IFI PEACE BARRIERS POLICY CONFERENCE: 3RD NOVEMBER 2021


Conference Introduction by Paddy Harte: 
Chair of the Board of the International Fund for Ireland.
I am delighted to welcome you to our Peace Barrier Programme policy conference today and hope that you will find it both informative and stimulating. The event today has been shaped to enable some stakeholder presentations but with key time set aside for workshops to enable all of you to have your say – to have a voice in the framing of the way forward with Peace Barrier work. 
Joining us today are some of the  IFI Board members and staff, political representatives, Statutory, Agency and Council partners, community organisations and representatives from our Peace Barrier Programme groups.
Our intention with this event is to promote discussion on the way forward for Peace Barrier work as we look towards the Review of the current T:BUC 2023 strategy: Removal of all interface barriers across Northern Ireland within a 10 year framework. This Strategy reflected a cross-party political commitment to this work and to building a shared future for all.
To this end, we commissioned an independent research report to garner the views and recommendations of key stakeholders to share today: the Executive Summary of this report is in your conference pack today. We hope you will read and consider it. A fuller version of the Report will be available in the near future for those who request it.
The findings of the report will be presented today by its authors, Dr John Bell and Dr Philip McCready, and it is our hope that it will stimulate progress for those whose lives are most impacted by living in the shadowns of peace barriers on a daily basis.
The current IFI Peace Barrier Programme was formerly known as the Peace Walls Programme, with the name-change more accurately reflecting the range of structures in place – walls, fences and gates – as well as recognising the mental barriers faced when building towards a reconciled society.  We have supported the work since 2012 and remain committed to supporting community engagement and peacebuilding work via our Peace Barrier projects in the coming years. 
Since 2012, we have invested significantly in this work and will continue to strive to build positive attitudinal change through improving life opportunities, access to services, resources and much-needed economic and socio-regeneration of interface areas.
In taking our work forward, we look forward to your feedback today and hope that other stakeholders will do likewise.
Thank you for attending and I look forward to the presentations and the feedback from the three workshops. 



Presentation by Researchers: Dr John Bell and Dr Philip McCready.
























Recommendations From the Research Report.
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.’

Short Video Stories – Drawing on Peace Barrier Project experiences: 

Introduced by Kyra Reynolds from the Bogside and Brandywell Initiative Peace Barrier Project (PBP).

(i) Challenging Conversations: Challenging Misperceptions/ Inter-Community Relationship Building: TASCIT PBP
https://youtu.be/fZgvCMZ42XM
(ii) Working with Young People in Interface Barrier Areas: Building Inter-Community Relationships / Youth Leadership: Duncairn Community Partnership PBP & Limestone UTD.     
https://youtu.be/WCSJxp0jHKQ
(iii) Women Words & Walls: Bogside/Brandywell Initiative PBP
		 https://youtu.be/BraCj9oDELk

Transcript of the video presentation by Justice Minister Naomi Long
to the IFI Peace Barriers Policy Conference: 3rd November 2021.

Firstly, thank you to Paddy Harte for the opportunity to speak at the Fund’s Conference on Interfaces today. I am very sorry that I’m not able to attend in person but I was keen to find a way to make a small contribution to your deliberations. I’m therefore grateful to the team at the IFI for indulging my appearance via pre-recorded video message.

A number of officials from the Department are attending the conference and I look forward to receiving their read-out in due course. I’d also welcome a follow-up conversation with Paddy in the not-too-distant future to allow us to reflect on today’s conversation. Even in the socially distanced and hand sanitised world we live in, I’m sure we could manage to get him a cup of coffee and a custard cream in Castle Buildings if he comes down to see us from Letterkenny!

When it comes to interface reduction and removal work, the International Fund for Ireland were early adopters. The Fund threw reputation and resources at the issue before many others. I thank them for their leadership on this issue and for being prepared to take a risk for the sake of helping to build a shared future. They could have chosen, perhaps, slightly easier tasks – but they decided to encourage a debate about when the walls might come down, and I thank them for that.
I’ve long admired the contribution that the International Fund for Ireland makes to peace-building - again, they were early adopters. They were doing it in the 1980s, that decade when the music was so much better. The prospects for peace in the 1980s were not so good though, but the work of the IFI was one of a number of contributions that we should all be thankful for during some very dark days.

Interface structures – sometimes referred to, rather euphemistically, as ‘Peace Walls’ served a very definite purpose in those times, but when we fast forward to 2021, we shouldn’t still need them – it’s an indictment that we do. I’m not however one of those who glibly says, ‘take them down now’, as if that in itself would solve all our problems, but I do ask people to seriously and honestly reflect on how much better our society could be without them.

When the Department conducted our ‘Attitudes to Peace Walls’ Surveys in 2012, 2015 and 2019 people living in interface areas did say that they wanted them removed. But, to be honest, not many wanted that to happen imminently. The IFI’s own survey work elicited similar views, and the dial is moving a bit in a more positive direction. Respondents saying that the barriers should come down in the life time of their children or grandchildren, is really a way of saying, ‘don’t ask my generation to take that step, I’m not quite ready for the change’, but it would be a good thing for the younger ones.

The main ceasefires happened by 1996. Some of those who might well be saying those things in a few years’ will be those who knew nothing of why the walls went up in the first place. That doesn’t reflect well on how politicians, and society more generally, has worked to embed the peace and bring about a shared future for all citizens.

John F Kennedy once said, “Every accomplishment starts with a decision to try’. That quotation applied to interfaces may best sum up the Northern Ireland Executive’s decision in 2013 to seek to remove all interface barriers in Northern Ireland by 2023. But taken alongside all the other headline actions in the ‘Together: Building a United Community’ or ‘T:BUC’ Strategy the Executive made a strong commitment to improving community relations and continuing the journey towards a more united and shared society.

To be honest, I can’t reference JFK without thinking about a parallel quote from that other philosopher of our time – Bart Simpson – who said that “Trying is the first step on the road to failure’. I’m an optimist, but a pragmatic one, so I’m somewhere between Kennedy’s and Simpson’s view of the world!
I also can’t reference the ‘by 2023’ timescale without agreeing with many others that whilst the aspiration to reduce or remove all interfaces was the right one, setting what most people took to be a target date for completing the task wasn’t helpful. I’m also happy to acknowledge, straight off the bat, that the Executive does indeed need to review ‘T:BUC’ and to chart a way forward. It was a 10-year Strategy running to 2023, but it needs a refresh informed by all of the learning from across the 7 Headline Actions.  

As part of T:BUC, the Department of Justice has a lead role on the 7th headline action - working to reduce and remove interfaces in Northern Ireland. That is not, however, to say that our input is the main or most important one – far from it – it just means that we have a lead role in talking to everyone and anyone who may be involved in a decision to reduce or remove an interface. We tend to operate on a ‘make progress where we can’ basis, but we will work with all interface communities, whether they’re starting the conversation, or at the point where they’d like to see physical change happen. 
When agreement is reached, we sometimes have the practical, and pleasant, task of barrier removal. Like most Government Departments, the world over I suspect, we don’t always get everything right all of the time, but … we work in good faith with all willing partners. 

The invitation to say a few words this morning came with encouragement to share with you some of my initial thoughts in response to the report tabled by Dr Bell and Dr McCready. In the time available, I’m happy to do so. I didn’t get too far into the Bell and McCready Executive Summary before being confronted with what were described as a number of perceived challenges to interface reduction work. Some I identified with immediately, others I thought required a bit of push back – but I’ve only got the Executive Summary so I will acknowledge that a reading of their full report may provide more of the context and nuance behind the perceptions listed.
As mentioned earlier, interfaces were put up to separate communities as a security measure to preserve peace and maintain order at a time when people were being killed as a result of inter-community tension and violence. In 2010, when policing and justice functions were transferred to the Department of Justice, we were given responsibility for 59 such structures – ‘gifted’ some might say from the NIO!! 
The Department uses Justice and Security powers to requisition land, construct, maintain and retain such structures for the continuing preservation of peace and the maintenance of order. It’s important to mention the legislative under-pinning for interfaces that are the responsibility of the Department of Justice because it explains why the ones we have differ from those owned by other organisations such as the Northern Ireland Housing Executive.

They vary in size, scale and construction – from a million brick wall to a fence with a pedestrian access gate in it between the gables of two houses. From the 59 interface structures we inherited in 2010, 16 have been removed, 43 remain and quite a number of the remaining structures have been reduced in one way or another – or in the case of gates – they now open longer each day than they once did. The Housing Executive owned a further 21 structures, of which 13 remain. They are mostly in Belfast – in the north, west and east of the city, and in Derry/Londonderry and Portadown. Until recently there was one in Lurgan, but it was removed earlier this year.

DoJ talks about having 59 interfaces and says that they have been reduced to 43. Belfast Interface Project says that there are 116 different security barriers across NI. I was genuinely confused about the difference when I became Justice Minister. The simple explanation is that DoJ tends to cluster its interfaces in certain areas such as Duncairn Gardens, whereas BIP counts them separately. We believe we have one continuous peace-line in Duncairn Gardens, with different structures, BIP counts them as 6 separate interfaces. We’ve been saying for a while that we really should try to get some common language around this.

But I would emphasise that the DoJ-owned security interface structures are quite different to what some people refer to as ‘defensive architecture’ or ‘interface areas’. To use the example of Lurgan, the last remaining interface security structure has been removed by the Department. No need for an interface strategy in Lurgan then? but what about that well known sectarian dividing line at the top of the town?
If we’re going to respond to the call for a broader-based ‘Interface Strategy’ that addresses the wider socio-economic and regeneration needs of interface communities then I’m going to want to be very specific about what and where we’re talking about. We need to improve community relations in Lurgan, it would seem, but if we’re talking about interface areas then let’s limit the focus to those either side of an interface security structure. Let’s not look to expand the brief so that any resources going into interface areas land much further afield, dissipating their effect. 
Having touched on the issue, I’m happy to acknowledge that the Executive (or maybe it’s DoJ in particular) sometimes gets criticised for not having a Strategy and a Work Programme for taking down interfaces, or it’s suggested that we don’t have the budget.

In terms of ‘Strategy’ the T:BUC Strategy in 2013 created a clear policy aspiration – it is to remove or reduce all interfaces. I’m deliberately not mentioning that date. That’s as clear a mission statement as you can get. In 2019 we also published a more detailed Interfaces Programme Framework Document which sets out the principles that underpin our work and the methodology we use.
In terms of a multi-annual work programme, we have one of those too – but if interface reduction and removal is going to be based on working in partnership with local communities, then a lot of the time our plans are going to be strongly influenced by the pace at which those communities are happy to work. The DoJ-led Interfaces Programme is predicated on partnership with others. There’s no quick fix or shortcuts.

In terms of money to achieve interface reduction or removal, £60m was available over the 5 year period from April 2016 to March 2021 from the Treasury to – amongst other things - assist interface removal work and help create a shared future A further £12m was made available by the NI Executive this year. DoJ bids for resources based on anticipated spend for interface reduction and removal work on an annual forward-look basis. In the Department’s experience over recent years, it has been the availability of viable interface reduction and removal projects that has been the issue more than the availability of resources. 

Having used the word ‘viable’ I should probably explain what I mean. A number of years ago when the then Justice Minister, David Ford, rejected a community ‘ask’ to replace the security interface fence along Duncairn Gardens, near Hillman Court, with a wall with stanchions, brick peers and mesh on top - he did so because it didn’t represent enough progress for the investment of time and money. I get that it would have represented a positive change of sorts for New Lodge residents but in encouraging Duncairn Community Partnership to rethink what might be possible in discussion with Departmental officials and local residents, a much better scheme emerged. A more ‘viable’ scheme with significantly greater community benefits for local people. Yes there’s still a temporary missile stop fence to the rear of a developer’s site near the new and much lower boundary wall, but once the frontage of Duncairn Gardens is restored by private sector development, the interface will be transformed quickly, without needing three steps when two will do. 

I also often hear that in trying to remove interface barriers we should focus on ‘easy wins’ to build momentum …Messrs Bell and McCready even went back to Jessica Blomqvist’s report in 2016 to re-make that suggestion. From experience, I’m not sure there are too many ‘easy wins’. When dealing with an interface structure in West Belfast a couple of years ago, we were talking about a wall that wasn’t even an interface, strictly speaking; was in a single identity community; and had no sectarian dimension – in terms of inter-community violence in close proximity - or even a resident population from the perceived ‘other’ community. Notwithstanding, we applied community consultation and consent principles, and it still took twice as long and required us to spend twice as much to remove what was, seemingly, an innocuous hangover from a very different security era. So, as it turned out, not such an ‘easy win’.

That said, I’m happy that, with a few lessons learned along the way:
it was the right process; over the necessary timescale; and delivered a good result for the near neighbours.
One of the key things that has been reinforced in my mind over recent years as Justice Minister - when thinking about and working on interface issues - is that every interface is unique. Most of the time you’re dealing with a unique community of interest; a unique back story; and you require a bespoke solution to barrier reduction or removal. From a DoJ perspective, we’re perfectly happy to work on that basis.
Perhaps, in support of the suggestion that we should devote some of our efforts around ‘early wins’, I can think of 4 DoJ interface barriers that are on or near a private developer’s site. Planning permission, a digger and a lorry load of bricks will render the interface structure obsolete – and offers the potential for community benefit in terms of investment and physical regeneration.
In the case of Derry/Londonderry, the remaining interface security apparatus around Derry’s Walls could be removed if there is a willingness to do so. The substantial portion of it is there to protect a church and a hall from sectarian attack. The throwing of stones or paint bombs does unfortunately still happen – albeit it doesn’t happen that often. And the reason why it doesn’t happen that often anymore is down to courageous political and community leadership. 

Again, an interface strategy for Derry/Londonderry in the future won’t be about ‘peacewalls’, it will be about decommissioning the mindsets that exist in either community that result in such attacks against the perceived ‘other’. The IFI-funded interface group in the City that works with Departmental officials, the police and a host of other stakeholders to bring about the conditions for change deserves a lot of credit for doing the hard yards to deliver the changes that we all want to see. 
T:BUC acknowledges, and we understand fully, that those most affected by any decision to reduce or remove an interface are usually those who live in closest proximity to that interface. Securing community consent for change informs everything we do – it’s a key principle that underpins our work. Securing community consent is, admittedly, not easy.

We have been challenged again by Dr Bell’s and Dr McCready’s report to, perhaps, better define what constitutes ‘community consent’ when removing or reducing an interface structure. I say ‘again’ because Dr Jonny Byrne suggested that we should do that a few years ago, and we have already gone some way to responding to such observations. From my experience, when it comes to ‘community consent’ for the reduction or removal of an interface it tends to get complicated quickly. Sometimes people tell us that 50% of the local population + 1, in favour of change, is good enough and constitutes consent. On other occasions, everyone defends the right of one local resident to say no, whatever about the overwhelming view locally. Coming up with a formula to make such calls is going to be problematic – and I note that the report acknowledges this. And it cuts across the idea that every interface is unique 
and every solution is down to local people.

In some areas we’ve been told that it’s nothing to do with local business owners, workers or parishioners, because they don’t live there. In other areas, people are happy to factor in the views of a wide community of interest. There’s no easy answer, but what I do know from working with International Fund for Ireland groups, amongst others, is that we’re getting a sense of where the answer may lie. We will continue to learn lessons and use those to inform how we respond to the issue of community consent going forward. In short, it’s about securing as much community consensus as possible and then working to see how we can respond to any concerns that have been raised or ameliorate any risks identified. I would also contend that being able to point to real life examples is a better way to proceed than debating the theory of consent.

We now have a number of worked examples that we can point to, many of those have come from working with IFI-funded groups like BBI in Derry/Londonderry and DCP in North Belfast. I will continue to resist anyone’s notion that there’s a formula that will work in every situation, but if there is a call for greater clarity on the process, then I’m sure we can make further progress.

I might be para-phrasing a bit but I read about a suggested lack of co-ordination across Government when it comes to interface reduction or removal work. It’s sometimes described as a lack of joined-up Government. On that front, when it comes to interface reduction or removal work, I believe that cross-Departmental and inter-agency co-operation continues to improve – but it’s far from perfect. The Department accepts that interface reduction and removal shouldn’t happen in isolation. Substantial change will depend on measurable changes to local wellbeing -including economic, social, security, educational and environmental benefits.
The sum total of the work done in interface areas to achieve these goals is enormous – T:BUC, Neighbourhood Renewal, Good Relations, Local Investment Fund, Early Intervention Transformation Programme, Social Investment Fund, Peace monies, Education Zones and Tackling Paramilitarism are but a few – some past and some present.

DoJ sometimes gets accused of having too much of a focus on barrier reduction or removal without considering the other needs of a local community - around the bigger regeneration picture. Knowing what is going on in an area – in terms of planned physical, economic, social and community regeneration - is actually our starting point for any conversation. You can spend days mapping all of the interventions that exist, and maybe that’s an issue in itself, but central control of everything that is going on is not my aim as Justice Minister [I’ll not deny that some days, it’s tempting]. These are complex problems that require us all to work together if we are going to make progress. It’s also worth noting that many of these issues exist in areas where there are no interface security structures or inter-community tensions or trouble. 

Again, from experience, the only form of co-ordination or ‘joined-up Government’ that works is the one that brings all of the right people together locally to address an individual interface. Again, I’d be up for a conversation about how we improve collaboration even further. I do have a bit of a pet hate here though. There is an observation that interface areas need more socio-economic development, investment and regeneration – they do. But no one ever seems to temper that thought with the fact that there has been massive investment in interface areas over the years. You’re all sitting in a building that was part of that investment. Personally, the development of Girdwood has, in my opinion, not necessarily lived up to the full aspiration of the Crumlin Road Gaol and Girdwood Park Advisory Panel that the overall combined 32-acre site should be a place to live, work and visit.

The then ‘draft Belfast Metropolitan Area Plan’ - said that the combined site should have been developed primarily for job creation purposes. That hasn’t happened to the extent that it might have. Demand for or resistance to housing in certain interface areas has also had a detrimental effect on the regenerative benefits that might have been delivered. Shared housing schemes are also part of T:BUC. When attempts have been made to bring forward such proposals, we’ve witnessed intimidation with the use of national or paramilitary flags to chase people out of areas or to discourage them from moving there.

When protocol protests happened earlier this year, there was an attempt by some to steer some of these to interface areas, with the intention and likely trouble clear. I find that incredibly cynical and sinister. I’ll also always acknowledge that some elected and community representatives made valiant efforts to diffuse such trouble, but it always surprises me why ‘events’ that are often manipulated by malevolent crime gangs to stir emotions at interface locations don’t feature as prominently as I would expect them to in discussions on this issue.

There have been some successes along the way though. Notwithstanding trouble earlier this year in the vicinity of Duncairn Gardens, two significant schemes to reduce and remove interface structures have progressed under the auspices of the T:BUC Interfaces Programme. I look forward to getting out to see them in person - to talk to and congratulate the local people who helped make them happen.
The removal of a large tract of interface structure along the Serpentine Road and its replacement with a multi-use games area, playpark and shared access points to community facilities stands out as a particularly transformative scheme delivered over recent years.

Schemes in Ligoniel, Lurgan, the ‘Dogleg’ in Derry, Parkside, Springhill, Flax Street, changes to gates between the Shankill and Falls may be relatively modest by comparison, but they represent important community-supported change to remove the inconvenience that interface structures so often represent to local people.
There is momentum, and there has been a lot of learning along the way. Taking down interfaces is usually a process rather than event, but on Duncairn Gardens – working with local people – we’ve managed to move the situation on considerably to a time when young people from the area will have no knowledge of the ‘peacewall’ that used to exist at the end of their street. 

Events can sometimes get in the way of the undoubted momentum that has been created towards interface reduction and removal. Paramilitary coercive control of communities and gatekeepers who purport to speak for communities is a feature of the work we do. All in all – It’s a ‘Work in Progress’.
In terms of the work DoJ seeks to progress in interface areas, we sometimes start with our structures, but we know that it’s actually about people’s lives. It’s about life in an interface community and about the possibilities for change. It’s about young people growing up in areas that are separated by physical barriers. It’s about acknowledging that those barriers were put there to protect life and limb, but asking a question about the purpose they serve now? There is an appetite for change.
The Interfaces Programme exists to work towards the aspiration set out in the T:BUC Strategy around ‘Our Safe Community’. As interface communities succeed in reducing, removing, re-imaging, re-classifying or re-configuring interface structures 

They will indeed: “…..create a community where everyone feels safe in moving around and where life choices are not inhibited by fears around safety”. This is our ultimate goal and shared objective.
I’m going to stop talking now. As Justice Minister [and on behalf of Departmental officials], it’s a pleasure to be working with the IFI, the groups they support and with local people to help bring about this shared aspiration.
My best wishes for a successful conference. I look forward to our follow-up on the conversations you will be having today. Let’s work to remove the physical barriers and to decommission the mindsets that sometimes stop us from realising our full potential as a society, whilst respecting and cherishing our differences.
My last thought on the subject – interface fences don’t provide security, good neighbours do. 

Thank you. 




Rapporteur Feedback to Peace Barrier Policy conference: 
Workshop A: Rapporteur: Peter Osborne. 
Inter-community engagement around interfaces. 
Feedback summary:
Valuing work in communities: much good work has been achieved in terms of intra and inter-community engagement work around peace barriers and interfaces and has led to change at some sites. 
Peace Barrier Programme engagement work is difficult and takes its toll on groups, but the value of this work is something that funders and agencies should respect. Very often, community efforts are undermined by the inconsistency of message and the approach/decision-making of agencies. Positive attitudes to barrier change in communities have been frustrated by slowness of agency response. 
Building relationships is core to breaking down prejudice; inter and intra- community engagement work should be supported as an essential and ongoing process, not just in response to tensions/unrest. Long-term planning to sustain the work is essential; the needs of those living beside peace barrier interfaces should be listened to and understood by agencies. 
Public agencies often act as gatekeepers, planning and delivering to their own agendas, with little sensitivity to the needs and voice of communities.
Understand the burn-out among existing community leaders and support the building of new community leadership to further develop locally-led peace-building work as an investment for the future. 
Engage and invest in post-primary young people who often feel under pressure within communities, are blamed for all anti-social behaviour, and encouraged by sensationalist media reporting to gather and cause trouble at interfaces.  Support work to positively engage and develop young people rather than throw money at short-term diversionary work at times of tension. 
Investment in the youth sector has decreased to become a very small part of the education budget; youth clubs generally close over summer months when most needed.
Additional points made in the workshop.
Q A: Resource/support needs: 
· Statutory organisations should respect the views of the community and take on board the seriousness of the issues they raise; they need to understand the impact when these concerns are not dealt with; 
· Statutory delays in implementation serve to undermine confidence and trust between communities, groups and statutory representatives;
· When agreement on change is reached, using lack of budget as the reason for delay to delivery undermines efforts, moves issues backwards and damages relationships;
· Frustration and inconsistency of message undermines work and progress;
· Inconsistency of approach opens space for paramilitaries to act as gatekeepers;
· Political commitment to PB work is needed – a ‘curate’s egg’ at present
· Agencies should value input from groups on the ground: most have been doing PB and relationship building work for years, they live in their communities and know the issues impacting; they want better for their children;
· Some stakeholder agencies take a supportive problem-solving approach, showing flexibility and working well with communities, while others do not;  
· It is acknowledged that this complex work requires a long-term commitment;
· Evidence of progress sustains workers and encourages communities, it brings impetus and new blood on board;
· Aftercare needs are only understood by those most affected so listening to community voice is essential;
· Resourcing (budget approval) and communication issues impact progress and cause frustration; 
· Guidelines around issue of community consent are needed;
· Gatekeepers are often given final say in decision-making due to lack of consistency of statutory approach; 
· Territorial fears of encroachment are delaying progress on much-needed social housing.
Q B:  Contribution of inter-community engagement work.
· Building inter-community relationships has been a key outcome of PBP work to date – it has a focus on building trust and confidence to dismantle prejudice and break down negative perceptions of ‘other’;
· Funders need to be more sensitive to community priorities;
· Community regeneration that involves opportunities for communities should be a core part of efforts to enable the removal/reduction of peace barriers;
· Has cross-community dialogue become a point of contention during unrest, and will constructive dialogue be sustained in quieter times?
· Does single-identity work need some focus at this point to support communities to tackle fears/tensions/perceptions?
· Some PUL organisations have become gatekeepers in different ways. 
· While paramilitaries are often gatekeepers, at times of tension, young people are drawn to, or are vulnerable to, paramilitary control;
· Frustration at real or perceived attacks on one community by the other – media has a responsibility to check facts before publishing;
· Many public statements in the media/social media – including those of politicians – are not helpful when incidents happen.
Q C:   Agency roles and responsibilities:
· Most barriers are located in or around interface areas and better relationships and communication between agencies and communities is essential to progressing peace barrier removal work;
· Building inter-community relationships between communities on either side of barriers helps to dismantle prejudice; it is important work in terms of reaching agreement on barrier removal/reduction and should be recognised by stakeholder Agencies;
· Groups are frustrated that they are expected to manage interface tensions and unrest while being excluded from Agency strategy discussions on interface and peace barrier work;
· Engaging young people in peacebuilding work is essential and should not be left to diversionary work at times of interface trouble/pressure; Agencies have a role to play;
· Co-ordination of an Agency Strategy for those with responsibility for delivering services for young people in interface areas is needed; voluntary services should be included in this discussion;
· The current pressure on youth budgets and other related community development work is causing difficulties in sustaining peacebuilding efforts; 
· While work is ongoing to engage young people in relationship-building work, more inter-agency resources are needed to enable it; 
· Lack of policing visibility and a co-ordinated strategy at times of trouble is an issue of concern, particularly in interface areas.

Workshop B: Rapporteur: Allen McAdam.
Youth Leadership and Conflict Transformation.
Feedback Summary: 
A long-term strategy is required to resource youth work at/around interfaces. Many existing youth programmes are not fit for purpose. Youth workers are not trained for peacebuilding or interface work but are expected to do it. 
While programmes should not be over-complicated, they should be built around the specific needs of young people in interface communities; and enable youth leaders to work in this context through the provision of the relevant training and resources to build their inter-community engagement and peacebuilding skills.  
Recognise that peace barriers are often in areas where land is banked on either side as buffer zones; take a more structured approach to making this land viable through regeneration, including community enterprise, which includes the voice of young people as part of community consultation. This kind of investment would offer hope and community ownership. Intergenerational work would be needed; young people may be more open to change. 
Peace barriers are the norm for many young people, but land-use options would broaden thinking. 
The lack of an appropriate Barrier Aftercare Package to date has been an impediment to peace barrier removal/reduction in many areas. Residents need to feel confident about their security as change happens. 
Segregation and sectarianism breed poverty – or is it vice-versa? Regeneration and peacebuilding/reconciliation go hand in hand.
The lack of joined-up planning across government, combined with a risk-averse culture, often results in poor crisis-management at times of tension and unrest. 
But who are the first responders? The Departments? No. It is the local community workers/youth workers that are expected to police the interfaces – they are the front-line. Communities turn to them as they have no faith in agency responses. 
Additional points made in the workshop.
Q A: Resource/support needs: 
Short -term funding impacts progress to peace; there is a real need for a longer-term inter-agency strategy to address: 
· The shortage of peace workers in interface areas; this requires an investment in new (younger) PB leadership;
· The shortage of interface youth leaders; some interface areas have no dedicated youth workers; this requires resourcing and bespoke training for youth workers to become Youth Leaders in peacebuilding work.
Some funding programmes are not fit for purpose; they lack the flexibility to enable quick responses; they are measured through tick-box exercises based on numbers rather than qualitative work; they create barriers to participation; programmes need to give young people space and opportunities to build inter-community relationships; they need to be given ‘voice’ around the issues that impact them including poverty, lack of employment or relevant opportunities, mental health and well-being, alcohol/ drug abuse, family issues, fear and security, sectarianism, coercive control. 
Access to shared space remains an impediment to building inter-community relationships; the education system has failed many young people. They lack hope or purpose.
Peace Barrier sites are located in interface areas of multiple deprivation; as a precursor to seeking change via barrier removal, viable options for land use that would offer local opportunities should be developed with local input; include options to transfer land to other owners to regenerate/transform.

Q B:  Contribution of inter-community engagement work.
· Create opportunities for inter-generational work
· Ensure opportunities for young people to input into plans for their areas
· Young people may be more open to change; they are not hampered by perceptions of others and often mix quite readily and visit each other’s areas
· Removal of peace barriers are rarely a priority for young people; they are the norm

Q C:   Agency roles and responsibilities:
Lack of Departmental joined-up thinking in terms of delivery of T:BUC 2023; risk averse culture.
There is talk of partnership work with communities but little evidence in practice; interagency decision-making discussions often exclude community voice. Community input should be seen as an asset, not as token. 
Regeneration is broader than key flagship public sector projects – it is multi-faceted and can include private sector investment and other efforts to unlock land and sites including social/community enterprises, transfer of land to communities to build community-wealth, create jobs and opportunities for local people. 
Young people are an asset that could be better used by investment in their development through building employment and leadership skills.
Current approach to young people is crisis management at times of unrest.
There should be clarity of statutory roles and responsibilities as first responders – not happening at present and communities are being let-down. Agencies expect youth workers and community workers to police areas and calm tensions – this is not sustainable.
There needs to be joined-up strategies around separation of function and working together effectively. Police pull back if youth workers take on diversionary work or if community workers take on policing role.
In relation to Barrier removal, the lack of access to an aftercare package has been an impediment to progress in many areas. 

Workshop C: Rapporteur: Avila Kilmurray 
Peace Barrier work: Planning for change.
Feedback summary:
Positive progress on inter-community relationship building, barrier removal or reduction, tension reduction and active political engagement work should be recognised but acknowledge that much remains to be done as the T:BUC removal of all peace barriers by 2023 strategy nears an end. 
Peace barriers have not been an inter-departmental priority. Despite the provisions within T:BUC around Community Safety, the context of the work around interfaces and peace barriers needs to be placed in the broader context of area redevelopment and sense of place.  Where the interface work is located in one Department, there is a danger that other Departments will not prioritise this issue which contains policy elements that cut across Departments.  There needs to be inter-departmental collaboration that delivers real outcomes in the local communities.  
Questions raised included: Is the Interfaces Programme Board fit for purpose? Is there accountability for the delivery of the Peace Barrier Strategy and have outcomes been achieved? Are Peace Barrier Reference Groups working as intended? Are Peace Barrier decision-making processes working? Are the right people involved/being listened to? 
Further questions on accountability with regard to specific agencies, for example the PSNI, in how they carry out their responsibilities around interfaces; and in relation to local community activists, to ensure that they engage with local residents, consult with them and keep them informed.
At the outset, the commitment was to partnership working with communities, but co-working remains an issue; decision-making has stayed with departments. Communication has been top-down and has created an ad-hoc approach to delivery of the work, disempowering both residents and local groups. The local groups are frustrated that positive engagement work lacks reciprocation from decision-making agencies. Examples were given of gaps in operational coordination.
Gaps in information sharing between IPB/Statutory representatives/Reference Groups were also noted. Are the right people involved in the decision-making processes?  Can those representing the statutory stakeholders make and deliver on the necessary decisions? Face to face representatives take the brunt of community frustration yet are rarely the decision-makers. 
Community voice has been excluded from inter-agency meetings to discuss response to tensions and unrest. The specific question of inter-agency response during particular periods of tension as had been seen in the summer was also raised.  Community activists were left to go on the streets in an attempt to alleviate tensions, but felt there was lack of agency response and little sign of joined up planning.  
There is a need to adopt a problem-solving approach and ethos, albeit it was recognised that there would need to be a fluidity in planning to take account of changing contexts.  However, it was felt that any Action Plan can be changed, but this was not to deny the importance of having an agreed road map plan to guide direction.
The benefits of involving political representatives in a structured fashion within local community initiatives around the interfaces was cited.  The example of the Sinn Fein/DUP participation in the Duncairn Community Partnership was given.
There was strong sense that there is no meaningful partnership working and no accountability mechanism; implementation following agreement to site changes takes years. 
 It was noted that community consultation has had to be repeated several times due to the delays in DoJ decision-making, causing community and group frustration. Good practice models have not been adhered to in many instances; NIHE was recognised for its positive and inclusive approach to consultation with residents. 
Guidance on the issue of ‘consent to change’ has yet to be developed, contributing to repeated consultations. The approach is inconsistent.
Delays in delivery are frustrating for groups/communities. In community development terms, the importance of ‘quick wins’ in terms of being responsive when residents and communities are ready to embrace change is essential.  Some delays have extended beyond 6/7 years.
T:BUC 2023 recognised the need for a Barrier Support Package for residents to give confidence when contemplating barrier change but it has taken six years to develop an Aftercare package that has still to be fully implemented and is already viewed by many as ‘not fit for purpose’.
Any review of TBUC 2023 should take account of the need for co-ordination and collaboration driven by a problem-solving approach and shared plans for a way forward. It should include community voice. 
Workshop C did not deal with the three questions separately: However, additional points of feedback include:
· An agreed approach to community consultation is needed.
· Accountable partnership work is required as is sharing of plans/information. Community partners are currently not informed equals. Co-design is important.
· How can community activists participate effectively in a co-design manner around initiatives?  Are they treated as equals?
· Community representation is complex but not an excuse to exclude.
· Ad hoc approach from lead department to delivery of TBUC 2023. 
· Future review should not include arbitrary dates but should include community input and provide clarity on all aspects of delivery.
· Enabling legislation needed to reduce bureaucracy.
· Finally, the importance of planning around specific interface sites that would be reviewed on an annual basis.  If need be innovative approaches (such as an Area Strategy Group) could be considered towards achieving implementation.



Address by First Minister:  Paul Givan

To the IFI Peace Barriers Policy Conference: 3rd November 2021
Girdwood Community Hub.

Good afternoon. I’m delighted to be with you today to participate in this important discussion. Over the last 19 months opportunities to meet and talk together have been severely limited, which makes this event today very special. I’m pleased to see so many of you here – and you can really feel the positive energy in the room - engaging with purpose and determination to make our communities vibrant and positive places to live, work and socialise.

I want to begin by saying thank you. Thank you to each person in this room, to your colleagues and to all those in the broader community, business, faith groups and voluntary sector and statutory bodies, for your continued commitment to supporting and advocating for those who feel marginalised and vulnerable. I welcome this opportunity to state my full support for a shared endeavour to build a society where people no longer live with physical or any other type of barriers between neighbours. As you know, this work is hard, its complex and it needs all of us working collaboratively.
 
As we emerge from the challenges of Covid, we know that when we pull together, we can achieve positive change. It takes effort, innovation and investment. But perhaps more fundamentally it takes persistence and a determination that life will be better for everyone.

I welcome the work by Dr. Bell and Dr. McCready on the issues involved in removing peace barriers. Their research report amplifies the voices of those who are experts – the people who live in their shadow and know how to best to create light. I want you to know that I am listening to their voices and to yours today and this will inform our work as we move forwards. The Executive’s Together: Building a United Community Strategy reflects our shared commitment to building good relations and reconciliation across our community. As today shows, there is strong and productive work going on across government and with key partners such as IFI, local councils, the voluntary and community sector and other key stakeholders to achieve good relations outcomes for everyone.

Under the framework of T:BUC together we have removed 16 interface structures, with a number of others reduced in height or nature. And there has been an extension of opening times of interface gates. Each of these achievements makes a real difference to the lived-experience of local people on a day-to-day basis. It ends a sense of separation and isolation between communities. But even more importantly, it shows it can be done.

Too often, I hear about ‘interface communities’ as if a man-made structure makes people different. I challenge that idea today. No matter where you live, you should expect to feel safe, secure, and valued. All of our children have a right to look forward with optimism and hope. The Executive is working hard to deliver on this.
Our strategy is based on collaboration, working across departments and with local communities and their representatives. Just some examples include the Department for Communities’ Housing for All programme; Education’s PEACE4YOUTH and Shared Education campuses programme. And of course, TEO’s five urban villages, along with delivery of 100 T:BUC camps.
Looking ahead, I want to see the pace of change accelerate.  
Today is an important opportunity for us to hear from you about how best to do this.
I think we are all agreed that there is more to be done to tackle good relations issues in the most effective manner. That includes taking a wider view of the impact of factors such as health and wellbeing, economic development, employment and education.  And at the heart of this is the renewed commitment to communicate better. There is an onus on all of us, the Executive, IFI, the SEUPB, and all the other stakeholders and community groups working in this area to play our role to support the creation of new relationships.  Relationships that reach out to local communities and give local people a platform. And we must really listen, seek feedback and be open to the challenge of change.

The ambition in 2013 was to remove all peace barriers within a decade. While the timeframe may have to adjust, our sense of purpose should not.  I give you my commitment that the work with communities to remove peace barriers has my full support and that of my Executive colleagues. 

Thank you very much. 




Address by Department for Communities Minister: Deirdre Hargey

 To the IFI Peace Barriers Policy Conference: 3rd November 2021:

Good afternoon everyone. I’m really pleased to have the opportunity to join you all today to discuss what is a really crucial issue for our communities, and our peace and reconciliation efforts. I think what frames our discussion today is our shared vision for a united, equal and tolerant society. And that should be our guiding light in all our work to build good relations within and between our communities.

But as we all know, this is a journey. And how we get there isn’t always straightforward or easy. And, as all of you can no doubt attest – that is certainly the case when it comes to the removal of interface barriers. This is hugely challenging work. But it is also critically important. A truly united society has no place – and no need – for physical barriers. We want to end segregation and division. We want to see the removal of all barriers. But we absolutely have to do it in the right way. 

This is about people.  About children and families.  It’s about communities. 
Equality of opportunity. Better access. Better engagement. Prosperity. Hope.

At the heart of all of this must be the needs of people.  Both now, and our future generations - who we do not want to be living with the presence of these structures in their lives.

I, like you, have spent much time listening to the lived experience of people in communities who have felt the impact of these barriers. And it is clear that we need to work together to build community confidence and relationships that will help to create the conditions to remove them.  That means hearing, and acting on, the voices of those who are at the heart of this issue.

So I really welcome the research by Dr Bell and Dr McCready, which helps to give a platform to those voices and individual experiences. And I have no doubt their work will play an important role in helping to inform decision making and policies as we move forward. I think it’s really encouraging that we also have so many of you in the room today who are closest to these issues, working day and daily within your areas. 

The work you’re involved in is really empowering communities to thrive and helping to support people’s health and wellbeing in very challenging circumstances. You have the detailed insight and knowledge that will help to shape our next steps to keep moving towards where we need to be.  And I think coming from today is a real opportunity to refocus our efforts on how we can work together. In real partnership, through co-design and co-delivery, to affect and expedite positive change.

I think it takes us all, working together, with a shared vision and joined up, strategic action - to help build trust and confidence in communities. And we need to work hard to build a narrative of hope. Let us all make a collective effort to move away from negativity and focus instead on positive transformation and how it can be delivered.

For our part – I can assure you of the Executive’s total commitment to progress change and make people’s lives better. And our commitment to work with you – and across communities - to take the action needed to achieve that. So thank you to all of you for your continued hard work. 

I want to acknowledge the work of IFI, and the considerable resources and expertise they have invested in communities to help create an environment where people can engage and work in partnership to further the goal of removing interface barriers.
IFI have also been very fortunate to have the ongoing support from the US Biden Administration and that is hugely welcome. 

Thank you.


                               

Conference Final Reflections: Dr Avila Kilmurray.
Firstly, I would like to thank both Ministers for taking the time to attend this gathering and to share your thoughts with us today.  I was particularly struck by –
· The emphasis on collaboration for positive change that is rooted in local community participation – and indeed risk-taking;
· Recognition of the multi deprivation impact on those communities living alongside interfaces as well as dealing with the legacy of the Troubles; 
· Also, the acknowledgement of the importance of listening to people.  We have both the IFI and the DOJ Attitudinal Studies, but we also have the insights brought to us by people engaged in the 6 Cluster Groups that the IFI is supporting; and
· The renewed sense of purpose that any review of T:BUC will bring, reflected in whatever policies follow on that strategy.
I would also like to thank the Minister for Justice for her detailed consideration of the report prepared by Dr. Bell and Dr. McCready, based on the recent consultation that they carried out for the IFI.  There are a number of points that I took from her remarks –
· The recognition, again, that we need to work collectively and collaboratively to maintain the momentum for positive change;
· The fact that this work is about transforming people’s lives for the better – an approach that can place interface areas at the core of a development onion, including the issue of safety and physical security; but that other essential layers encompass both human security and economic and social redevelopment.  This invariably requires inter-agency collaboration, but a collaboration that has local community involvement and participation at its heart.
· Finally, that while we need to work for as much community consensus as possible – and while there may be no magic formulas – there are a series of first principles identified by the Minister for Justice – these include (i) Getting the right inclusive process in place – which includes relationship and trust building; (ii) Working to realistic and appropriate timescales; and (iii) Being conscious of resident benefit – particularly for those living in closest proximity to interfaces, peace walls and barriers.

The 2021/2024 IFI Strategy recognises the importance of sharing learning from the work of the community-based initiatives that we partner with.  Like the IFI Chairperson, I want to pay tribute to the unceasing work of the activists on the ground – particularly over periods of greatest tension.  I also want to thank those Cluster representatives that have worked with the IFI in planning this conference, as well as Clare McMillan, the indomitable Monina O’Prey and the other IFI Secretariat staff that kept us all on track.
The IFI Strategy notes the importance of taking account of how we can progress effective engagement with local people, their political representatives and agencies and departments as how best to progress this work.  We specifically note how such engagement should proactively include young people and the youth sector, as highlighted by the video that you saw from the Duncairn Community Partnership.  We are acutely aware of the challenges posed by the issues that we are all working on; as we are equally conscious of the interest and support of our international donors and observers, especially on the issue of interfaces.  The Minister for Justice quoted John F. Kennedy and Bart Simpson.  The latter suggesting that ‘Trying is the first step on the road to failure’.  To counter Bart can I call on Winston Churchill – ‘Success is the ability to go from one failure to another with no loss of enthusiasm’.  In working together to transform people’s lives for the better, what we are really involved in is a struggle for people’s imagination.

Finally, there have been very many valuable points made today that we didn’t have time to capture in our short Working Group reports.  We also have the more detailed report being prepared by Dr. Bell and Dr. McCready.   The IFI will capture these points in a conference report that we hope to share with you and various agencies and Departments that have an interest and responsibility in addressing interface and peace barrier issues.  
And as I hand over to our Chairperson for some final remarks, I would like to leave you with one of my favourite Chinese proverbs, which I think is particularly appropriate in this week of climate change talks – ‘When the winds of change blow, some people build walls and others build windmills.’

Paddy Harte, Chairperson IFI, thanked the two Ministers for attending the conference and for their encouraging words about the future Review of T:BUC 2023. 
He thanked the staff of the IFI Belfast Office for their efforts in delivering the event, with particular thanks to Clare McMillan for her patience and attention to detail, and the Secretariat and Board members for attending.
He thanked the many agencies and political representatives for their attendance and, in drawing the event to a close, he particularly thanked the groups and local residents for their ongoing commitment to the Peace Barriers work and for the risks they take to build peace and reconciliation.
Conference Closure and Lunch. Meeting PBP groups and viewing photographic displays and Covid Quilt project. 
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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. 
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•

The IFI funded Peace Barrier Programme (PBP) began in 2011/2012 

and gathered momentum in the aftermath of the T:BUC strategy in 

May 2013 – whereby one of the headline actions was to “…create a 

ten-year programme to reduce, and remove by 2023, all interface 

barriers” (TEO, 2013, p.63).

•

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 and 

secure for peace barrier removal/reduction

Context
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•

Semi-structured interviews and focus groups 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). 

Research questions were structured around the following three key themes:



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 terms of either policy or practice to

further progress barrier reduction and removal beyond the T:BUC 2023 target date?



Nvivo 12 used to organise and analyse interview data thematically

Research Methods
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

Improved and strengthened relationships



Deeper conversations to explore attitudes to the peace-wall and removal



Groups more strategic in work and delivering challenging programmes dealing

with sensitive legacy and perception issues



Greater levels of resident movement between and across interface areas; and



Reduction in the total number of peace barriers.

Research Findings 1: Impact
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Reduction in the total number of peace barriers.



Research Findings 1: Impact













image1.png

Ulster
University








Rosoarch Findings filmpact

TN





image6.emf


Lack of an overall, coordinated and sufficiently resourced inter-

departmental strategy and action plan



Lack of proper accountability structures



The short-term nature of the funding environment



Lack of political commitment to driving the T:BUC 2023 strategy

Research Findings 2: Challenges 


Microsoft_PowerPoint_Slide5.sldx
Lack of an overall, coordinated and sufficiently resourced inter-departmental strategy and action plan

Lack of proper accountability structures

The short-term nature of the funding environment

Lack of political commitment to driving the T:BUC 2023 strategy





Research Findings 2: Challenges 













image1.png

Ulster
University








Resoarch Findings 2 Challongos






image7.emf


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



Issues around the consultation process itself – particularly around community

consent



Trust issues between community and statutory representatives



A perceived lack of communication and coordination

Research Findings 2: Challenges
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•

‘You end up going back to residents with the same stuff, you can’t promise them 

anything. It’s soul destroying for us.’ (PBG 12)

•

‘You want to move. Then three months later, six months later nothing has 

happened. We don’t move fast. We are quite slow… 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. But a lot of this is being held back... You can see the 

frustration.’ (S/H 18)

Delay
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•

‘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 3)

•

‘There’s no grand vision. Do you want the wall down? And replace it with what? You need vision. You need to 

tell residents what you are able to deliver. 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 20)

•

‘This idea that it takes on average five years to implement aftercare – isn’t correct. You need to be able to get 

into someone’s home to do an assessment and with Covid they couldn’t do that… 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… We 

can be flexible. Money to date hasn’t been an issue.’ (S/H 12)

Aftercare
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•

‘Is it 50%? 75% 90%? Can one person stop it? None of us know.’ (PBG 7)

•

‘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

12)

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 10)

Community Consent 
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•

Recognition of the hard work and progress thus far – on issues that can be 

incredibly challenging

•

Yet – there would appear to be systemic issues facing barrier removal – the 

findings of this research largely echo those of Jessica Blomqvist (2016) from five 

years ago

•

Need to rebuild trust and relationships and improve communication to avoid 

parallel processes in relation to barrier reduction work
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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 3

rd

November 2021 to inform future work on the removal of interface barriers post

the current 2023 target date.
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