safety and policing. Some residents on both sides of the interface retained their conflict-related fear of ‘what might happen’ if a wall or barrier came down:

‘To several generations the peace walls are normal. It is the backdrop to their whole lives. Why would they want or expect them to come down? You need to actually live at a peace wall to understand how it impacts on someone’s life. The barriers are also sub-conscious. To go anywhere here, people plot routes in their mind, they know where not to go.’ (S/H 5)

‘There’s been no real recorded violence in years. But it’s still seen as a safety barrier for some people. The girl next to me has safety barriers on her house, it makes her feel safe. Others don’t need that level of reassurance. There’s a lot of different opinions. (PBG 12)
These fears were felt to be particularly acute amongst some Unionist interface communities, where there was a reported leadership and capacity deficit within a wider context of perceived ‘territorial encroachment’. Concerns were expressed for some PUL communities relating to identity issues and existential fears about what may happen to their community and culture in the advent of a barrier coming down. On the other hand, there is also huge housing demand, particularly within the Catholic community in Belfast which tends to be demographically younger (Gormley-Heenan et al., 2017); so, there are differing and changing dynamics on either side of the interface which add a complexity to the work:

‘Some people call the wall a security wall. Some residents see it that if that comes down, “We are going into the other side of the community.”’ (PBG 14)
‘We feel as a Protestant community here, we have much more to lose… The Protestant community see it as encroachment.’ (PBG 9)

There were concerns in this regard that some young people were being drawn into street violence out of some ‘misguided sense’ that they were acting as the ‘defenders’ of their community:

‘The generation involved in the riots now shouldn’t be. That should be gone by now. Young people are being manipulated and exploited.’ (S/H 14)

Alongside the political context however, there were also issues relating to general safety and concerns around anti-social behaviour and drug-dealing. Community safety was also identified as a challenge in this context, particularly with regards to views on changes to neighbourhood policing in recent years:

‘Policing four or five years ago literally changed overnight. The Neighbourhood Policing Teams (NPTs) now hide behind lack of resources and lack of funding. The groups all knew the NPTs, they attended their meetings. There are no police at reference meetings now. Now the neighbourhood teams are trying to build relationships again, but it is difficult as they have no strategy for engaging at interface areas. The loss of confidence in policing is phenomenal. The consistent change in policing personnel doesn’t help either.’ (S/H 19)

‘I’ve only ever been at two projects where police attended the meets… No police come to anything else.’ (S/H 18)

While some PBP participants reported ‘good relationships’ with the police, others felt that there were policing issues which needed to be addressed to increase community confidence around barrier removal:

‘We have pretty good relationships with the police, and the community police in particular. They always come to our cohesion group meetings and do a report. But we’ve done so much work in our area for years the police aren’t on hand anymore. People need to see them in an area to feel safe.’ (PBG 12)

‘We have drive-by policing here. They won’t get out of their vehicles. Why is there never any NPT here? They need to build confidence with the community. They don’t treat peace-walls as something they need to look at.’ (PBG 10)

‘PSNI don’t attend reference meets anymore. They used to know our problems. Resources were cut, so they said they didn’t have the manpower (sic). There has never been a real relationship there. Yet anti-social behaviour and youth problems can destabilise the area.’ (PBG 3)
For their part, an external stakeholder acknowledged that for barriers to be removed the community need to see and experience reassurance through NPTs. But it was reported that budget cuts to policing had impacted upon this, particularly with many other priorities for policing across the city (although it was suggested that the PSNI had increased their neighbourhood team in one area from 20 to 60 officers). It was further argued that other avenues for providing ‘visibility’ and ‘reassurance’ were via social media messaging, although it was contended that an increased budget for NPTs would facilitate increased on the ground visibility.[footnoteRef:31]  [31:  It was also reported that there has been a ‘returning focus’ by the PSNI to neighbourhood policing in 2021 with the provision of an additional 400 officers to be assigned to neighbourhood teams.] 

[bookmark: _Toc87551390]3.2.6 Delays in the Process
A key challenge identified with regards to barrier removal are the reported delays in the process and the length of time it takes to progress from consultation stage to residents seeing results on the ground. On several occasions, it was reported that site specific work on particular barriers took up to five or six years to finalise. It was felt that such delays (which many interviewees associated with statutory agencies generally and DoJ more specifically)[footnoteRef:32] not only impacted upon community confidence in the process of barrier reduction (contributing to apathy), but also led to a loss of morale and motivation amongst PBP participants themselves: [32:  Although several external stakeholders suggested that in their view the complexity of barrier removal work and securing agreement on sensitive issues and mitigating any resident concerns was the main reason causing longer processes than otherwise might be expected.] 


‘It’s a snail’s pace of progress. It could have a detrimental impact on IFI and the groups. Going out rapping doors, surveying the community, considering change. That takes ages. But there is a risk of losing community support and goodwill.’ (S/H 17)

‘You want to move. Then three months later, six months later nothing has happened. We don’t move fast. We are quite slow. But DoJ are so slow, I don’t know why. There’s a lot of frustration amongst local groups and residents as a result. We are being promised we will do this in January say… It just leads to real frustration. You can see the frustration.’ (S/H 15)

‘You look like a clown. (Names removed) here consulted seven, eight times with residents.... They are not making the same progress that communities are making.’ (PBG 15) 

‘But you end up going back to residents with the same stuff, you can’t promise them anything. It’s soul destroying for us.’ (PBG 11)

There was particular frustration around the slow pace of delivery for aftercare packages for residents – which were part of the T:BUC commitment to interface areas and were viewed as crucial in building confidence amongst local residents to agree to making changes to interface barriers right next to their homes:
‘Aftercare has been terrible. It surely shouldn’t be such an issue. Even if you reduce a wall by two feet, that’s some success. But if people agree to reduce (barriers) they need toughened glass or fireproof oil tanks. That has dragged on and on due to procedure, procurement, tender, advertising. Even a yes for a project can take six months to get back.’ (S/H 17) 

‘There are no proper policies around aftercare. It only just happened there… And yet aftercare gives people confidence… You have to build the confidence of residents. It’s really hard to talk about a fictitious aftercare package – budgets have to be set in place. You can’t ask residents to agree to major change without that.’ (PBG 9)

‘People have been let down badly around aftercare… No joined-up ideas, miniscule progress… They are saying, “Get them down” - but they are not saying what comes after... There’s no incentive for residents. One woman had a canopy out her back – it was white, got black paint thrown on it. She had to go through her own insurance.’ (PBG 6)

The importance of ‘moving quickly’ once residents had made the decision to reduce or remove a barrier was also highlighted as very important (see also Bell and Young, 2013):

‘When community agreement is secured and there is an understanding that something can happen there needs to be no bureaucratic impediment… There should be no slowing things down… You’ve got to hit it with the hammer while it’s hot.’ (S/H 8)
Aftercare packages also depend on independent security assessments of specific sites by the PSNI. While some interviewees questioned the utility of such assessments and queried the data upon which they are based, several stakeholders highlighted that they played a crucial role in planning for aftercare and improving resident feelings of safety and security should a barrier be reduced or removed:

‘…it is confidential…most of it will be historic based on records. The Crime Prevention Unit will also do an additional safety analysis on things like lighting, vehicle access etc… analysis is provided as advice to DoJ and it is for them to decide what to do with it… conscious not to increase demand on services when… they wouldn’t be able to deliver.’ (S/H 7)

For their part however, several stakeholders referred to the slow pace of movement with their internal systems with regards to tendering and procurement in particular. Several stakeholders acknowledged the delay with aftercare due to requiring a sizeable ‘business case approval’ (a single aftercare package for a reported £3 million across all sites), and one stakeholder closely involved with the process expressed sincere frustration at the length of time the aftercare package had taken to be delivered to local residents (particularly in Rosevale). However, several interviewees were also keen to stress that the lengthy process of such a business case also took place in the aftermath of the RHI scandal which meant that finances were much more heavily scrutinised than had been the case previously. There was also some discussion around the aftercare package more generally, with a suggestion that the purposes and remit of aftercare had been somewhat ‘misunderstood’ in the community:
‘This idea that it takes on average five years to implement aftercare – isn’t correct. The NIHE have to be able to get into someone’s homes to do an assessment and with Covid they couldn’t do that. There are challenges around cost and affordability as well… There is a challenge to how it’s sold to people on the ground – we would like to talk to residents about what it is and what it isn’t. A big frustration of ours is that what is positioned publicly is there is no money for it (barrier removal). That is rarely the case… Money to date hasn’t been an issue.’ (S/H 11)

‘Aftercare – it’s about assurance, not insurance. Not that you can get some nice new windows. It’s how can we ameliorate the legitimate physical concerns a resident may have if a fence or wall comes down?’ (S/H 9)
[bookmark: _Toc87551391]3.2.7 Community consultation: what constitutes consent?
A related challenge facing barrier removal involves the consultation process itself, and in particular, how the concept of community consent is interpreted. A small number of interviewees expressed a preference for greater guidance on the concept of consent, particularly with regards to a percentage figure required to progress. However, it should be noted that the vast majority of interviewees – while wanting clarity around the process and principles of consent, were in fact opposed to placing a numeric value on the proportion of residents required in a street or an area who needed to be in favour of change occurring:
‘Is it 50%? 75% 90%? Can one person stop it? None of us know. My biggest fear is that we need to be careful with consent… It has to be unique to whatever structure you are working on. I know in (removed), working on a percentage for consent would turn people against each other.’ (PBG 12)

‘The notion of a formula isn’t helpful. If we create the formula, then people will engineer the conditions to meet it. It’s far too complex and multi-layered an issue to do that.’ (S/H 11)

‘It is really complex… Is 79% bad but 80% good? It’s really complex… But instinctively I’m not in favour of a percentage. It needs to be reasonably flexible. We need to create the conditions where people are ok with the reduction and removal of barriers.’ (S/H 5)
But there was general consensus amongst interviewees that the views of those living closest to interface structures should be prioritised:
‘It has to be wider – but critical weight given to someone who lives right at a barrier. You need a blend of both for consent. We need to be pragmatic about consent - I don’t like the idea of a strict percentage being put to it.’ (PBG 10)

There was some criticism expressed by PBP participants of the parameters they felt were ‘imposed’ on them with regards to consent. Several external stakeholders however referred to the difficulties in defining consent narrowly, particularly with regards to the Justice and Security (Northern Ireland) Act (2007):

‘Who has the final say on an interface barrier being removed? It goes back to the legal basis for it being there is preserving peace and maintaining order. If it doesn’t meet that threshold, we are liable to lose a judicial review case. It is a wider piece than those people who live in the immediate vicinity of the barrier. There is a wider community of interest invested in the conversation.’ (S/H 1)
This rationale was provided as the grounds for the several occasions when PBP participants reported to the research team (often in an emotive way) that they felt they had secured agreement with the local community and DoJ on barrier reduction/removal, only for a ‘last minute’ decision to be taken which they weren’t expecting (and which they felt damaged their credibility in the community):

‘I just see consent as a fudge which is invoked when someone wants to stop something. They will dictate the length of a consultation process. (Removed) – it took years to get agreement – then DoJ changed their mind at the last minute… They will tell you who or how much they want consulted.’ (PBG 18)

‘You can’t consult the community then take down anyway – once you decide to consult you need to honour the consultation. When they don’t honour what comes from a consultation it leads to broken promises. When they say they are going to do something, we tell the community, then they say, “Oh we didn’t say that.” The community wonder who is telling lies. We live in these communities and then we have to explain to them why they changed their minds.’ (PBG 6)

It is important to note the significant impact these reported incidents had on PBP participants whereby they, and the community, felt incredibly ‘let down.’ Several stakeholders suggested that in some of these instances their remit is not about ‘barrier replacement’ particularly if it is deemed that a structure is no longer providing a security or peace preservation function. More generally however it was suggested that the Framework Document (DoJ, 2019) had been ‘positively influenced’ by the arguments made by PBP groups that consent cannot be framed around a simple yes/no question but instead should rather be framed around wider regeneration/quality of life improvements for residents (see also Byrne et al., 2017). 
[bookmark: _Toc87551392]3.2.8 Lack of trust/relationships
It is perhaps unsurprising given the thrust of the discussion in this section thus far that a further challenge identified with regards to barrier removal has been the deterioration in trust and relationships between PBP participants and DoJ in particular:

‘Trust is totally lacking. They don’t trust the groups, or they ask them to consult again because a process has taken too long.’ (S/H 18)

‘There are two different processes here – IFI’s and that of the stats. We want a proper process. Otherwise, it’s pointless.’ (PBG 18)

‘They (DoJ) came out on a Saturday and didn’t tell us they were coming. Then they didn’t consult all of those they should have – only talked to newer residents. If they asked us, we would have helped. It got to the point where we didn’t know what was happening – shall we go out and consult? Do we need to check with them? Do we need to ask them? Now we just do it ourselves.’ (PBG 12)

That said, there was some community recognition of statutory staff doing their best in difficult structural circumstances:

‘DoJ don’t like empowering communities. Although they have some lovely workers, (name removed) was great. She understands.’ (PBG 21)

In one instance an external stakeholder expressed a view sympathetic to the position of other statutory representatives:

‘DoJ take a beating a lot of the time from community groups, but I wouldn’t want to be in their shoes. There is a difference between criticism and over-the-top bullying… Procurement and tendering for things takes time and it isn’t helpful when other statutory agencies declare to the community that they are ready to move ahead. DoJ can’t make similar commitments as things take time to process.’ (S/H 14)

While all sides lamented the difficulties, there was recognition that as a result of a combination of factors, there were relationships in need of repair:

‘DoJ and TEO are committed to this. But we need to move away from the tendency to blame DoJ for issues around delay for example. A lot of that could be dealt with in a more partnership approach. We need to reflect on our own approach. There are some pretty combative relationships. I’m not sure how we fix that.’ (S/H 11)
‘We need to do more to build confidence in statutory agencies. I think we can be open to ideas and show that willingness. And we need to move beyond what is seen as success for one community as a failure for another. It’s a culture of partnership is needed.’ (S/H 10)

It should be noted that generally PBP groups welcomed their engagement with the NIHE and city councils (and to a lesser extent DfC and TEO).
[bookmark: _Toc87551393]3.2.9 Poor communication 
The challenging relationships were also connected to a related challenge – perceived poor communication between community and statutory representatives and also between differing statutory departments:

‘I just find that we have been doing this near ten years and it’s unbelievable that in this day and age government departments don’t work together. We need to talk to three different government departments who don’t talk to each other… The Ministers don’t work together. It makes it hell for people like us.’ (PBG 15)

‘There needs to be a wider multi-agency approach – some agencies have pulled away from inter-agency meetings.’ (PBG 10)

‘There’s a lack of communication between stats. There’s hostility between them at times. It doesn’t make for a very productive environment… Information doesn’t filter down to us.’ (PBG 5)

A particular challenge with regards to communication was that the IPB focused discussions at a higher strategic level, which reportedly did not lead to information filtering down to influence the operational day to day work of statutory agencies (and of PBP projects) on the ground. Several interviewees referred to the importance of building in an operational meeting structure to the programme to improve the communication flow ‘up and down’. Several stakeholders expressed the view that improving operational engagement between statutory agencies would also allow for the development of priority lists of sites for barrier transformation in advance – which would then allow them to align budgets with one another or bring in additional resources if necessary. It was felt that this would be a more strategic approach than the current ‘scattergun’ method. However, it must be noted on this point that other interviewees were reluctant to build in an operational structure to delivery as they felt this would add another level of bureaucracy which they argued would not necessarily help deal with the structural challenges in place. 

For their part, several stakeholders suggested that they would like to see PBP area-based action plans and improve two-way communication around the planning process. But these trust and communication issues are clearly significant in terms of impacting upon the partnership approach identified as necessary between community and statutory agencies to progress interface barrier removal (Bell and Young, 2013; DoJ, 2019), and they will shortly be returned to in the concluding section of this report. 

Although this section has identified the key challenges which have impacted upon peace barrier reduction work to date, on a more positive note, interviewees made a number of suggestions as to what they thought would better support their work moving forwards. These thoughts are documented in the following sub-section. 
[bookmark: _Toc87551394]3.3 Policy/Practice suggestions moving forwards
There were four key policy and practice suggestions which interviewees discussed as ways to progress barrier reduction work. These included:

· A reaffirmed Political Commitment and Strategy (minus target dates);
· Planned and Agreed Area-Based Approach to Consultation (improving communication, consistency in approach and data sharing between statutory and community groups to increase confidence);
· Focus on Regeneration to design out walls and improve quality of life; and
· These issues led to a consideration of the most appropriate delivery agent for barrier reduction.
These issues will now be discussed in turn. 
[bookmark: _Toc87551395]3.3.1 Reaffirmed Political Commitment and Strategy
While a small number of interviewees welcomed the provision of a date for removal in T:BUC as a way of ‘focusing minds’ and a means of time-scaling progress, the majority of interviewees felt that the provision of the date (in the absence of community consultation) had been an undue hindrance to barrier removal work on the ground. There was an argument made that by setting out the date in advance, political parties had signified their intention to proceed with barrier removal, regardless of the thoughts and views of local residents (and despite commitments to listening to their views in T:BUC):

‘The 2023 date wasn’t helpful. You can’t – the paradox is when you set a firm date – yet say that community consent is essential – you can’t then dictate the pace. At the same time, having a shared and well-established commitment is helpful – I’m just not sure putting a timeframe on it is.’ (S/H 11)

It was felt that time-scaling without consulting and proper planning for how work would be delivered strengthened the position of those within communities who were opposed to any form of barrier reduction or removal. It was also noted that politicians needed much more than just words, they needed to visibly and symbolically demonstrate their willingness to work towards the removal of all peace walls and barriers:
‘There is something we as society and political leaders and communities and stats need to be much more assertive at – and that is how abnormal it is to have walls that separate people by community or religion. But you almost assume they are the new normal, they have become so accepted. It’s bizarre. Politicians need to say that. It should be a huge priority for government. That hasn’t been stated yet. Is it a priority for government? I don’t think it is really.’ (S/H 5) 

‘Politicians are committed to this? If I see two politicians from across the interface working on it, then I will finally believe it.’ (S/H 3)

Despite the political and statutory commitment (on paper at least) to barrier removal in T: BUC, community safety strategies, the Belfast Agenda and the draft Programme for Government; nevertheless, the vast majority of interviewees expressed a desire to see statutory agencies and politicians renew their commitment to the work with firm proposals via a cross-departmental strategy to structure work in interface communities moving forwards. A number of interviewees stated that there needed to be a review of T: BUC in this context and that the voices of the community needed to be front and centre of such a review. 
[bookmark: _Toc87551396]3.3.2 Planned and Agreed Area-Based Approach to Consultation 
It became apparent throughout the discussions, that despite prior guidance on best practice to community consultation in terms of partnership, defining roles early in the process for all partners at the table, communicating who is doing what, defining the area to be included in the consultation, and how any emerging data will be shared (see Bell and Young, 2013), the realities of the consultation process on the ground have been much more challenging thus far. To avoid duplication of work, parallel consultation processes of community and statutory agencies, resident consultation fatigue and improved communication, an area-based action plan developed in partnership between Reference Groups and following the principles of best practice highlighted in community consultation (Bell and Young, 2013; Blomqvist, 2016), could at the very least help to improve confidence in the process – and perhaps facilitate a smoother process with less mutual suspicion between community and statutory organisations. 
[bookmark: _Toc87551397]3.3.3 Focus on Regeneration
The vast majority of interviewees were in agreement that a narrow security focus cannot be placed upon the (re)development of interface areas and that there needed to be a wider push to focus on physically regenerating areas:

‘We need to move into peace-based regeneration. It’s not in their interests for this to end (some in the community). I would love to see this work placed more broadly into work around locality. There’s a proliferation of projects, interfaces, neighbourhood renewal. I would love us all to take a step back.’ (S/H 11)

‘There needs to be leadership around the breadth of these issues. The infrastructure of an area. The whole area – economy, poverty, education, mental health provision. There are multi-factorial challenges. Are we doing enough?’ (S/H 10)

This was believed to be crucial given the myriad of socio-economic, mobility and health issues impacting upon interface residents:
‘Our young people have little job prospects and are in poor health. They don’t have the skills to get into long-term employment. I have 13 young people. 11 of them are smokers. Three of them have lost a parent to suicide. All have lost a friend to suicide. Only one of them stayed on at school past 16.’ (PBG 7) 

‘There is endemic intergenerational unemployment and deprivation in these areas around interface barriers. Until you address social and economic issues, everything else is futile.’ (S/H 4)

Several interviewees suggested that framing the conversations of barrier reduction or removal around the issue of regeneration also allowed people to start visualising what change could look like (potentially with the assistance of augmented or virtual reality).
[bookmark: _Toc87551398]3.3.4 Delivery agent?
The fact that interface regeneration and barrier removal is a cross-departmental task cutting across a multitude of agencies led interviewees to reflect upon the current delivery mechanism for barrier removal. A small number of interviewees felt that DoJ were best placed to deliver on barrier removal:

‘PBP has been successful. It was a poisoned chalice, and you were never going to please everyone. They’ve done well to get as far as they have with it. It should stay with DoJ because things like the Council are too political. You need that objective approach and impartiality that DoJ brings. They are best placed because of the justice remit.’ (S/H 14)

Conversely, other interviewees felt that either TEO or DfC would be a more appropriate home for barrier removal:

‘Security is clearly a DoJ matter and so it should be. However, shifting control to DfC would shift the narrative from purely being about safety and security to being more about regeneration.’ (S/H 6)

‘The best people would be the NIHE. They are the most positive. Or a team of them, NIHE, TEO, BCC, DoJ.’ (PBG 12)

‘…DoJ aren’t the right department. TEO should manage and deliver by someone independent and given additional powers like NIHE, a quango/stat body… An arms-length body could do all. Take responsibility.’ (S/H 18)

This latter point about an ‘independent body’ to take up the brief, in a similar manner to Laganside Corporation, was one referred to by several interviewees:

 ‘An independent body is needed. The land is in public ownership, but the issues and responsibility aren’t being addressed… Partnership working hasn’t achieved a huge amount... It doesn’t lead to quick decision making. The whole thing freezes up in that type of decision making… We need an independent body not beholden to politics.’ (S/H 5)

However, another interviewee queried how realistic a Laganside style approach would be to interface transformation:

‘A solid idea but be realistic, why would creditable independent people want to get involved? They would be mad to.’ (S/H 4)

For their part, several interviewees recognised that while they played a key role in barrier reduction in terms of being the delivery agent, ‘It isn’t all about, and can’t be all about, DoJ. It is a multi-agency project.’ Several interviewees also highlighted the relatively small annual budgets allocated to DoJ to deliver on the work (less than £1 million)[footnoteRef:33] and suggested that the small DoJ staff team, ‘do a lot more than people give them credit for’ (S/H 9).  [33:  Typically, around £700,000-800,000. Several interviewees suggested that this figure was significantly smaller than the budgets for other government programmes such as Neighbourhood Renewal. ] 


The following and final section of the report will seek to bring together a number of these strands and provide a series of recommendations to help inform work on barrier removal and reduction moving forwards. 










4. [bookmark: _Toc87551399]Discussion and Recommendations

[bookmark: _Toc87551400]4.1 Discussion
The ease with which a wall is built is never reciprocated in taking it down. Indeed, it must be recognised that work to reduce and remove interface and peace barriers across Northern Ireland is a hugely challenging task, both for community and statutory organisations. There remain issues relating to a perceived lack of political commitment; the walls existing amidst wider levels of residential and educational segregation more generally; differential community demographics leading to some Unionist community fears around identity and cultural issues should a barrier be removed while there is a younger demographic and high demand for housing in Nationalist communities (see Gormley-Heenan et al., 2017); challenges associated with legacy issues; tensions around Brexit and the Northern Ireland Protocol; and overlapping and interconnecting challenges of socio-economic, educational, limited mobility and health issues which hugely impact upon all interface communities. There also remain a significant number of interface residents for whom the walls provide a feeling of security (Byrne et al., 2012, 2015). 

However, within this context it is important to note that there has been some progress to date within the PBP and barrier reduction work more generally – the building of relationships and trust which were able to withstand what could have potentially been a violent summer in 2021; an increased strategy to the work which is now focusing on having deeper conversations with local residents with a view to ascertaining their views on changes to the barrier – or at the very least, of crossing it into the space of their neighbours, perhaps for the very first time. The fact that groups and residents carried out such work while supporting one another across the interface throughout the Covid-19 pandemic with food parcels for local residents is a testament to the purposes these groups were established for – not just to get peace barriers down, but to serve the community. IFI’s flexibility and willingness to support this work is also a testament to the Fund’s appreciation that it is relationships that are the bedrock of everything – interface barrier reduction included. But we should not forget that there has also been some movement on this front. Completed and ongoing works at a number of sites which deliver some form of positive change with regards to the aesthetics, accessibility and land use of interface locations are to be welcomed (as is the fact that DoJ figures now suggest they have responsibility for 43 physical interface structures rather than the initial 59 they assumed responsibility for in 2010).

Yet as we conducted this research, there was a deep frustration amongst all PBP staff, and most stakeholders interviewed that more could and should be done; that progress was too slow, and delays were impacting upon community confidence and undermining the work of the groups themselves. Community representatives who work and live in their communities face the additional burden of often being those tasked with answering the questions of local residents as to why a proposal to reduce or remove a barrier has either taken a long period of time or is now no longer occurring. In this regard they feel the stresses and strains (and blames) of delays in a process which various pieces of research over the years (Blomqvist, 2016; Byrne and Morrow, 2021; Social Change Initiative, 2021) suggest there are systemic weaknesses in. 

It is worth recalling the previous findings of Jessica Blomqvist (2016) referred to in section two with regards to barrier reduction work in interface areas. She found that:

· There was a lack of flexibility in addressing interface structures (with some residents feeling the process was ‘too rushed’);
· There were resource limitations which prevented ‘quick wins’ and damaged community confidence in the process;
· There was a lack of coordination and partnership working amongst statutory organisations;
· There was a lack of political buy-in and support for barrier removal from politicians on the ground;
· Community consultation and how it was conducted was problematic with issues relating to ‘research fatigue,’ no agreed definition of consent and depending on the forum for debate, there was a fear of some residents to ‘speak their mind’;
· Issues around legalities and ownership which at times caused delays to barrier removal work; and
· There needed to be more focus on socio-economic incentives and regeneration to promote barrier removal (Blomqvist, 2016).

Five years later, this research has largely found these issues are still hugely problematic for barrier reduction and removal – which also likely explains the frustration amongst many interviewees. 

On issues such as counting the number of interface structures, conducting community consultation, securing consent and aftercare, there are what could loosely be referred to as parallel processes between community and some statutory agencies running alongside one another – duplicating work, undermining trust and relationships and the process itself. While addressing some of the structural weaknesses of barrier reduction work is crucial, at an even more basic level, it is important to begin to repair and rebuild relationships between community and statutory partners which have been strained by these difficulties – particularly given the shared goals of reducing the numbers of interface structures. This won’t necessarily be easy, but if achieved, would be fundamentally worthwhile. 



[bookmark: _Toc87551401]4.2 Recommendations

The research offers the following recommendations to inform the delivery of barrier reduction and removal work moving forward.

Strategic:
· R.1 There should be a review of the T:BUC 2023 Strategy to include a reaffirmed cross-party political commitment to the removal of interface walls and barriers which sets out the ‘scaffolding’ by which this process will be achieved (albeit without distraction target dates).
· R.2 The Review should include an exploration of alternative delivery mechanisms for barrier removal given the cross-cutting and cross-departmental nature of the work. This exploration should involve all statutory departments and stakeholder agencies, including IFI, and have community representation.
· R.3 To encourage positive change, there should be a greater inter-departmental and stakeholder focus on the potential for socio-economic regeneration and the designing out of barriers via improving the local environment, with consideration given to quality-of-life issues and health/well-being, use of existing amenities, education and employment opportunities. 
· R.4 A cross-departmental strategy with Operational Delivery Plan/route-map should then be developed to set out the practical path by which work on barrier reduction and removal is to progress. 
· R.5 The role of the Interface Programme Board (IPB) should be clarified. If the primary function is a focus on partnership working, a separate accountability mechanism would be required to oversee progress on the delivery of the Peace Barrier Removal Strategy and Action Plan. This accountability mechanism should include IPB, Stakeholder and community input.
· R.6 The IPB and Accountability Mechanism should reaffirm the well-established principle in terms of community consultation that decisions to act on barrier reduction, where agreement has been secured, should be taken as quickly as is practically possible.

Relationships:
· R.7 Better use of and coordination with existing local Reference Groups (which include community and statutory stakeholders) would ensure that a proper ‘culture of partnership’ governs both decision-making and the process of community consultation. This would guide plans for barrier removal/change, who and where in the target area is to be consulted, how this consultation is to take place, who will carry out the consultation, how the data will be analysed, and how the data will be stored and shared. If participant organisations sign-up to a transparent process in relation to this, it will prevent mutual suspicion.
· R.8 As part of this process, efforts should be made on all sides to rebuild trust and relationships to ensure the priority is barrier transformation in order to improve the lives of communities living in the shadow of peace barriers on or around interfaces. 
· R.9 It became clear that while several PBP projects reported positive relationships with the PSNI, there remain issues in terms of relationships and trust between Neighbourhood Policing Teams, PBP groups and local communities. Improving relationships would require a commitment to re-engage with PBP Reference Groups to ensure better understanding of the lived experience at interfaces.
Process:
· R.10 The issue of Consent: This research would suggest that there is no simple formula or percentage to apply to community consent given the differences at each interface site – however, there was general agreement that priority should be given to those who live closest to a barrier (albeit there needs to be wider community consultation as well). The reference to ‘weighting’ within the Department of Justice (DoJ) Framework Document (DoJ, 2019: 11) should be further developed, with input from stakeholders, to provide some clarity and transparency for residents in the absence of any agreed community consent figure. 
· R.11 The Aftercare Scheme: Clarity should be provided via discussion between DoJ, statutory and community partners, including the PSNI, on aftercare provision; what it entails, how security assessments are completed, the implications for the community impacted, and how aftercare proposals are presented to local residents. There is a perception from community representatives that aftercare is not given enough priority. There are also concerns that the security fears of local residents are not taken on board; yet some stakeholders feel that aftercare has become too all-encompassing and they prefer to focus on ‘assurance’ as opposed to ‘insurance.’
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[bookmark: _Toc87551403]Appendix One: Questions for PBP participants

· What do you see as the main positives of the Peace Barrier Programme so far?
· Since the 2023 target for the complete removal of peace barriers was set in 2013 in the T-BUC strategy, what difficulties or challenges have been experienced in delivering work to ameliorate the impact of peace barriers or deliver their removal/reduction?
· From a community perspective, what do you think are the key issues, concerns or factors impacting upon the removal of peace barriers? 
· What are your thoughts on the concept of community consent? Has it impacted upon your work? If so, how?
· ‘Aftercare’ in terms of statutory organisations supporting communities once a barrier has been removed has been identified as important in the process of transformation. What are your thoughts on how aftercare packages have been implemented so far?
· What is engagement/communication like between statutory agencies and community organisations on barrier reduction/removal? 
· What does ‘success’ or good practice look like in terms of barrier transformation/removal? How do we measure success beyond the removal of a barrier?
· What changes in policy or practice might better support the process of peace barrier removal post-2023, given that the current target for removal will not now be achieved? Would you see any new Executive target (in terms of dates) as a help or a hindrance to work on the ground?
· What are your thoughts on the delivery mechanisms for reducing/removing barriers?


















[bookmark: _Toc87551404]Appendix Two: Questions for External Stakeholders

· What do you see as the main positives of the Peace Barrier Programme so far?
· Since the 2023 target for the complete removal of peace barriers was set in 2013, what difficulties or challenges have been experienced in delivering work to ameliorate the impact of peace barriers and deliver their removal/reduction?
· Has the Interfaces Programme Board (IPB) been a useful inter-agency tool in terms of inter-departmental/agency co-operation, delivery and accountability?

Two key issues were included in the T:BUC Strategy: Consent and an Aftercare package:

· What are your thoughts on the need for guidance on ‘community consent’ in terms of barrier removal? What constitutes ‘consent’? Has the concept of consent impacted upon your work?
· The T:BUC Strategy identified the need for an ‘Aftercare Package’ to provide some assurance to communities that they will have support and protection once a barrier has been removed. What are your thoughts on the out-workings of this to date?

· What about politicians? How supportive have they been of the process?
· How much influence do you think that paramilitaries have in discussions around interface barriers?
· What impact have recent developments around Brexit and the ‘sea border’ had on work on the ground? What impact do you see the wider political context having on work to remove/reduce peace barriers moving forwards? 
· Would you see any new Executive target (in terms of dates) as a help or a hindrance to work on the ground?
· What changes in policy or practice might better support the process of peace barrier removal post-2023, given that the current target for removal will not now be achieved? 
· What are your thoughts on the delivery mechanisms for reducing/removing barriers?
· Is there anything that you think the IFI Peace Barrier Programme could contribute to the Review?
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