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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction

The last 15 years have seen an increasing roleofomunities in renewing
neighbourhoods and in improving local servicese pressures towards ‘localism’
and service modernisation have led most large lmathlorities to introduce some
form of ‘neighbourhood working’ which can often &the form of a neighbourhood
management approach. The University of Westmirmgseeloped this research
project in order to analyse the ‘Westminster modéheighbourhood management
and consider its future in the light of the emeggatonomic and policy context.

Objective 1: Clarify the definition of NM and brief scoping of the various models
of NM operating in England

‘Neighbourhood management’ (NM) is broadly defirmesda process which brings the
local community and local agencies together, ajlmtsurhood level, to tackle local
problems and improve local services. This protessbeen particularly applied to
deprived neighbourhoods. There are seven key alsnoé NM:

1. A clearly defined neighbourhood

2. Resident involvement and support for residentstanyolved

3. A dynamic neighbourhood manager with ‘clout’

4. A local partnership to provide strategic dir@at

5. Support and commitment from the local authaaitg Local Strategic Partnership
6. Quality information

7. Commitment of service providers.

‘Beyond the Pathfindersa report prepared by SQW for the DCLG (20083 set
the findings of a survey of 135 local authoritidsconcluded that NM initiatives
were operating in at least 27% of England’s unitargistrict level authorities,
covering 4.2 million people, 8% of England’s popiga, across nearly 500
neighbourhoods. However, this survey underestisniiied sector-led NM activity
given its selection bias towards local authoritteseceipt of ‘special funding'.

Objective 2: In-depth analysis of the ‘Westminstemodel’ of NM sub-contracted
to the Paddington Development Trust (PDT) in ChurchSt, Westbourne and
Queen’s Park

Analysis of the Westminster model of NM makes clbat its structures and
operations are in line with the core approach ayddtements that constitute NM as
defined nationally, as opposed to broader neightmmd ways of working. The
model takes the form of Local Area Renewal Partripss(LARPS). The LARPs
encapsulate the core approach of NM in terms ofrconity engagement and
influencing services, seeking to co-ordinate pasim@ action at a neighbourhood
level to address local priorities, and use detdided! knowledge to tailor mainstream
services more effectively. The LARPs constitute ¢hucial ‘neighbourhood delivery
platform’ for the City’s Local Strategic Partnenghthe Westminster City Partnership
(WCP).

In terms of scale, crucially in Westminster, NMasgeted on the City’s most
deprived areas rather than being an area-wide apjprorhis ‘equity of outcome’
ethos is appropriate given the City’s extreme seconomic polarity and diversity.



In common with experiences in the rest of the couW/estminster’'s NM approach is
subject to the challenge of funding sustainabdityen its reliance on core revenue
funding for staff and the decline of ‘special fuhisldended to catalyse its adoption.
This indicates that the approach has yet to beriete@amed’ in Westminster despite
its obvious embrace by WCP partners (especiallyesGouncil departments and the
Primary Care Trust, NHS Westminster).

Objective 3: Assessment of the impact and Value-favioney (VFM) of the
Westminster model

Overall, the research found clear benefits of NNemms of efficiencies (saving or
releasing resources) and effectiveness (achietmg@utcomes sought at
neighbourhood and strategic levels). The additioasts of NM are justified, not
only in light of the City’s ‘equity of outcome’ etls, but by the way in which the NM
approach secures better VFM for this spend thaiMifwas not in place. The
Westminster model of NM has undoubtedly had a p@siimpact on securing better
guality-of-life outcomes in the City and has hachsasuccess in bending the
mainstream. Key is that the contribution of NMstxzuring better VFM for Council
and other statutory partners can be clearly dematest

Critical challenges remain in terms of developindatabase which secures evidence
of outcomes and impact and in terms of securingibwep that the benefits of the
model are more widely understood. While the osyslaced on the LARPs to

‘justify’ their existence and further work is undaadly needed, NM partners have a
significant role to play in providing the necessawdence. The Council’s ‘Mapping
the Money’ (2010) project is to be applauded atep # the right direction,
particularly given its recognition of the need foutcomes mapping’, seen as leading
to greater collaborative working at a local leudMSO, 2009: 37).

In addition, it is clear that community involvemeatilitated via NM in service
planning, design, implementation, delivery and eafibn has been an extremely
important element in the City meeting its Local &rkgreement (LAA) requirements
and in contributing to its high Comprehensive Abssessment (CAA) scores,
recently culminating in the award of a ‘green flé@ community engagement. The
success of the Westminster model is evident inat®nal context, with Church St
NM highly rated in the National Evaluation of thé/NPathfinders (SQW, 2007b),
and the WCP’s area renewal approach selected @sdapgactice example by the
Improvement and Development Agency for Local Gowent (IDeA).

The importance of the support, guidance and doadtiom PDT was consistently
stressed by respondents at all levels in all sectlds credibility and expertise is
reflected in it being the managing body for 3 ad @ity’s 5 LARPS; its role in
facilitating cross-cutting LARPs knowledge exchaage working; and its LAA
Delivery agreement with the WCP.

Conclusions

A great deal has been achieved in a short perididnefin the establishment and
operation of the pioneering Westminster model of.NlRespondents recognised:
* The quality, expertise and motivation of the NMnhsa

* The importance of the support, guidance and doadtiom PDT



» The significant support of the NM approach from dvarembers and executive
members in City Hall and other statutory partndrsugh the need to increase
understanding of the approach and its value amdhgse not directly engaged
was also stated.

Key national policy documents (suchRastting the Frontline First2009) echo the
rationale lying behind the NM approach, that beéjmgplic services responsive to
citizens’ needs and driven by them” (HMSO, 2009: Blechanisms include a
reduction in “centrally-imposed burdens on the fiior” (HMSO, 2009: 10) and
reduced ring-fencing of budgets, as reflected enThtal Place pilots, a process upon
which Westminster has already embarked. The Coasee green paper, “Control
Shift: Returning Power to Local Communities” (20@ghoes this, including
proposals to phase out ring-fencing, and give citlgiaad local communities more
say in how to spend their funding allocations. Bags is also placed on
strengthening the role of citizens and civic sgcas expressed in the form of groups
of residents and third sector bodies (Cameron’g Soiciety”).

The City’s lauded LARPs infrastructure is in linéwthis direction. Given the
consensus regarding localism, the emergent suteladies include joint
commissioning, for which Westminster is a beaconr@d, and likely development
of co-production. The value of ‘neighbourhood itugtons’ as centres for local
services is stressed, with scope for community mament of facilities and social
enterprises delivering services.

The increased emphasis on the role of local govemirombined with the intent to
commission more services from the third sectoraatdis that there are significant
opportunities for the PDT and the LARPSs, but thase are to a large extent
contingent on the Council’s continued support amthmitment to its well-established
and effective deprived neighbourhood infrastructure
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INTRODUCTION

The University of Westminster developed and co-&hthis analysis of the
‘Westminster model’ of neighbourhood management Morder to fill gaps
in the evidence base to inform decisions aboutvdne forward for the NM
approach in the context of changing local and natipolicy direction and
funding streams.

A research steering group was convened in Jan@dr§y @omprising
representatives of the PDT (which contributed seeech costs), the
Department of Communities and Local Government (§;le@d the National
Association for Neighbourhood Management. It agibe following
objectives for the research:

1. To clarify the definition of NM and to carry outsaoping study of the
various models of NM operating in England;
2. To analyse in more depth the ‘Westminster modeNbf, which is

sub-contracted to PDT in Church St (a Round 2 Nkhfieder) and two other
areas (Queen’s Park and Westbourne);
3. To assess the impact and value for money of thafiester model.

The research was conducted between January andh 28i© by Dr Madeleine
Pill of Cardiff University’s School of City and Regal Planning and Professor
Nick Bailey of the University of Westminster’'s Saiof Architecture and the
Built Environment.

The methodology comprised desk-based initial s@ppimd subsequent analysis
of secondary data regarding NM in England. Corenily a listing of
Westminster respondents was agreed and a tot&l £€rai-structured
interviews were conducted in February 2010. Redeots included
representatives of the key statutory partners in BiMh as Westminster City
Council officers and members, the Police and NHSMdester; as well as
other NM partner organisations in the City. Intews were also conducted
with residents and other bodies engaged on NM Boarmtd with NM staff
members, with a particular focus on Church St neiginhood management.
The interviews were recorded and transcribed po@nalysis. In addition, a
review of relevant documentation, such as repextsluations, policy
statements and strategies, was carried out.

The interview topic guide which was provided toradpondents in advance of
the interview is appended, along with the researcdspondent listing and a
bibliography of the policy and academic literataited in the report.

Acknowledgements:The authors would like to thank all those who deslis
with and participated in the research. Partictilanks must go to Neil
Johnston (PDT Chief Executive), and Marco Torq(@kiurch St
Neighbourhood Manager). We benefited from the Iveiment of Ben Lee at
the National Association for Neighbourhood Managetmand Laura Cane of
the DCLG, for initial advice on the research apploand literature. We are
very grateful to all those interviewed for them#, knowledge and expertise.



2 POLICY CONTEXT

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

The last 15 years have seen an increasing roleofomunities in renewing
neighbourhoods and improving local services. Th@ne of ‘new localism’,
‘double-devolution’ and ‘place-making’ all indicatensensus around the value
of working at the neighbourhood level. A continedphasis on such
‘localism’ is indicated for the future, with initi@es such as Total Plagehe
development of co-production, and the work of tleenghission for 2020 Public
Services. Future directions, such as the moverttsvdig society”, are
considered at the end of the report. Within treadrsuite of ‘neighbourhood
policies’, four objectives can be identified (Begtion et al, 2006):

» deepening representation and participative demgcrac

 improving the responsiveness, accountability arldevéor money of public
services to frontline users and to local commusiitie

* tackling disadvantage and neighbourhood renewal

« developing social capital and social cohesion.

Relevant mechanisms have included local partiepat service delivery and
design under Best Value, the creation of Localt8¢ia Partnerships (LSPs),
the requirement for Local Area Agreements (LAAsylenthe aegis of the
‘community leadership’ role for local governmentl{éwing the Local
Government Act, 2000), and a performance manageragime which
increasingly emphasises locally-relevant outcorttes ‘Comprehensive Area
Assessment’, CAA).

For deprived neighbourhoods in particular thereldesen greater emphasis on
the quality and appropriateness of public sectovigion through ‘bending’
mainstream spending programmes. This emphasisaga of enabling
responsive local service provision resulted indbablishment of the NM
Pathfinder programme, following the recommendatiointhe Social Exclusion
Unit’'s Policy Action Team 4 (2000).

The benefits of the NM approach are generally ctednproving democracy
(through increasing the level of decision-makingted in the neighbourhood)
and improving services (by tailoring service pramisto neighbourhood needs
and priorities), resulting in overall improvemefitloe community’s ‘well-
being’. The neighbourhood level is seen as progdhe best opportunity for
‘joining up’ action by linking residents and semidecisions (Lowndes and
Sullivan, 2008). Residents are not seen as “tamalirous public” but as
experts whose knowledge and experience can maiepamtant contribution to
policy and practice (Newman et al., 2004: 221)e @pproach’s focus on ‘local
knowledge’ stems from the belief that local peaptelerstand the needs,
opportunities, and priorities in their neighbourtion ways that professional
non-residents may not (Chaskin and Garg, 1997:.634)

The pressures towards ‘localism’ and service madation have led most large
local authorities to introduce some kind of devdlisgructure (both political and

! The ‘Total Place’ initiative launched in 2009 iwéstigating how a ‘whole area’ approach to public
services can lead to better services at less iedst pilot areas in England.



managerial) for the design and delivery of servicgach ‘neighbourhood
working’ may incorporate many of the features agged with NM, but for the
purposes of this research it is important to ¢fadéfinition of the NM
approach.



3 Objective 1: CLARIFY THE DEFINITION OF NM AND BRIEF SCOPING

OF THE VARIOUS MODELS OF NM OPERATING IN ENGLAND

Definitions of Neighbourhood Management

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

‘Neighbourhood management’ (NM) is broadly defirmesda process which
brings the local community and local agencies togetat neighbourhood level,
to tackle local problems and improve local services

This process has been particularly applied to gedrneighbourhoods. It was
identified by the Social Exclusion Unit’s Policy #an Team 4 (2000) report as
a tool to “enable deprived communities and localises to improve local
outcomes, by improving and joining up local sersic@nd making them more
responsive to local needs”. The programme saw BNaavay of encouraging
stakeholders to work with service providers to helprove the quality of
services delivered in deprived neighbourhoods”e ifitention of the
Neighbourhood Management Pathfinder Programme oviest the potential
role of NM in promoting neighbourhood renewal andrrowing the gap’
between deprived and other neighbourhoods.

However, beyond the Pathfinder initiative, therkess consensus about what
‘neighbourhood management’ means. The term hamiemore generally and
sometimes sloppily used to encompass neighbounvagd of working which
are not necessarily targeted at deprived areaieeth local authority ‘area
working’ does not equate with NM, often tendingrteolve LAs ‘reaching
down’ to neighbourhoods at a larger scale, oftang@sing clusters of wards,
to gauge resident priorities regarding service [giox. An example is the
‘Neighbourhood Partnerships’ approach being rotletby Bristol City

Council.

It is therefore important to ascertain the key elata that constitute NM prior
to considering the different forms it can take dvefplacing the Westminster
model within this range of approaches.

The key elements of neighbourhood management

3.6

3.7

There is consensus that the two defining and mdleltaracteristics of the NM
process are community engagement and influencirces (though these two
key ingredients can be interpreted and operatisedlin a variety of ways,
discussed below). However, approaches that hage teatures may not
necessarily constitute ‘neighbourhood managemerrd’ensure that the
Westminster model is being compared to other NM@gghes rather than other
forms of neighbourhood or area working, refinenadthe NM’s key elements
is required.

The most useful source for this is the seven ketpfa set out ifA Rough
Guide to Neighbourhood Managemef8QW for DCLG, 2006a: pp8-17).
These are set out in Table 1 below. These elenamadtshe way they are put
into practice can be regarded as success factotisdNM approach. Further
detail on what tends to happen in practice in tesfrtie NM Pathfinder



programme and beyond is detailed in the secondroululhis derives from the
final evaluation of the Pathfinder programme, ametBeyond the Pathfinders’
report which draws from survey data of local auities (both SQW for DCLG,

2008a and 2008b respectively).

Table 1: Key Elements of NM

Key Element

In (Best) Practice...

1 A clearly defined neighbourhood

Majority of NM initiatives cover areas of up,
to 15,000 population

2. Resident involvement and support {

residents to get involved

oCommunity involvement in partnership
decision-making processes, supported by
dedicated community development worker
with the responsibility of involving a wider
range and greater number of residents and
building the capacity of those already
involved. NM also should give residents t
skills and knowledge to engage with strate
agendas (such as LSPs).

1v2}

he
s|[e

3. A dynamic neighbourhood manage

with ‘clout’

I The authority to take an overview of servic

a)

C

delivery, to co-ordinate various activities, and

to negotiate for change at both local and
strategic levels.

4, A local partnership to provide
strategic direction

Partnerships tend to be unincorporated wit
the local authority employing staff and
providing financial systems. But some rely
on third sector bodies such as a local hous
association or community development tru
to provide these functions.

oy

ing
5t

5. Support and commitment from the
local authority and Local Strategic
Partnership (LSP)

This includes a clear relationship between
neighbourhood-level and wider area
strategies.NM needs to be linked ‘upwards
and outwards’ into the broader political
agenda.

the

6. Quality information

Including tracked baseline data
neighbourhood conditions; evidence of
residents’ needs and priorities and local
service performance; monitoring data on
interventions; plus resident satisfaction
surveys — all to review progress and infornj
future working.

7. Commitment of service providers

To focus resoumzethe neighbourhood; b
also to make fundamental changes to engg
with residents effectively and put in place t
processes that make services responsive t
residents’ priorities and needs.

Partners who have become particularly
engaged in NM are the local authority, the
police, the Primary Care Trust (PCT), and

housing associations/ RSLs.

Ut
ge
he

0

3.8 These elements of NM are echoed in the PAT 4 (20§i)rt on neighbourhood
management. However, the report’s ‘five principbee more tightly specified,

10



3.9

3.10

3.11

as befits its role in initiating the more prescdid¢eighbourhood Management
Pathfinder programme. For example, the reportktips ‘the tools to get
things done’ as an essential ingredient. The kitduggested includes
agreements with service providers, devolved sem@twery and purchasing,
and special resources for enabling and cross-guitttivities (2000: 8).

Despite being able to establish the defining charestics of NM, these
characteristics are expressed in a variety of forReturning to the two
defining characteristics of the NM process - comityuengagement and
influencing services — and the differing ways theme be put into practice
emphasises the variety of forms which NM can take:

« Community involvement: is sought not only to enable more responsive
service delivery but due to its perceived intringaue — it is an end in itself as
well as a means to an end. Thus caution is needseparate ideas of
community engagement as a ‘good thing’ in itsadfgred to notions of civil
renewal and community cohesion) from the engagewfenrsidents in
influencing service delivery. While related, théws® forms of engagement may
require complementary but different approachesaaadikely to receive

differing emphases in different cases.

* Influencing services:it is important to unpick what is meant by ‘inflleng
services’ in terms of what services are included laow these are influenced.
Mechanisms for influencing may comprise changesutine working or new
initiatives on the part of the NM partnership ifs@l its partners. In turn, the
partnership may engage in direct neighbourhoods®delivery. However, in
its review of non-Pathfinder NM initiatives, SQWO@Bb) found that their focus
of activity and primary approach has been to infeeemainstream service
delivery rather than to engage in direct servidevesy.

In addition to variance in the form and functionimfigcommunity involvement
and in the range of service-related tasks undamnt@khich, in part, is related to
the nature and extent of funding available to thigative), there is also
variance in the forms of governance used for NMra@aghes. This is explored
further below.

These factors are indicative of a crucial undenpigrio the NM approach —
which is that ‘one size does not fit all' and tkia¢ approach needs to be
tailored, in light of for example levels of deprid and the institutional
infrastructure at neighbourhood level. As statetheRough Guide to NM
(SQW, 2006a: 8.), “strong NM working takes into @act the political,
strategic and local context”. This scope for &ace given varying contexts is
reflected in the range of forms of NM currentlyaperation in England.

The range of NM Initiatives in England

3.12

Comprehensive, reliable information about the ex¢émnd form and function
taken by NM initiatives in England is lacking. Thest available information
source is théBeyond the Pathfinderseport prepared by SQW for the DCLG
(2008b). This sets out the findings of a surveyduwted of 135 local

11



authorities. It concluded that NM initiatives wergerating in at least 27% of
England’s unitary or district level authoritiesveoing 4.2 million people, 8%
of England’s population, across nearly 500 neighbhoods.

3.13 It is important to note that this survey will hawederestimated NM activity in
England due to selection bias. The local auttexisurveyed were primarily
those in receipt of Neighbourhood Renewal Fundsesghbourhood Element
funding, and regarded as a result as “most likelye engaged in
neighbourhood management” (SQW, 2008b: 6). Theesusample will
therefore be biased towards local authority-ledl famded through the
provision of special funding by central governmesiyj, rather than third
sector-led approaches or approaches that are meginstunded. Indeed, the
report recognises its likely underestimation of R& NM activity (SQW,
2008b: 6). Other NM instigators/ providers ofatxountability and
management structures, such as community develdgnusts, are not
mentioned in this context.

3.14 This important caveat aside, the survey findingsasthat (beyond the NM
Pathfinders) the design of NM initiatives variesviieen areas reflecting
differing contexts and issues. However, overaldpproach is largely the
same, as set out in Table 1 above. In additidheé@ommon characteristics
detailed above, the research found that NM is pilgnased as a tool for
facilitating the renewal of deprived neighbourhaodtsalso found that initial
NM activity has focused on ‘crime and grime’ (‘gefrbeing environmental
and streetscape issues) and then moved on to adithes issues/ extended
partnerships with statutory service providers aheeinitiative has become
established.

Examples of different models

3.15 While the'Beyond the PathfindergSQW, 2008b) report remains the most
comprehensive source of information about the éxdeand form taken of NM
initiatives in England, for the purposes of thisaarch limited further scoping
of the various models of NM operating in England baen carried out,
drawing from recommendations and desk-based rdsedocsecondary
sources. Prior to considering these, howeves, useful to mention the ten case
studies of non-Pathfinder NM initiatives detailedhe report (SQW, 2008b:
pp44-75). The selection criteria used were: défifikrapproaches to NM;
different scales of operationstensiblydifferent funding sources (despite the
report’s broader survey being biased towards laa#iorities in receipt of
‘special’ funding as explained above); and a regi@pread. Key areas of
variance — scale of approach, funding, and govemamvhich emerge from the
case studies are echoed by the initiatives identifn the further research
undertaken and these are considered below.

Range by type

3.16 Table 2 sets out detail on five NM initiatives itiéiad in the brief scoping
exercise undertaken as part of this research. ellvese selected to illustrate
the range of NM initiatives in operation, in terofs
* the scale of approach taken (local authority-watkpnrived area focused)

12



« different types of local authority context — umytacounty and district; urban
and rural

» funding source (‘special funding’ such as NRF/gidsiourhood Element
versus mainstream)

e governance, including the neighbourhood’s stratbgks, NM staff team,
and forms of resident engagement.

3.17 The limits on the information available is evidgnten the table’s blank fields.
Scope for additional research was constrained &@yp#nameters of this study
and the need for further research and understamsiegognised. But these
examples, along with the case studies mentionedealpoovide a useful source

for drawing out some themes pertinent to settimgsitene for examination of
the ‘Westminster model'.

13



Table 2: Further Examples of NM Initiatives

Scale of Approach Funding Governance
LA Context Deprivation Strategic Links| NM Staff Local
focus? Partnership
Leicestershire | 19 priority Neighbourhood Teams - | Consultation
County-wide | wards dedicated locally-based forum.
across 7 staff; plus an Action Team
districts of officers (not
neighbourhood-based).

Salford: 8 areas - av | Enhanced co- Support from/ | Working Neighbourhoods
Unitary pop 27,000 | ordination & accountability | Teams - an ‘all service’
authority-wide casework support | to political and | joint local management

of existing service | executive team with joint targets.

base; gap-filling leadership,

services; plus including

flexible fund; councillors.

funding for Strong joint

communications & | commissioning

engagement & links.

intelligence;

funding for change

management

support.
Nottingham: | 9 most Neighbourhood LSP (Virtual) Neighbourhood | 4 Local Issues
Unitary deprived interventions Exec Board & | Action Teams: officers co-| Groups; plus
authority-wide | areas - av | focused on bending Portfolio Roles;| ordinate delivery. Area Housing
(based on pop 32,400 | mainstream but Directors’ Panels, &
police beats) also ‘one-off’ Forum; Area surgeries.

projects depending| Management

on issue. Deprived Team;

neighbourhoods | Ward

have action plans. | councillors.
Bradford: Cross-agency | 30 cross-agency ‘Ward
Unitary co-ordination | Officer Teams’;
authority-wide focused on 15 ‘Ward Co-ordination

wards. Teams’ (each covering 2
wards).

Fenland, “Possible Fenland DC 5 Neighbourhood Neighbourhood
Cambs: Rural additional funding | LSP and LAA | Management Boards (1 Forums
district for each area to Board rural communities; 4

authority-wide

spend on
community
priorities”.

market towns). Comprise
elected county & district
members; district council
officers; & county, police
& RSL officers. Parish
councillors on Rural NM
Board.

Scale of NM Approach

3.18 While the principles of the NM approach could imyeaervice delivery in all
types of neighbourhoods, local authorities thatehaursued NM have struck a
balance between treating neighbourhoods equaltydoess terms and treating

14



3.19

their different needs equally (or what can be tetreguity of provision’ versus
‘equity of outcome’).

The examples detailed in Table 2 are area-wide Métksns. However, a
particular focus on deprived areas via a more sgdarm of NM is evident in
some cases (for example, in Nottingham as welladi®i¥ and Leicestershire).
The SQW case studies (2008b) include some appreadhieh solely target
deprived neighbourhoods (for example, in Peterbginppp46-48) as well as
those which encompass some form of area-wide neighbod working
combined with explicit neighbourhood managememhare deprived areas (for
example, as being rolled out in Lewisham, pp64-6&good example of this
latter approach is provided by activities in théy@if Bristol. The local
authority has introduced a city-wide system of Adighbourhood partnerships’,
each covering two or three city wards. While thigs not constitute NM but
broader ‘neighbourhood working’, what is noteworthiyiow existing NM
initiatives (deriving from previous area-based pamgmes such as NDC) are
being linked to these structures, with the partmprbodies responsible for NM
delivery in deprived areas working with the Counaitoll out broader
neighbourhood working while maintaining enhanceal/gion in areas of
greater need.

Funding of NM

3.20

3.21

The final Pathfinders evaluation (SQW, 2008a) fothrat 60% of NM

initiatives have started since 2005, showing thatapproach’s spread has been
directly enabled by the provision of special furgdby central government, with
the clear majority of initiatives reliant on NRFcaNeighbourhood Element
monies. As these funding sources end, “there p@m question as to whether
these initiatives will continue to be funded, ahdd, how” (SQW, 2008a: 75).

The case studies detailed (SQW, 2008b: pp44-75hasige the influence that
NRF/ Neighbourhood Element funding has had in gaging NM initiatives. In
only one of these cases has the local authorigff(@tishire Moorlands DC, pp.
58-60) not been in receipt of these special funidge selection bias of this
report has been explained. That notwithstanding,important to emphasise
that the principal aim of NM is to enable deprivaanmunities previously
disconnected from the mainstream to re-engageamithinfluence statutory
service provision. While central government spdciads have undoubtedly
been an important catalyst for the spread of theaylgroach, the funding was
intended as such a catalyst, as reflected innts-timited nature. PAT 4 (2000)
stated that “where neighbourhood management iseighted, it should
receive core funding in the form of long-term reveriunding” (2000: 10),
though of course this is conditional according teether the approach achieves
the targets set by the community. The policy inteas that through such
initiatives the relationships between communitied eneir service providers are
fundamentally — and permanently — changed. ThaiSthffordshire example
can be regarded as one which encapsulates thesfiite of the policies
developed to encourage NM as an embedded procésayof doing things’.
The NM approach requires some form of ongoing reednnding for the
dedicated officer teams (plus the facilitation ang@port for community
engagement) that are essential ingredients ofribmeps. Now that the
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dedicated, pump-priming funds are coming to an and,where NM has
proved itself, the process requires ‘mainstreaming’

3.22 As evident in Table 2, information is sketchy oa fanding arrangements for
non-Pathfinder NM initiatives not detailed in tiBeyond the Pathfinders’
(SQW, 2008b) report. But these examples do illustthat the local authorities
have adopted NM as approach. Implicit in this is local authority and other
statutory partner recognition that the approackagh supporting from core
revenue funds in terms of officer support, as welmaking additional funding
available (as is the case in Salford).

3.23 It should also be stressed that the NM approachdigin the ‘forward
strategies’ of bodies created as a result of ptesvarea-based initiative funding
regimes. The neighbourhood-based partnershipddsiouth’s NM initiative,
Heartland Community Voice, combines two pre-exgt8RB community
boards (SQW, 2008b: pp55-57). Returning to thg @fitBristol example,
Community at Heart, the entity created to managst&@is New Deal for
Communities (NDC) programme, is seeking to contiitsi®&M delivery role
(which had been augmented via NRF funding) as agepartnering with the
Council in rolling out its broader ‘neighbourhoodrmership’ approach.
Indeed, Community at Heart residents and staff mewently visited Church St
Neighbourhood Management (CSNM) in Westminsteraio g@dvice on how to
successfully operate the NM approach. In turniesgntatives of the EC1
NDC programme (in the London Borough of Islingtbaye also recently
visited CSNM to discuss development of the NM apploas part of their
forward strategy.

Governance of NM

3.24 The Pathfinders’ final evaluation (SQW, 2008a) tifeas a basic model for the
operation and governance of NM, which echoes tlyeekEments and best
practice identified in Table 1. This model compss
» A small professional team led by a Neighbourhoahiter, usually
including community outreach, policy and adminisue officers, all based in
an accessible office within the target area.
» Team members usually employed by, and financidllegal matters dealt
with, via an accountable body (in most cases thal lauthority).
* A multi-sector partnership, including public, pate and third (voluntary and
community) sector representatives, dedicated toattyet area and to whom the
Neighbourhood Manager is accountable. This is ied board, but the
partnership usually has a range of thematic worlgimgips and forums
involving a wider range of local stakeholders. Pagtnership is a voluntary
association, not a legal entity.
» Development of a programme set out in an annualedg plan agreed by the
partnership board. The plan sets out the partr@ssims and priorities and the
range of activities it intends to pursue, usuallgiuding a mix of community
development activities, work to influence localvdeg providers and perhaps
some direct project delivery.

3.25 Not all the examples examined ‘beyond the pathfisidaeet the detail of this
model, which in part is a function of the more présed nature of the
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3.26

3.27

Pathfinder programme. But most of the examplesdet the key principles
(though Nottingham’s ‘virtual’ rather than neighlbbaod-based NM
professional team is a borderline case).

What is clear is that local authorities tend tdheelead agency of NM. In the
case of the Pathfinders, 29 out of 35 initiativad the local authority as
accountable body. The additional examples idextiin Table 2 are also all
local authority-led NM initiatives.

However, vital to this consideration of NM governparns the role of the third
sector, not only as a crucial partner in NM asa@#d in the constitution of NM
partnership boards, but as a ‘delivery agent’ @neead agency or instigator of
the NM approach. The lead agency role can be pee by housing
associations, a regeneration agency, or a commdeitglopment trust. To a
limited extent this is reflected in the selectidrRound 2 Pathfinders, where the
NRU actively encouraged the use of different actabie bodies and 5 out of
the 15 initiatives did so (SQW, 2006b: 46). Theseluding Church St, which

is explored in much greater detail later in theorgpare set out in the following
table (derived from SQW, 2006b: 46).

Table 3: Third Sector-Led NM Pathfinders

Pathfinder Accountable Body

Oldington and Foley Park Wyre Forest Community Housing - an RSL.

(Wyre Forest)

Improving Croft and Cowpen Quay| Guinness Trust Group - an RSL.

(Blyth)

Transform North Devon and Exmoor Regeneration Company
(North Devon) (RegCo) - a non-statutory organisation.

Ovenden Initiative North Halifax Partnership — a company limited by
(Calderdale) guarantee.

Church Street Paddington Development Trust - a community-led
(Westminster) organisation with social objectives.

3.28 These five, along with the case studies selectegoind the pathfinders’ (SQW,

3.29

2008b) demonstrate that despite local authorityidante, the scope for using
different ‘delivery partners’ is recognised (foraemple, an RSL delivering NM
in one of the target neighbourhoods in the Middlesgh case, pp. 67-69).
However, information is sorely lacking in the NNEekature, which is
dominated by the central government funding regielated (and thus local
authority-biased) suite of SQW reports on NM.

Housing associations/ RSLs have received the nttestten in this regard, not
least given the links between housing and estateageanent approaches and
NM. One example cited in a report prepared byvtbeng Foundation for the
Housing Corporation (Bacon et al., 2007) is PoplaRCA (Housing and
Regeneration Community Association), a residenfaleagsing association set
up in the late 1990s as a stock transfer vehicledme of Tower Hamlets’
most deprived estates. It operates a neighbourbewate on each of its estates
which provides a base for their NM approach. HarRoad Neighbourhood
Partnership in Westminster, discussed in the fallgvgection, is also led by
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local housing associations. Other examples redeaalthe course of this
research include:

* In Bristol, Community in Partnership (CiP) is an independent community
NM Board created to deliver NM in the Filwood wdeahd parts of two other
wards). This organisation has also been contrdmdébde Council to manage
the wider three-ward ‘neighbourhood partnershipivbich the NM area is a
constituent part.

e In Luton,Marsh Farm Community Development Trust (created to
managed the area’s NDC programme) has piloted arapidoach

 In Hull, theGoodwin Development Trust,established in 1994 by the
residents of the Thornton Estate, operates a Nigrprome on the estate.

3.30 Therefore the governance of NM in terms of the lageincy does vary, not
least because different bodies are best placedrform this role in different
areas. The key requirement is the body’s abititgd business both with local
strategic partnerandwith the local community. The value of an orgatisn
already active within the neighbourhood and thus wie credibility and
networks with strategic partners and residentstéopm the role is recognised.
Therefore it is important to stress that while thgjority of NM initiatives are
local authority-led, and that local authority sugps vital in all cases, third
sector bodies can and do lead NM. This obviouslgtes to the presence and
capacity of third sector organisations at neighbhoad level. Where such
organisations exist it can be argued they are hglteed than local authorities
to be the lead agency. Just as NM acts as amiatkary between services and
residents, a valid case can be made that thirdiskaties, themselves
intermediaries used to joint working with resideatsl services, are extremely
well-positioned to facilitate NM.

In summary

3.31 NM is an approach which engages the community praving local services
by acting as an intermediary between services laadiversity of residents at
neighbourhood level, facilitating effective respesi$o residents’ concerns.
The precise form it takes varies according to thiéipal, strategic and local

context. This shall now be explored in terms ef Westminster model’ of
NM.
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4  Objective 2: IN-DEPTH ANALYSIS OF THE ‘WESTMINSTER MODEL’
OF NM SUB-CONTRACTED TO PDT IN CHURCH ST, WESTBOURNE
AND QUEEN'’S PARK

Westminster’'s Neighbourhood-based Approach

4.2  “We believe that strategically a neighbourhoodsbd approach to service
improvement makes sense in Westminster. Thisasubethe City is so sharply
polarised in terms of the socio-economic profilenaiy of its neighbourhoods.
A uniform approach to service delivery across tieh City is, in principle,
unlikely to meet needs in a way that is equitaf[@TZ Pieda, 2005: v).

Development of Neighbourhood-Based Approaches in \Wminster*

4.3 The drive for an area-based approach to Westmissteprived
neighbourhoods and subsequently the developmeivioh these areas was
spearheaded by the core Westminster City Partqpe($WCP, the City’s Local
Strategic Partnership), and particularly Westmm&ligy Council and the
Paddington Development Trust (PDT), a communitythed sector
organisation.

4.4 The early stages of NM in Westminster evolved dwvark in the north of the
city by the PDT, established in 1998 with the nussio undertake economic,
environmental and social regeneration of the néfédstminster area. PDT
secured regeneration funding through its New LoieFaddington SRB
programme (1999-2006), which it used in part topsupthe establishment of a
neighbourhood forum in Church Street ward, whichettgped an NM approach
(explored in detail below). It also supported depment of residents’
networks in other deprived neighbourhoods in thenof Westminster
(Westbourne, Queen’s Park and Harrow Road wartis¢se developments
were ‘ahead of the curve’ in terms of policy andding mechanisms. With the
creation of the WCP in 2002 concerted efforts tkl@aneighbourhood
deprivation intensified, assisted by the allocandNRF funding to the City.
The Partnership brought together the public, peiaatd third (voluntary and
community) sectors to seek a co-ordinated apprtaohproving quality of
life, with a focus on the need to improve outcormethe most deprived
communities and to ‘narrow the gap’ (as per theonat neighbourhood
renewal strategy, SEU, 1998 and 2001).

4.5 The WCP published its Neighbourhood Renewal Styaite@002, with the
priority of improving the quality of life in the Gi's most deprived
neighbourhoods of Church St, and also Westbournees Park, Harrow
Road and South Westminster.

2 With regard to neighbourhood-based working, ittdi@lso be mentioned that Westminster currently
has 5 Business Improvement Districts (BIDs), sufgzbby the Council, which fund additional street
cleansing services and other initiatives desigoneddke their trading area safe, welcoming and
attractive (WCC Economic Development Strategy, 22081: 31). These do not overlap with the
LARPs areas.
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Local Area Renewal Partnerships (LARPS)

4.6

In order to realise its aims, in 2003 the WCP getacal Area Renewal
Partnerships (LARPS) to formally recognise and suipihe evolving local
‘change’ networks in the deprived neighbourhoddeese incorporated the
Church St Neighbourhood Forum, neighbourhood foranmgartnerships in
Queen’s Park, Harrow Road, and Westbourne whicle weveloped from the
residents’ networks established in these areakdDT, and a new
partnership in South Westminster. The LARPs weeated to be the
‘neighbourhood delivery platform’ for the WCP, ctihging the Partnership’s
neighbourhood-based infrastructure by which it seéeldeliver better quality of
life outcomes (which are now expressed in the LAcah Agreement, LAA).

Figure 1: Westminster’'s LARPs

Queen's Park Forum
Contact: Fabian Sharp

Westminster's Local Area
Renewal Partnerships (LARPs)

e

City of Westminster

Office 5, Beethoven Centre
Third Avenue, W10 4JL

Phone: 020 8964 8024

Corporate GIS Team

020 7641 2350 Email: fabian@pdt.org.uk

4.7

Quegen's Park
S

Harrow Road 4

Harrow Road Neighbourhood Partnership * l/

Contact: Julie Bundy i D

421 Harrow Road, London ‘\ Westbourne
W10 4RE VeSio
Phone: 020 8968 5543 72

Email: julie.bundy@pcha.org.uk } 2 a

Westbourne Neighbourhood Forum
Contact: Toby Gale

The Stowe Centre

258 Harrow Road, London
W2 5ES

Phone: 020 7266 8250
Email: toby@pdt.org.uk

Church Street Neighbourhood Management
Contact: Marco Torquati

Church Street Neighbourhood

Management Centre

88 Church Street, NW8 8ET

Phone: 020 7641 6633

Email: mtorquati@westminster.gov.uk

South i R | Par hip
Contact: Sue Hannah

34 Great Smith Street, London

SW1P 3BU

Phone: 020 7227 0644

Email: sue.hannah@theabbeycentre.org.uk |

— | Date: March 2007 / Map Reference: 2227

Importantly the LARPs encapsulate the core approa®M in terms of
community engagement and influencing services.y g together service
providers (including the Council, police, PCT, dhd community and

voluntary sectors) and residents to identify andresis key local issues across a
range of areas (such as crime, health, housingatidn, employment, and
environment). In line with the NM ethos, the aparie seeks to co-ordinate
partnership action at a neighbourhood level to esklfocal priorities, and use
detailed local knowledge to tailor mainstream ss¥gimore effectively. The
focus is on using existing resources to meet Inealls and on ‘joining up’

local initiatives to maximise community benefit.
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4.8

Taking each of the themes as set out in the prewseation of the report in turn
enables greater consideration of the ‘Westminstatati of NM in light of the
key elements of the NM approach.

Scale of NM approach in Westminster

4.9

4.10

411

412

The Westminster model of NM as expressed in the RAR one targeted on
the City’s most deprived areas rather than beingraa-wide system. This
‘equity of outcome’ approach is balanced by othechanisms which assist in
providing ‘equity of provision’. In addition to 6hLARPs NM approach, there
are other forms of neighbourhood-basedsultation(rather than management)
in operation in the City. These include serviceduhgroups such as the PCT’s
Local Involvement Network (LINk, formerly the Patteand Public
Involvement Forum for Westminster), Police Commydbnsultative Groups,
and Safer Neighbourhoods Panels.

The City Council’s ‘One City’ and now ‘Living Cityagendas share a common
emphasis in line with the NM ethos of empowereeits who influence local
services. Of particular note is the City Councitisighbourhoods programme’
introduced as part of the ‘One City’ agenda (2006)ich is founded on the
view of the City as a collection of neighbourhooelzch with their own
characteristics and needs. The programme sougjNeqreater voice to the
City’s distinctive communities (and strengthen esgmtative democracy) by
“‘empowering ward members as the local championthfar area. Improved
information, access to senior officers and neighbood budgets are designed
to support ward members to improve the social,renmental and economic
well-being of their local area” (WCC, 2007). F@0B-09 and 2009-10 a £100k
budget was allocated to each ward. In light cduficial constraints, this has
been reduced to £50k per ward for 2010-11.

In addition there are Area Forums, chaired by alloouncillor and attended by
a senior officer, which each cover 2-5 wards ammyige a mechanism for
enabling better understanding of neighbourhoodessund priorities. The
LARPs are covered by the following Area Forums:

e Church St LARP covers one of 3 wards in MarylebAnea Forum

* Westbourne covers one of 4 wards in Bayswater Aogam

* Queen’s Park covers one of 4 wards in Maida VaksaA-orum

» South Westminster covers four of 5 wards in Séutta Forum; plus part of
one ward in West End Area Forum.

However, such neighbourhood budgets and consuitatechanisms do not
constitute NM as defined previously. These aratheo ‘neighbourhoods ways
of working’ which are not targeted at deprived area

Funding of NM approach in Westminster

4.13

LARPs were initially funded by the WCP through Negurhood Renewal
Funds and other partnership monies (CSNM is furadeal Round 2 NM
Pathfinder - further detail is set out in the irpthecase study below). More
recently, funding has come through the LAA. Theent funding
arrangements (for the two financial years 2009+1d) 2010-2011) total an
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allocation of £2.927 million of LAA funding by th&/CP to support ‘area
renewal’. This comprises:
« delivery agreements between the WCP and each Lif€éh set out how
their efforts support LAA outcomes
» support for the Council’s area renewal team (basés Policy Unit) which
provides strategic support to the LARPs (the teameatly has one vacant post)
» the LAA Delivery Agreement between the WCP andRBH for the

provision of services in the north of the City ¢éal of about £1m per annum,
which includes £772k for the three LARPs for whRDT is the management
agency).

4.14

In addition to the total LAA funds, the WCP expeittat its partners implement

the actions outlined in the neighbourhood deliy@ans prepared by the LARPs
using mainstream funds, in line with the NM ethbsaking statutory service
provision more responsive and ‘bending the spehdiS Westminster (the
PCT) and WCP thematic networks have also commissitiee LARPs and

PDT to deliver specific LAA projects (for examptee Westminster Works
programme).

4.15

The WCP recognises that a key challenge will hdéatify sources of funding

to sustain area renewal work beyond 2011. Thislime with national trends.
The Partnership also recognises the need to makeuthent Westminster

model of NM/ area renewal as efficient as possilfleogressing these issues
was considered as part of the WCP’s Area RenewdkRan 2009 (explained
below) and the report’'s subsequent sections alssider these.

Governance of NM in Westminster

4.16 The ‘Westminster model’ can be characterised abithad approach taken to
NM in the City. A noteworthy characteristic indinwith the ‘spirit’ of NM is
that within Westminster, the model provides a fraumiek for the NM approach
which enables neighbourhood-specific varianceimseof the form NM takes
and the functions it performs. Each area has dpeélds own distinctive
approach and governance arrangements. Of courdeyariance is also a
function of the level of funding available.

Table 4: Westminster’'s LARPS

LARP Church St Westbourne Queen’s Harrow Rd South
Neighbourhood | Neighbourhood | Park Forum| Neighbourhood | Westminster
Forum (now Forum Partnership Renewal
Network) Partnership

Full-time 9 4 4 3 2.2

staff

Area covered| One ward One ward One ward One ward ur &a half

wards

Population c12,000 €10,000 c11,500 ¢8,500 c40,000

Management| PDT PDT PDT Genesis Cross River

Agency Housing Group | Partnership
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4.17 The governance of the Westminster model of NM eslibe key elements of

4.18

4.19

4.20

421

NM identified in Table 1 and the basic model of Nkt out by SQW (2008a).
As structures, they all comprise:

» an NM staff team based in each area (either iadicdted neighbourhood
office in the case of Church St and Harrow Roadran an established
community centre), led by a manager

» team members employed by, and financial and iegdlers dealt with, by a
management organisation (accountable body)

* a multi-sector NM board/ partnership steering groncluding residents,
WCC and other public statutory service providensl private and third sector
organisation representatives

« thematic/ action/ working groups (there may als@loject groups)

» awider forum or network to bring local peopledtter with service
providers.

However, governance does not merely comprise thetate taken by such
bodies as set out above, but the ways in which dipeyate. NM seeks to
fundamentally change relationships between comnesréind their service
providers. To this end all the LARPs have devalbpe

 resident consultation and engagement mechanismexXédmple, Westbourne
has trained a group of local people in social nesemethods) to identify
priority issues and concerns

* local neighbourhood delivery plans to addressethdsich are endorsed by
the WCP

» strong working relationships, in particular betwdey officers in the NM
staff teams and the Council and other partner asgtans.

As can be expected given the flexibility of the Mibdel, the LARPs are each
structured and operate differently in light of Hégurhood context, history and
institutional infrastructure and, crucially, inigof the funding available. This
variety is expressed in the range of LARP lead misgdions (the ‘management
organisations’ in LAA parlance, or ‘accountable tesdin terms of the NM
Pathfinder programme). Such bodies are cruciti@senable a group of local
people to oversee public funds without being allegéty themselves.

This variety also highlights the strength of angbartance of the third
(voluntary and community) sector to the Westminstedel of NM, a factor
which makes the Westminster approach rather distencompared to its
counterparts elsewhere in the country. In Westtairtbe third sector is well
placed to perform the lead organisation role in Bdvthe bodies involved are
able to work with local strategic partnensd with the local community given
their credibility and networks with both groups.

Since 2004 the WCP has funded three different m@magt agencies to
progress the 5 LARPs, two of which are third sebtmties (a community
development trust and a housing association) arbbwhich, a partnership,
has its origins in voluntary sector action:

* PDT manages three of the LARPs. Church St, as thé adeanced area for
neighbourhood-based working given its PDT suppardes1998, was selected
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4.22

as a focus area for 2004-05 by the WCP to expl@ebtential for
mainstreaming an area-based approach via NM. cgarifiprogress was made
for Church St to gain NM Pathfinder status in 20&%plored below) which
explains its greater staffing levels. PDT was &lswed to develop the
Westbourne Neighbourhood and Queen’s Park Foruntsllly simple public
forums were established in both areas, which builexisting networks
established as part of PDT’s New Life for Padding&RB programme. These
forums enabled development of better understanafitmcal needs and how
services can best be shaped to meet them, assaaliilding resident
involvement. The forums have since developedrméa by the Church St NM
approach, to comprise an NM Board including elecésitlents along with
service providers, a wider Forum and a NM staffrted four (plus a staff
member seconded from the PCT in Queen’s Park).

« Genesis Housing Groups the management agency for the Harrow Road
Neighbourhood Partnership, reflecting the fact theal housing associations
were the driving force behind development of thigmeourhood-based
approach in this area.

* The Cross River Partnership which had gained SRB funds for community
capacity building, is the management agency fotls@estminster Renewal
Partnership. The partnership grew from a communmetyvork run by Voluntary
Action Westminster. Its staffing reflect these orgwith a full-time Renewal
Co-ordinator and Renewal Officer employed by WC@him Cross River
Partnership team, and a resident engagement wenkgioyed by Voluntary
Action Westminster working one day a week.

The South Westminster LARP also demonstrates lieatariety which is
characteristic of NM approaches in different logathority areas across the
country can be replicated at a sub-local levels distinctive in that it covers a
much greater geographical area of four and a halflsv(Churchill, Tachbrook,
Vincent Square, Warwick and the southern part dfggtes’s) than the other
LARPs, which map onto single ward boundaries. R teason, the LARP
does not attempt the same NM approach as adoptdetmther LARPs. It
prioritises activities to bring people together andaise awareness of local
services and opportunities.

Review of the LARPsS

4.23

4.24

Against the backdrop of reduced LAA Partnershipdsjin 2009 the WCP
asked for a review of the LARPs to inform theiruig development. It was
decided that one extreme — of scaling back LARKiact was unviable as it
would significantly reduce their capacity to delivend that the other extreme —
that all LARPs move to the Church St NM model — wasiable due to the
extra funding required (WC@&rea Renewal Reference meeting na2@o9).

The review resulted in the LARPs being asked toigaan specific key
priorities for their areas (which has resulted nefacusing of their
neighbourhood plans), to engage statutory sectigers in supporting local
neighbourhood delivery plans, and for more shamedtfons across LARP
areas to address overarching issues, includingaemasion of scope for
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levering new external resources. The need to ivgamd streamline
management and monitoring arrangements was alesgnsed. The important
role of the PDT in facilitating more cross-cuttibgRPs working, and in
developing a sustainable forward strategy for NMkirag, was recognised and
additional resource was allocated to the PDT fesé#hpurposes.

Nneighbourhood delivery platform

4.25

4.26

Importantly, the model that the WCP agreed forreitworking retains the
crucial ‘neighbourhood delivery platform’ providég the LARPS:
» Taking health inequalities as an example, theevaftthe LARPS is
recognised given the need to target resourcesamitas towards areas
experiencing the highest levels of health inequesli(City of Westminster et al,
Heath Inequalities Strateg009: 46). The strategy emphasises the need for
statutory agencies to recognise that the strerfgtned_ARPs lies in their
partnership approach to looking at neighbourhoedds, and their grassroots
approach to problem-solving.
* Inturn, it is widely recognised that “engagemeith the LARPs has
improved how we address the needs of particulamuanities” (WCC/ NHS
Westminstedoint Strategy for Involving Peop{eonsultation Draft, 2009: 11).
* Itis recognised that ongoing work with the LARI# be crucial to
delivering the Economic Development Strategy (WCGGromic Development
Strategy, 2008-2011: 6).
* Improving neighbourhoods and quality of life ipréority in Westminster’s
Housing Strategy 2007-12 and the LARPs key rotegsgnised, for example
regarding residents’ health in parts of Queen’& Rdrere property conditions
are poor.
* In March 2010, the Council releasedHisusing Renewal Stratedgllowing
consultation. The strategy’s initial focus will ba five neighbourhoods, four of
which are contained within three of the LARPs amas with which the LARPs
are already engaged in terms of resident consaiati

* Church Street/ Edgware Road (Church Street ankd Minice wards)

» Tollgate Gardens Estate (Maida Vale)

* Brunel Estate (Westbourne)

* Ebury Bridge Estate (Churchill, South WestminstaRP)

* Westbourne Green (Westbourne) — added as a prayegy following

consultation.

However, it was also recognised that crucial tdisea the ethos of the
Westminster model of NM is that statutory sectarages need to strengthen
how neighbourhood issues and priorities identifl@dugh the LARPs are
reflected in their wider strategic planning pro@sssThis indicates that the
‘bending the spend’ expected as part of the NM @ggit has not been realised
as fully as envisaged. Though the WCP (and thexefe statutory sector
partners) have approved the LARPS’ neighbourhodigeatyg plans, there is
scope for further change in their practices. WQRners need to incorporate
neighbourhood plans into their own business plampiocesses. NM has still
to become an embedded process on the part of@stapadrtners, though the
examples set out above do demonstrate that for pameers the LARPs NM
infrastructure underpins delivery of important etts of their remit.
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4.27 Now that the Westminster model has been explaemghasis turns to the
focus of this research — the LARPs for which PDihis management agency
(Church St in particular, plus Westbourne and Qiseearky. Table 5
compares each of these LARPS with the key elentdrid1 as set out in Table
1. This demonstrates that the Westminster modiENdidoes align with the
precise definition of NM set out previously. Thariance evident also
demonstrates that each LARP is an expression bfitsolocal context and the
funding allocated to it.

% This research focuses on Church St NM, but sorafysis has been undertaken (in the form of in-
depth interviews and secondary analysis of daggrding the other LARPSs.
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Table 5: Key Elements of NM for the PDT LARPs

Church St* Westbourne Queen’s Park
1.A clearly defined | Single ward-based — Single ward-based —| Single ward-based —|
neighbourhood pop ¢12,000; 4,200 | pop ¢10,000 pop ¢11,500

households

2.Resident
involvement and
support for
residents to get
involved

6 elected residents g
Board

Capacity building,
including 60
residents signed up
to, and 25 regularly
involved, as ‘Church
St Connectors’

n/ elected residents g
Board
Capacity building

n6 elected residents o
Board
Capacity building

3.A dynamic Employed by/ Employed by PDT Employed by PDT
neighbourhood seconded from
manager with Westminster City
‘clout’ Councll
Staffing 9 full-time staff: 4 full-time staff 4 full-time staff (plus

1.5 employed by
WCC; others by PDT

a PCT secondee)

4 A local partnership
to provide strategic
direction

Church St
Neighbourhood
Network and NM
Board, plus sub-

groups

Westbourne

Neighbourhood
Forum and NM
Board plus sub-

groups

Queen’s Park Forum
and NM Board plus
sub-groups

5.Support and
commitment from
the local authority

LAA delivery agreements between the 3 PDT LARPs and
Westminster City Partnership (LSP). Current 20092010/11

agreement:

and Local Strategic
Partnership (LSP)

£400k pa

£185,000 pa

£187,000 pa

6.Quality
information

Performance &
Evaluation officer
0.5 post seconded
from WCC.

Surveys, trained
group of local
residents; monitoring
against plan actions.

Household surveys,
monitoring against
plan actions.

7.Commitment of
service providers

Board representatior
staff secondment by
WCC and PCT.

Also eg. SLA
between WCC and
CSNM for
management of

Church St Market.

;Board representation

6 statutory bodies
represented on
Board; staff
secondment by PCT

* Church St is subject to NM Pathfinder programmeguirements.

27

5



In-depth case study: Church St Neighbourhood Manageent (CSNM)

4.28

To better understand the Westminster model of Nisl utseful to consider one
of its NM areas in more depth, drawing out andsiitating how the model
works in practice. Key factors include the roldlué PDT as accountable body
and the adaptability of the NM approach in lighfuriding and policy shifts.

Development

4.29

4.30

431

4.32

A neighbourhood approach to service delivery iniChibtreet started in 1998
with the establishment of the Church Street Neiginbood Forum that brought
together a network of about 80 statutory, voluntrg community
organisations with the support of the PDT. TheuRoelected an executive
Action Group and created theme-based task grounp2001 the Forum
prepared a community plan for Church Street whidattireed for the first time
the needs and issues for the area. The intergibidtfor an SRB programme
was thwarted when the funding regime ended andFtram was left with a
plan but no resources” (CSNM, 2005a: 11). Howethex ,Church St Action
Group adopted a central role in driving forwardrapain the area, effectively
acting as a shadow NM Board.

The newly-created WCP recognised the potentialhafr€h St's emergent NM
approach and decided to test its effectivenesadnwgaging more joined up
working between service providers and in givingalqmeople a greater say in
service delivery. It was decided to focus on Chugtby making it a ‘priority
area’ for the year 2004-05. An evaluation of foisus on the area (DTZ Pieda,
2005) found that it had fostered new working p@gito improve service
delivery which - crucially - were cost neutral lvepresented either a more
efficient way of working or enhanced service prergl understanding of the
local needs of the area which meant that locakipies were addressed (DIZ
Pieda, 2005: iii). It cites as one example thenftion of the market working
group. It found that “the NM approach can be exgeto deliver significant
and lasting benefits in service delivery” (DTZ Rae@005: vi).

The WCP’s focus on Church St was an important faotd becoming a
Neighbourhood Management Pathfinder (under Rouofdc2ntral
government’s programme) (DTZ Pieda, 2005), follayvam application from
PDT (WCC'’s application to the first round had besasuccessful). This
entailed an award of £2.65 million (about £380,p@0year) for a 7-year
programme running from 2005 until 2012. The Coupi@vided shopfront
premises for CSNM at 88 Church Street.

The first CSNM Board meeting was held in July 20@8pwing elections for
the 6 resident Board members. The turnout by gatone was between 20 and
28%, which given that the turnout for local goveemnelections in London in
2002 was 32%, showed a remarkable level of int€¥EZ Pieda, 2005: iv).
The delivery plan and baseline report for Churcfr&uired as part of its
Pathfinder status) were agreed by the WCP. Theaiglplan (CSNM 2005a)
set out, under seven themes, what CSNM was seekimthieve, informed by a
baseline report (CSNM 2005b) which included an $pstori-conducted
household survey along with neighbourhood data bgidarious agencies.
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These two documents set the context for NM andledairogress to be tracked
and measured (explored later in the report).

4.33 After the first 4 years of the Programme, CSNM agidd a mid-programme
review in 2009. The review, in line with the WCRARP review (and the
Year 3 Pathfinder evaluation conducted by SQW 72@oncluded that for
CSNM's final 3 years as a Pathfinder, there shbw@ldoncentration on a
limited number of top priorities. Delivery of theed4 priorities is the aim of
CSNM'’s LAA delivery agreement for the two financisdars 2009/10 and
2010/11. In 2009 CSNM also conducted a reviewsoBbard structure and
membership, and streamlined its Advisory PanelsVdndking Groups, in line
with its refocused priorities.

Funding

4.34 In its LAA delivery agreement with the WCP for thieancial years 2009/10
and 2010-11, CSNM is receiving £400k per year.thi, £320k per year is for
staff and operating revenue costs, with the balah&80k constituting
seedcorn funding to support the Board’s 14 priesi{for example, the summer
festival and noticeboards). This demonstratesaasde expected, that NM as a
mode of working requires revenue funding, not a@pending, given its
emphasis on influencing the mainstream, not engagilirect service or
project delivery.

4.35 As an NM Pathfinder, CSNM was awarded a total o6B2nillion for its
seven-year lifetime (flat profiled this is £378,50€r year, only £20k short of
the £400k total which CSNM receives in its curreARA delivery agreement).
Since April 2007, all Pathfinder funding has beehwtred through LAAs and
thus there is no ring-fencing of NM funding for Gbla St. The Pathfinder
programme ends at the end of the 2011/12 finage®l, one year beyond its
current LAA delivery agreement. It is assumed thatfinal year of
programme funding will be allocated to CSNM — kattthe funding is to all
intents and purposes ring-fenced. As yet, therdtARPs do not have revenue
funding in place beyond the delivery agreementitife which ends in March
2011.

Governance

4.36 The Church Street NM Board is the central decisi@aking body. Its latest
constitutions, operating procedures and guidance pepared in January 2009
(CSNM, 2009). The board has 22 voting members:
» 6 local residents (elected from 2 voting zones)
* 6 representatives of neighbourhood organisatioejding voluntary and
community organisations, schools and businessex{ed by elected board
members, including the PDT as accountable body);
* 6 representatives from the statutory sector (saffeces responsible for
public service delivery relevant in particular ke t14 priority objectives);
» 3 ward councillors
e 1 Church Street Young Advisor.

4.37 The PDT, as accountable body, provides financidlraonitoring support and
procedures to enable the CSNM Board to meet iereat funding body
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4.38

requirements. PDT also provides advice on coral legjuirements, supports
bids on behalf of the CSNM Board, and provides ¢to@an resource and
payroll services for all NM staff, which it emplogsith the exception of the
Neighbourhood Manager and the part-time PerformandeEvaluation Officer,
who are employed by and seconded from WCC'’s HouBeag). The PDT
also provides a direct link to the WCP where reigresented. The relationship
is formalised with an agreement between CSNM Baandithe PDT (for an
initial period of 7 years, the lifetime of the NMaffinder programme). The
PDT is represented on the CSNM Board, and in toenGSNM Board is
represented on PDT’s Board of Trustees.

In addition to its role as accountable body, #@lso important to reiterate the
vital role of the PDT in catalysing and incubatiugat, compared to many of
the examples of NM examined in section 1 of thigorg is a genuinely
‘locally-grown’ NM approach. CSNM stems from thBPs initial work to
relink the deprived community of Church Streettsostatutory service
providers, originating with the development of teighbourhood Forum in
1998, the gaining of SRB funding to develop thid 99, and the subsequent
WCP focus on the area, culminating in the awarBaihfinder status. CSNM
therefore stands out compared to its Pathfinderspesits existence was
catalysed not by central government special fubdsby the efforts of the local
community itself. In turn, the vital role of the@ncil in the development of
the partnership approach crucial to CSNM has tsti@ssed. In particular,
several respondents highlighted the value of haaisgconded Council officer,
with knowledge and understanding of how local goweent works, as
Neighbourhood Manager:

“the Neighbourhood Manager is a council employesoseled... that's been
very helpful as it's opened up the channels of comcation and meant that to
Council officers he’s another Council officer, athét has been able to help
him, on behalf of the team and the board, negotiaikk effectively, advocate
for the NM approach... the role of the Neighbourhdahager being someone
who can broker relationships between the local camity, local residents,
local businesses and the Council, and get acceéssome of the Council
departments you might not think would easily retata neighbourhood... that
bridging role between the Council and other voluptand resident partners”
Senior Council Officer.

In summary

4.39

4.40

441

Analysis of the Westminster model of NM makes clbat its structures and
operations are in line with the core approach ayddtements that constitute
NM as defined earlier in the report, as opposdattader neighbourhood ways
of working.

Crucially in Westminster, NM is targeted on they&itmost deprived areas
rather than being an area-wide approach. Thigtgqfioutcome’ ethos is
appropriate given the City’s extreme socio-econopai@rity and diversity.

What is especially distinctive in the Westminsterdal is the governance of

NM, which capitalises on the strength of the Cityisd sector in the form
particularly of the PDT as management agency. ddda prototype of NM was
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4.42

4.43

developed in Westminster ahead of national poliogction given PDT’s
support of the Church St Forum. This reliancetenRDT is appropriate given
its ability (and credibility) to act as an internigy between residents and
statutory partners, which aids facilitation of thi®1 approach.

In common with experiences in the rest of the cogyuWwestminster's NM
approach is subject to the challenge of fundingesugbility given its reliance
on core revenue funding for staff and the declinsmecial funds’ intended to
catalyse its adoption. This indicates that the@@gh has yet to be
‘mainstreamed’ in Westminster despite its obvioubrce by WCP partners
(especially some Council departments and the PG@Beemingly indicates that
NM is being perceived as a programme or ‘add otfienathan an embedded
process or ‘way of doing things’ which fundamentalhanges the way in
which communities and statutory services relatesith other.

Key is the need for better understanding of the &fjgroach and the added
value it generates. This is the subject of the segtion of the report.
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5 OBJECTIVE 3: ASSESSMENT OF THE IMPACT AND VFM OF TH E

WESTMINSTER MODEL

Methodology for Assessing NM’s Value for Money (VFM

5.2

5.3

5.4

5.5

As explained in the previous section, the Westreimstodel of NM has yet to
be ‘mainstreamed’ or become widely-held standaadtpre. Consideration of
future funding for NM will be undertaken in the ¢ert of huge pressures on
public spending. This highlights the need for asessment of the impact and
added value of the NM approach in the City, to émakmore informed debate
about its future direction.

A crucial caveat is that it is widely accepted (B4.T 4 report, 2000; Johnstone,
2008) that NM is characterised by benefits thadl teennot be directly
attributable to it. This is due to NM’s emphasisiofluencing services in line
with residents’ needs and priorities rather thagagmg in direct service
delivery. The evidence on the ‘cost-benefit bat¢amé NM thus remains
relatively limited and tends to be more qualitatikan quantitative, especially
with regard to benefits. However, in the courséhaf research a fairly
substantial evidence base has been developednialeration of which is
informed by a methodological approach which has\lfeemulated specifically
for NM approaches and - importantly - is tailoreddke into account the nature
of NM practice.

In this section the core case study assessed IiMCSNich a focus is hecessary
given limitations on the scope of the researchweieer, focusing on one case
enables a more in-depth and useful analysis of NM{sct which is of
relevance to the other LARPs and indeed WCP’s thagnaroach to the City’s
deprived neighbourhoods.

The basis of the methodology adopted derives frolnmstone (2008). This
report (prepared by a Government Regional Officgghlsourhood Renewal
Adviser) provides a useful methodological critiqpfdnow to assess NM value-
for-money (VFM). The 3 core notions which underfiie methodology are
each explained below. These are that:

 NM’s VFM derives from its effectiveness as welledficiency

* NM’'s VFM derives from its contribution rather thattribution

* NM lacks financial evidence.

NM’s VFM derives from its effectiveness as well asfficiency
5.6 To assess VFM entails consideration of:

* Economy: minimising thecostsof resources needed
 Efficiency: how well resources are used in generating outputsyms of
quantity (eg. numbers benefiting) and quality (eger satisfaction).
» Effectiveness:this relates to the extent of success in:
0 achieving intended strategic outcomes (such asethet out in the
LAA)
o in bringing about changes in organisations, instihs and people. This
encapsulates thetrategic added valuéof NM, pertinent given that the
approach seeks to influence the behaviour of maast agencies. As
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explained previously, Westminster’'s Area Renewali®e stressed the
need for statutory sector agencies to reflect rhmghood issues and
priorities identified through the LARPSs in theirder strategic planning
processes.

NM’s VFM derives from its contribution rather than attribution

5.7

While it is important to establish the extent toiethobserved changes relate to
the NM approach, it is valid to think in terms obhtribution’ rather than
‘attribution’. This makes sense as the NM appraagredominantly
characterised by its influencing and facilitatidrttee actions of other agencies,
rather than its direct provision of projects onvses. The ‘contribution
analysis’ of evaluation methodology seeks to idgm@thd document change, for
example through tracking relevant indicators (aanegle being CSNM'’s
repeated household surveys). A key element of analysis is “plausible
association”, ie. whether “a reasonable persorh knbwledge of what has
been delivered and the outcomes that have actoatiyrred, would agree that
the intervention contributed to those outcomes’nghecks, 1996). The semi-
structured interviews with relevant stakeholdensdeted as part of this
research principally constitute the evidence baseiathecontributionof NM

to outcomes.

NM lacks financial evidence

5.8

5.9

Financial evidence is notoriously hard to comerint,least because data tends
to be kept on the basis of a service or businesand not by neighbourhood.
In this context the onus is placed on CSNM to ifysits existence, and further
work is undoubtedly needed regarding its impact\@Rl, but NM partners
have a significant role to play in providing thecassary evidence. The ‘Total
Place’ pilots recognise this, as has WCC in itsppiag the Money’ (2010)
project conducted as part of the ‘Living City’ agean There is significant
scope for further development. A lack of emphasigoint outcomes has been
identified as a significant barrier to greater abtirative working at a local level
(HMSO, 2009: 37), as benefits accrue to a wideptetganisations than the
one which funds the intervention. This researatfioms the need for service
provider NM partners to gather data regarding lootts and joint outcomes on
a neighbourhood ba8isThe ‘outcomes mapping’ that WCC is currently
undertaking is to be applauded in this regard

At a broader level, the nature of NM practice imapla need to think differently
about ‘efficiency’ in terms of the use of resources

* Resource savingNM may save resources in the long-term given its
preventative benefits (through its role for exampleaducing crime or ill
health).

» Resource releasingNM may also release resources that would otherwise
need to be allocated (through its role for exanmpleroviding a resident

* This would also assist WCC in providing ‘Use ofsBerces’ evidence as required by the Audit
Commission as part of the CAA regime. This is pkohio be extended to assess how well not only
local authorities but other frontline organisati@ms collectively managing their resources to éeliv
VFM to local communities (HMSO, 2009: 45).

® NHS Westminster commissioned Shared Intelligengeroduce an evaluation guide for health
inequalities and promotion projects which encousaggnsideration of broader project outcomes.
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consultation infrastructure that does not neecetodplicated by individual
statutory bodies; or by it facilitating the ‘joigrup’ of agencies).

5.10 The data gathered as part of this research weessess employing this
methodological approach as set out in Table 6:
* The first column details (by delivery theme) exéaspf CSNM's
contributionin terms of the activities it has organised, faaigd or funded
e The second column sets out examples of the ‘res@aving’ or ‘resource
releasing’efficiencieswhich have resulted
» The third column sets out examples of éffilectivenessf NM, in terms of its
contribution to the outcomes sought (by all WCRrpas); and in terms of
NM'’s strategic added value (its influence on magestn agencies, for example
through changing ways services are provided ocpalnifts).
* The fourth and final column contains commentshenfinancial data/
evidence available. This highlights, as explaiabdve, the need for partner
commitment to have an NM-appropriate approach tbegang and tracking
data.

5.11 Given restrictions on the research’s scope andldltee readily available, it is
important to consider what the available dathicateabout the added value
that the Westminster model of NM brings to the Gitgsidents and WCP
partners. The methodology used does not attengafture and repeat all of
the data previously gathered in evaluatfearsd monitoring conducted on
CSNM'’s activities. Instead of replicatimgitputdata (which can be said to
encourage an unhelpful programmatic view of NMis tlesearch attempts to
change how NM'’s contribution is viewed to one mapgropriate to its core
ethos of reconnecting residents to influence tloeial services and improve
outcomes

5.12 Table 6 should be viewed as an initial attempt Wwimeeds to be augmented,
but indicates the contribution of the NM approazlathieving better quality of
life outcomes for the residents of the area by ecoting them to the statutory
sector. This paramount aim of improved qualityifefis one shared by
residents and statutory agencies.

® As an NM Pathfinder, Church Street was subjetiitee annual evaluations as part of the national
evaluation undertaken by SQW for the DCLG (SQW,22@D06c and 2007a).
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Table 6: CSNM Contribution to Efficiencies (in Resairce Use) and Effectiveness
(Outcomes)By Dédlivery Plan Theme

CSNM Contribution:
examples

Efficiencies:
‘Resource saving or

Effectiveness/
Strategic Added

releasing’ examples

Value: examples

(Non-output related)
evidence

Community cohesion

— Monthly network lunch

— Summer festival,
Christmas lights, culture
and history events

— ‘Walker-talker’
community engagement
officer

— Noticeboards, magazine,
guide

— Resident engagement eg.

Community Connectors

— Resident capacity
building, eg of CSNM
Board members and
Young Advisors

and better able to s
connections betwee
different
organisations/
services

Raising awareness @
services available
and adding value to
service providers’
publicity
Volunteers may
release public sector
staff time for other
activities

Partners joining up e’“ —Community

e confidence
—Community
attachment and
engagement
—Reduced fear of
f crime
—Greater
community self-
help and social
capital
—Local knowledge
and expertise
improving the
detail of service

Ipsos-MORI baseline

household survey 2004

replicated 2007:

—Decline in people
claiming to not know
other people in the arg
from 20% to 15%

—Decline in people who
feel they cannot
influence decision-
making from 57% to
51%

— 1,500 people voted fol
6 Board reps; 40
residents closely

provision involved in CSNM.
Economic development
Church St Market Catalyst to partners | —Improved — Data on service
— Facilitated Market joining up and services delivery costs and
Governance Group, enabling better —New traders performance
produced strategy for market management attracted indicators from WCC
market, now Service Easing —Area more -— Increase in

Level Agreement with
WCC

— Host Senior City (Market
Inspector at
Neighbourhood Centre

— NM officer responsible
for market

— Church St market websitg

— Remarked pitches and
improved access

— Marketing strategy
developed

Other

— Shopfront grant
improvement scheme

— Retail strategy for letting
shop units

— Gained Terry Farrell and
resident engagement in
‘Transforming Church St’
masterplan.

1%

implementation of
Civic Streets
initiative
Masterplan process
benefits from NM
local relationships
and communication
mechanisms

attractive to
residents and
potential
investors
—Improved
external
perceptions and
confidence in the
area

numbers of market
traders mid-week
(WCC Licensing
figures)

5 quality new
businesses located in
neighbourhood in
2009/10 (CSNM
Annual Performance
Review 0910)
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CSNM Contribution

| Efficiencies

| Effectiveness

| Evidence

Education, skills & worklessnessamended in Mid-Programme review ndvaining &

Employment

— Host Westminster Works
advisor at Neighbourhoo
Centre

— ¢3000 people coming to
Neighbourhood Centre
given basic advice and
signposting

— Regular Neighbourhood
Centre drop-in sessions
from Connexions Service
and other agencies, eg.
City Brokerage

— CSNM funded
Westminster Sports Unit
to train 30 young people
in Community Sports
Leaders Level 1

— CSNM funded Fourth
Feathers to deliver
successful employment
project for 30 NEETs

— Apprenticeship event &
follow up “Reach Ur
Destination”

- Local Resident Traineeshi
for a local resident to
become an NM Officer,
including a qualification; 5
other local residents
employed/ volunteered at
Neighbourhood Centre.

o

Reduced JSA
claimants (eg.
creation of
apprencticeships)
Enable providers to
‘hit the ground
running’ with
referrals, ‘releasing’
public sector spend
Improving routes for
local people to and
through training and
employment
opportunities
Raising awareness @
services available
and adding value to
service provider s’
publicity

Joint strategic
working with PDT,
Vital Regeneration
and Paddington First
Volunteers may
release public sector
staff time for other
activities

— Increased local
service take up
and outcomes
(qualifications
and jobs)

—Higher local
aspirations
through
participation and
learning

—

—7 out of the top 8
performing wards in
terms of percentage
change in JSA

claimants (Aug 2008 -

Aug 2009) LARP
wards

Crime and nuisance

— Facilitating CivicWatch
and Safer
Neighbourhoods Panel
with Neighbourhood
Manager as Chair

— Hosting Police Safer
Neighbourhoods Team,
City Guardians, and City
Inspectors at
Neighbourhood Centre

— Facilitating close working
links between Police Safe
Neighbourhoods Team,
City Guardians, City
Inspectors, Traffic
Attendants, Animal
Warden, major landlords
and residents

Partners joining up

—People engaging

and better able to se"ye at a local level

connections betwee
different
organisations/
services

Better informed and
co-ordinated service
responsiveness
Community
intelligence

Freeing police
resource for other
activities

with police

—Fall in recorded
crime

—Fall in vandalism

—Improved
services

—Area more
attractive

Ipsos-MORI baseline

household survey 2004

replicated 2007:

—Increase in satisfactior
with police from 18%

to 26%

— Possible calculations
using average costs t

Criminal Justice

System for range of

offences

N

o
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CSNM Contribution

| Efficiencies |

Effectiveness |

Evidence

Physical environment

— ‘Red dot’ initiative — over
200 street and pavement
improvements identified
by residents

— Open space audit

— Upgrades to open space
including Time Triangle,
Lisson Gardens, Orange
Park

— Local intelligence on dog
fouling to Animal Warden

— Lisson Green Estate
gardens available for
public use through work
with landlords

— Support for successful £1
million library lottery bid
and hosting WCC Library
officer at Neighbourhood
Centre

Informing better
targeting of
highways/ public
realm spend
Gaining local
resident and
organisation
involvement in
library
redevelopment
enabling connection
between different
services/ projects an
improving quality
from user
perspective

— People engaging
at a local level
with service
providers

— Increased
publicly
accessible open
space

— Improved
services and

5 satisfaction

levels

d

— Data on service
delivery costs and

performance indicator

from WCC

Housing

— Resident engagement/
consultation

— Occupancy research
conducted

— Local Lettings Scheme

— Work with private
landlords to introduce
block caretakers and tidy
up forecourts

— Environmental Health
investigating houses in
poor condition

— Definitive social housing
listing across 13 landlord

— Choice Based Lettings
DVD to households
registered with housing
options

[72)

Occupancy research
identified potential
for ‘home swaps’ —
more efficient use of
social housing
Private landlords
taking greater
responsibility with
likely ASB and
streetscape savings
Enable Env Health ta
‘hit the ground
running’ with target
poor condition
properties, ‘releasing
public sector spend

—Policy shift not

housing unless
major local
benefits

—Area a more
attractive place
to live

—Higher resident
satisfaction

—Improved
understanding of
Choice Based
Lettings scheme

Housing data on the

to increase socia‘l costs of voids (repairs,

making safe,
maintenance) (from
RSLs etc)
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CSNM Contribution | Efficiencies | Effectiveness | Evidence

Health

— Hosting PCT staff — Enable PCT staff to | Bend mainstream | Ipsos-MORI baseline
member at ‘hit the ground —Health Training | household survey 2004

Neighbourhood Centre
— CSNM developed Health
Training Programme for
frontline workers to give
better signposting and
guidance to residents

— Mapping of health and
well-being services

— Dentistry survey —
identified needs

— Facilitated development
of a joint strategy for
Older Peoples Services

— Supported Healthy Living
Programme

— Delivering healthy
cooking and eating
programme

— Health Outreach Worker
providing effective link
between vulnerable
people and services

running’ ‘releasing’
public sector spend
Overall better joining
up of activities
which influence
well-being, such as
open space
provision, physical
activities, better
signposting about
services, activities
for the elderly

Programme
mainstreamed by
PCT

—Elements of
Healthy Living
Programme
sustained by
PCT

—Dentistry survey
identified needs
and informed
PCT action

Also

—People engaging
with service
providers

—Improved
services

—Increased service
take up

—Changes in
resident
behaviour
leading to
improved health

replicated 2007:

—Increase in GP use
(86% to 92%) and
dentists’ services (559
to 63%)

—Reduction in life
expectancy gap from
16 to 9 years when
compared to the City’s
least deprived ward

Possible calculations

using eg. unit costs datd

on GP and practice nurs
consultations

(=}

5E

New theme Mid-Programme revie@hildren and Young People (including education)

— Raised funds for
‘Working With Men’
charity pilot for outreach
Collated and
disseminated information
on holiday activities
Raised funds for ‘Beyond
NW8'’ activities to build
aspirations by Working
with Men, London Tigers
and Dreamarts

GCSE revision classes
The development of
London Tigers — 4 years
funding the Church St
Sports programme
Business planning for 3
main youth organisations
After school IT classes
Connexions working
closely with organisation
in the neighbourhood
Raised funds to support
extended schools
activities

— joining up and

supporting existing
providers of services
to young people
disseminating
information about
services and
opportunities to
young people
reduction in young
people going througt
the Criminal Justice
System

—People engaging
at a local level
with service
providers

—Identified gaps
in services to
children and
young people
and piloting
solutions

n—Increased local
service take up
and outcomes
(qualifications
and jobs)

—Higher local
aspirations
through
participation and
learning

—Reduced crime
and ASB

Possible calculations

using average costs to
Criminal Justice System
for range of offences
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CSNM'’s Impact and VFM

5.13

5.14

5.15

5.16

5.17

NM undoubtedlycosts as most obviously evident in terms of the LAREAA
funding agreements. But what is crucial is thednfee a better understanding
of whatbenefitsthe NM approach brings — in terms of efficiendigsving or
releasing resources), and in terms of effective(@mdseving the outcomes
sought at neighbourhood and strategic levels). iffitial attempt as set out in
Table 6 to assess the contribution of Westminstélvsmodel, with CSNM as
the case study, clearly indicates these benefits.

VFM is extremely hard to measure as explained abmwethe research has
revealed a widespread perception amongst respanttexitservices in Church
St, and the other LARPs areas, have greatly imgrsiece the introduction of
the NM approach, and that residents feel they lgasater influence over
service priorities and delivery. Perceptions @ager resident influence are
evidenced in part in Church St by household sudagg. Perceptions of
service improvement are supported by evidencethigaiM areas have
attracted additional capital and revenue experglifacluding from the private
sector (for example, the block caretakers introdumeprivate landlords
following work with CSNM). CSNM'’s role in improvompmarket management,
the Church St Masterplan and the area’s designasanCivic Street can also
be reasonably linked to future leverage of add#ligmivate resource to the
area.

Key evidence of additional spend in the NM areaistained in the Council’s
‘Mapping the Money’ (2010) repdrt The report found that overall, the Council
spent more resources in wards with the highestivelaeeds (in terms of the
‘deprivation index’) compared with more affluentndlg, a pattern which was
reflected by total spending across services. Agdaume quarter of total spend is
focused on the City’s three most deprived wardau(€iin St, Westbourne and
Queen’s Park) with Harrow Road ward fourth. Ofrseuthese are the wards
which are also subject to the Westminster mod&lMf(excluding the atypical
South Westminster LARP given its much larger geplical area).

Taking Church St as an example, the average plaw@@ spending for
2008/09 per ward was £35 million; with the highgs¢nd of £68 million in
Church Street. The average combined planned gpemdard by the Council
and the public bodies included in the study wasfilkon; with the highest
spend of £126 million in Church Street. This igvitable given that the ward
has the City’'s highest proportion of social housangl thus has some of its
greatest concentration of deprivation.

The key point here is that, notwithstanding thédifty of attributing a
proportion of this greater spend to the NM appraadhe sense of linking
residents’ needs more directly to service providansexample being the ‘red
dot’ initiative), CSNM’scontributionto securing better VFM for this spend can
be clearly demonstrated using the methodology tasute@bove. Examples of

” In advance of the Total Place pilot findings, Wehducted an audit of public spending within
Westminster to identify total planned spending erviees within wards by the council, its strategic
partners and other key public sector bodies (ssth@PCT, the Metropolitan Police, CityWest Homes
and housing associations; as well as the Departfoekifork and Pensions).
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5.18

5.19

5.20

the NM approach securing better VFM on WCC spectlide CSNM’s
important role in the Church St Library redevelopténking non-statutory
providers with the amenity, and in alerting Envimeental Health about target
private properties in poor condition. Another piemt example is CSNM’s
role in ensuring VFM for the Council’'s spend of £8%n consultants for the
‘Transforming Church St masterplan, by directihg masterplanners on how
best to communicate in the neighbourhood and inremgthat a well-trained
and suitably selected ‘Futures Group’ of 20 redsisi&nengaged in the process.

Examples are also cited in Table 6 of better VFihdpéacilitated by CSNM

for other statutory providers, such as the PCTtaadPolice. Therefore, while
NM costsin terms of securing additional public sector tese for the deprived
areas in which the approach is used, these additcmsts are not only justified
in light of the City’s ‘equity of outcome’ ethosguiously described, but by the
way in which the NM approach secures better VFMligs spend than if NM
was not in place.

From the perspective of CSNM (as explained in thé-Rrogramme Review,
CSNM, 2008), its impact has been to move the neighiood from one of
isolation and neglect to one which has the actihgagement of the City
Council with local people through NM. This is inoping the quality of service
delivery, ensuring that public money is spent meigely to address the
problems and solutions more effectively, and imprg\the relationships and
understanding between the statutory sector andamts. This reflects the
findings of the evaluation of the initial one-ydacus on Church St, which
found that NM had improved local services througrating more demanding
customers, enabling better identification of comrtupriorities and
developing new ways of working (DTZ Pieda, 2005vn).

As explained in the methodology section abovejrterviews conducted as
part of this research provided the evidence babe table to assert CSNM'’s
contribution to achieving the efficiencies, effgetiess and VFM as set out.
Key quotes from statutory partner respondents wpiokide their perspective
on CSNM’s contribution are set out in Table 7.
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Table 7: CSNM Contribution: Statutory Partner Respondent Quotes by Theme

Economic development

“I went to Church St to find out from a deprive@as perspective how the recession was hit

ing,

and just being able to go to a member of stathe\tARP team and he took me into 3 businesses
and they all knew him and being able to speak fadace like that. That's not always that easy

to do without a broker”. WCC Office

Education, skills & worklessnessiow Training & Employment

“The LARPs, as of late last year, have producddrd vf referrals to the Westminster Works

programme. Because they have very good links eabmmunity and they know people on

r

he

estates. So they're talking to people every dayd also in Church St they have a Westminster

Works advisor actually based in the office thecethat’s helpful”. WCC Officef

Crime and nuisance

“The weekly Civic Watch meeting for Church St, feegyou an example of the differences,
turned up for one a month or 2 ago, the table whs-fabout 6 or 7 different departments th
external to the Police. Whereas if | go to anothvex, maybe the local Civic Watch liaison offig
is speaking to the sergeant on their own... Theae it's working better is because of the LAR
Police Officer

Physical environment

“There are many examples of projects being deltv@rkich the Council wouldn’t have done
well. Ten years ago the Council would have said&vgbing to improve the environment and th
would do the paving and lights and that's wherér tlessponsibility stops. Now the Council sa
what outcomes do we want. This covers a broad rahgsues and services. That's wh
expectations go up and we can ensure that whereymsispent it meets defined outcomes.
need someone on ground with the right skills toadinate. The skills of community engagem
are very important”. WCC Office

s |
ere
er
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ey
V&)

pre
We
ent

Housing

“If you have an idea, [the LARPS] provide you withpacity to deliver that — that delive
platform concept... the [housing] regeneration progree — | can't really envisage movil
Church St forward with the CSNM not being theree’Mose so much we’'d have to really bu
it back up again anyway”. WCC Officg

ry
g
Id
1

Health

“I see NM, particularly the LARPs, in terms of comnity engagement — they are critical
critical framework, a critical pathway into the comnity to have that two-way dialogue a
engagement... The LARPs themselves have been exdelldgrat work in helping us deliver re
health outputs and outcomes for people’s healthwaidbeing. That's not just engageme
they're a really good channel to improve health wed-being. We deliver loads of projeg
through the neighbourhoods which we couldn’t deeothise”. PCT Senior Stal

a
nd
al
nt,
ts
.f

Children and Young People (including education)

“Despite Church St having a vast array of youtheytdon't seem to have any proper disor(
Some of that is down, luckily, to the LARP and $&leighbourhoods came into existence
similar time, just at the right point where theneei trends were changing and youths w
becoming more gang-orientated. So those youngsietrshe police 3, 4 years ago... It stoppe

at a
ere
dit

in the bud any real kind of disorder”. Police O

Praise for the Westminster Model

5.21 As part of this research, existing research antuatians were reviewed of
CSNM/ other LARP activity and the City’ approachai@a renewal. While the
emphasis here is on encouraging more appropriate afaconsidering the
added value of NM, the findings of previous work galid in demonstrating its
positive impacts. Indeed, Westminster demonstitatgsreal community
involvement, facilitated via NM, in service plangirdesign, implementation,
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5.22

5.23

5.24

5.25

5.26

delivery and evaluation has been an extremely itapbelement in the City
meeting its LAA requirements and in contributingteohigh CAA scores.

In turn, the success of the Westminster modeliges in its national context
given the recognition it has received. CSNM wasdtbject of a community
cohesion case study as part of the National Evaluaf the NM Pathfinders
(SQW, 2007b). This found that NM is resulting @k quality of life
improvements, as well as residents believing teatise providers are no
longer neglecting the area. Key to the procesdhan to establish effective
lines of communication with residents with the conmity cohesion activities
playing an important role in bridging the gap betwaervice providers and
residents. It is argued that without the existesfadtie NM team, linked to
resident involvement, then there would not be thestant pressure on service
providers for change in the neighbourhood.

At a broader level, the WCP’s approach to areawahe/as selected as a good
practice example by the Improvement and DeveloprAgetcy for Local
Government (IDeA). IDeA’s case study (200R)und that the approach is
resulting in tangible benefits for local peoplding successes such as:

* increased resident involvement in priority settipgoblem solving and
monitoring improvements

* the creation of robust local infrastructure wheam be used to deliver
improvements across a range of policy areas

* increases in resident satisfaction with local pusérvices

» strengthened partnership working between agencies

» a stronger focus on neighbourhoods and theimditstie needs throughout
Westminster City Council and within other lead ages

» improved relationships between the Council andllpeople.

IDeA flag the changes in culture, working practicasd relationships that NM
is bringing about, which reflect the approach’sitgtgic added value. The
report recognises that the LARPs have begun togehtre way that local
public service providers operate, and have bedrumgntal in creating new
networks and opportunities for partnership workivgjch have helped to drive
improvements. IDeA concludes that the LARPs pread infrastructure in
neighbourhoods that is increasingly helping pagnereliver the city plan and
LAA priorities, which in turn reflects the contriban of NM to achieving
outcomes.

In turn, the Area Renewal Review (2009) found #atording to WCP
partners, LARPs are helping them to work togettegtel to improve the quality
of life in deprived areas. They offer a mechanisnmeighbourhood delivery
which is increasingly contributing to the achievernef LAA outcomes.

LARP staff teams have been particularly successfptoviding WCP partners
with a holistic local perspective, offering partaer ‘way into the community’,
providing them with local intelligence, and faaliing innovative solutions to

8 http

/lwww.idea.gov.uk/idk/core/page.do?pageld-BIED
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tackle the complex issues that affect the liveesidents. Examples cited
include:

* the innovative ways that CSNM and Harrow Road LARBve helped
partners to transform the Church Street MarketthadPrince of Wales Junction
« the role of the Queen’s Park LARP in supporting M&Healthy Futures
Project, including hosting a PCT staff member wbebadinates the project

« the role of South Westminster LARP in taking ford/@/CP’s employability
pilot in Churchill Garden’s Estate.

5.27 Recognition of the value of the Westminster modéld recently culminated
in the award of a ‘green flag’ in 2010’s Comprehea#\rea Assessment for
community engagement. This denotes “exceptiondbprance or innovation
that others can learn from”. The LARPs contributiorthis achievement is
evidently paramount:

“A well-established, innovative and sustained foouseighbourhood
working by all public sector partners through th&RPS has ensured that the
most vulnerable in the area are engaged and supdortthe LARPS have
‘people’ at the core of their business”

How NM works in practice

5.28 Importantly, the initial assessment of CSNM asosgtin Table 6 also
demonstrates how NM works in practice. It illugtsathat NM is about making
practical, tangible, changes that improve peomedality of life. It emphasises
that NM is about changing the relationships betwesidents and mainstream
public services.

5.29 Behind each of the examples of CSNM'’s contributiothe table’s first column
lies a potential case study narrative. Such naesbhave been set out in
various strategies, for example, regarding thetipidpof the ‘Healthy Futures’
approach in Queen’s Park as presented in Westnimbtealth Inequalities
Strategy (2009: 48); and the regeneration of Westi®Green as set out in the
Council’'s Housing Renewal Strategy (2010: 30). #oseful here than
presenting a set of detailed case studies is toudghe elements which make
NM work. These elements were revealed in the ebofshe semi-structured
interviews conducted with NM staff, residents ereghgith NM, and Council,
police, PCT, and other partner bodies in Westminsi@ey are consistent with
the ‘success factors’ highlighted in previous stgdi

Getting the Detail Right

5.30 NM is an approach which engages the community praving local services
and facilitates effective responses to residemsterns. Several respondents
stressed that NM is about getting the detail rightaking sometimes small
changes in service provision that tangibly incregsality of life. Statutory
partner respondents emphasised how NM has enahteddédge of and
response to ‘the detail’:

° http://oneplace.direct.gov.uk/infobyarea/regioedareaassessment/pages/localpriority.aspx?
region=51&area=422&priority=4423
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“Church St is a very complex mixed neighbourhoodlot af tensions and
issues. It's a good example of how you have toogite finegrain of problems
and how an overarching policy for the whole of @ity just doesn’t work in a
particular neighbourhood... the approach is if younivthe best out of your
services, work with us in this way and we can a@®hbtter. One of the
examples is the Red Dot scheme... the response figiwi/s was incredibly
positive, saying let’'s have a process. What dentified is some ways of
working which we’ve then been able to take to o#ltens... Looking at all the
small things in an environment that make it loo&diand a place that’'s not
looked after”Senior Council Officer.

“At Church St we’'ve now got masterplanners workivith the
neighbourhood team and proposals for looking atspdat and economic
regeneration. We’'ve got a really good platfornwtork on because we’ve got
all of the relationships, the networks that haverbbuilt with the
neighbourhood. It feels much safer to build gaithallenging, complex,
potentially disruptive renewal programme on a maaire secure base of
working with that neighbourhood first, building threlationships,
understanding the issues, in much more det&@Enior Council Officer.

“[The LARPSs] are good at reflecting back to sengdeow effectively or
otherwise their delivery is perceived or is perforgiin a neighbourhood.
Often maybe where one service is doing one thinigaaother service another
thing and it conflicts. And they can be the advedar the community and say
that this doesn’t work, change it, and maybe juslight tweak here which
doesn’t cost very much will yield a significant noypement in how satisfied
people are or deal with the problem. There a fo¢xamples around nuisance-
related issues, to how the market interfaces vatiidential areas very close by.
Small things, but a series of small things thataltl up to the area being much
a more liveable placeCouncil Officer.

“[CSNM] they’ve got office space in the communihgy’ve got staff that
work and live in the community, so you get thatstamt ‘feeding in’ thing. You
respect their advice... if someone says you reatiy ne address this issue you
can trust it’s true as an issue. And obviouslygkesonal contacts between the
actual working staff, the PCs, the PCSOs, the iddads, the intelligence flow
can come from them [the NM teanfblice Officer.

Developing relationships with residents

5.31 Establishing strong and positive relationships Wottal people takes time.
Critical ingredients include enabling residentshape the process; consistency
and a long-term approach; appropriate govername@e@ements; developing
different and direct working relationships betwediicers and residents; and
strong communication. The engagement of residesrgfits those involved
not only by giving them the opportunity to contribuo improving services, but
through developing their skills and confidence:

“I was given a mentor. And then sadly I had to lcmd loose and go on my
own but | seem to be doing ok at the moment, smdwthe chair of the
neighbourhood board, and it's been a great thingg &thoroughly enjoy it.
Nobody looks at you as just a token resident, wit#ken seriously in the role
that you're doing”Resident NM Board Member.

44



Developing appropriate approaches to resident inveement

5.32

5.33

5.34

As explained previously, involvement is sought owly to enable more
responsive service delivery but due to its intingalue as a means of securing
community cohesion. With regard to services, tARPs seek to not just
involve the ‘usual suspects’, but to develop striteet and processes for
engagement that reach out to a wide range of jmaaple, including the ‘hard-
to-reach’ or ‘seldom heard’. They seek the mogtrapriate ways of involving
local people in local services and provide an stftacture for statutory partners
to engage.

While there are other forms of communtiynsultationoperating in
Westminster as explained above, NM is a uniqueagmbr which performs a
distinct role compared to that of, for example, &F®rums:

“There’s the often heard and the seldom heard. #edoften heard are
concerned about dogs pooing on the pavement, gl@@ycling on the
pavement, which tend to be the main topic at tlea &rums, you need a forum
for those issues and they tend to happen theréthBiseldom heard tend to be
[heard] through the NM structure Third Sector Representative.

With regard to cohesion, the LARP areas are extiyedieerse and NM also
finds ways to bring people together to developganster sense of common
purpose and to agree shared priorities.

Relationships are crucial

5.35

5.36

NM is all about developing good relationships. sTt@quires an investment of
time and skills from the NM team and from statutpaytners to change the way
they, and ideally their organisations, work. Nwigurhood managers have
been critical in forging positive and productivettzontal’ relationships in
each neighbourhood and ‘vertical’ relationshipskaato partner agencies. Itis
noteworthy that the LARPs have been able to re¢anid retain) a committed
staff that has been able to develop and sustase tteationships. Without an
ongoing NM structure and approach these relatigssivould not sustain:

“It is often the relationships formed with residernd service providers that
have led to interventions and improvements, rathan resulting from changes
in structures and processe$SQW, 2007a: 18).

“The LARPSs’ skills have developed and our skillgto other side in
responding has been about finding ways througlessand finding
compromise, finding mediation, finding a solutidhhas been a model of co-
operation and partnership, but I think that has héelped by these soft
linkages into the Council. Relationships and tiarsti people getting to know
each other”Senior Council Officer.

In turn many respondents stressed the role of Ndhanging and developing
more positive relationships between residents hedCouncil:

“There was a lot of hostility against the coundihat's now completely
changed. Members now work in partnership and arg gemplementary about
NM. NM enables us to reach out. So one of the biggenefits is to the
council’s reputation”Senior Council Officer.
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Role of the PDT

5.37 The importance of the support, guidance and doadtiom PDT was
consistently stressed by respondents at all lenedi sectors. Its credibility
and expertise is reflected in it being the manadgody for 3 of the City’'s 5
LARPs, as well as supporting Harrow Rd LARP; itteria facilitating cross-
cutting LARPs knowledge exchange and working; asdAA Delivery
agreement with the WCP. What was particularly emspged was its vital role
as an intermediary between residents and servisedars:

“This isn’t just another contract for the PDT...hen you are a local
development agency, your own raison d’etre is tgise the community and
raise the bar for everybody in that community... n'tlactually think it would
be possible for any other organisation to fulfittmemit in this Borough...
that community intelligence does not exist with@ndard private sector or
even standard voluntary sector organisations... PDdsad’t take its remit
from other organisations, it takes its remit frome fpeople that live within the
locality” (Non-PDT) Third Sector Chief Executive

“My strategic link is the PDT. I've never heardtjue from members or
community reps. | think they've all appreciateding that input and support.
From an NHS perspective, we've worked extremeletyowith the
neighbourhoods and the PDT over the years. |ficah go to [the PDT] to
find out what's going on on the ground, that stgatdink between
neighbourhoods and us in terms of community engag€nPCT Senior Staff

“Having a third sector organisation that was prejearto go away and do
that and buy-in [to developing the LARPSs] was ngaihportant. They [the
PDT] bring a degree of credibility to the LARP<ouncil Officer

“I don’t think the council could do it [deliver NMit as well. It has to listen
to residents but in order to deliver you need tdhsed in the community and
engaging people. Sometimes council officers godasaand don’t understand
what the need is. It's also about delivery. PDT kegen on difficult issues
and done a better job than the counc&nior CounciDfficer

Resourcing and sustainability

5.38 The NM approach is time and resource intensive. thlikés time to develop as
it needs to be underpinned by the capacity buildingcal communities, the
development of community partnerships, and devetynaf relationships with
statutory partners. DTZ Pieda (2005: vii), in ddesing Church St, found that
this process can take at least 2 to 3 years. fAl@LARPSs have now been
through these processes, informed by CSNM’s appraaw are consolidating.
But uncertainty about future funding, particulariythe current tough financial
climate, is undermining their work as it makes drmdifficult to plan ahead
and gain and retain the commitment necessary:

“When people start to talk about the LARPs beindeurthreat, the more
that gains currency, and it legitimises the waymard and people start to take
it for granted — the LARPs are going. And we neeckverse that because
there’s been a horrible vacuum in which no one'srbgsaying anything, and
it's all been whispers and rumours and scaremonggrand in that | think we
have suffered significantlyNeighbourhood Manager.

“With the best will in the world, there is no wayat a resident that does this
as a community thing has got the knowledge thaetipeople here have got.
Have got the contacts, have got the know howheé\ttoment my worry is
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that the rug will be pulled from underneath, and greople of Church St won't
realise what they’'ve lost until that door doesnjea in the morning. And
then it will be too late'Resident NM Board Member.

Challenges

5.39

This issue of the sustainability of the Westminst@del of NM leads to
consideration of the challenges moving forward.

Data and evidence on impact

5.40

As explained above, it is very difficult to quagtthe LARPS’ impact due to the
nature of NM. This was flagged by SQW (2007a)ieitt evaluations of

CSNM. IDeA (2008) in turn highlighted the need foore work to articulate
the links between the high-level objectives setiodhe LAA and the detailed
work that goes on at neighbourhood level. Thiglated to the need for a more
NM-appropriate way of assessing impact as initidtext, and for which the
Council’s current work on mapping ‘outcome chaipsivides an opportunity.

Securing buy-in

5.41

The Area Renewal Review highlighted the challenigeAdRPs having to
influence partners from the ‘outside’. Visible amgioning and securing of
political support for the Westminster model of N&/critical, not only to the
continued resourcing of the LARPS, but to secutignecessary engagement
from statutory partners. A clearer explanatioh@iv the NM approach works
and its impact, such as that attempted here, waidlth securing such buy-in
on the part of WCC members and officers and themitiCP. Key is the need
for understanding of how NM constitutes a good Védlivery mechanism for
securing neighbourhoaghd strategic level outcomes.

In summary

5.42

5.43

The Westminster model of NM has undoubtedly hadsatipe impact on
securing better quality-of-life outcomes in theyGihd has had some success in
bending the mainstream. Key is that the contrdsuaf NM to securing better
VFM for Council and other statutory partners carclearly demonstrated.

The methodology used here is an initial attempleimonstrate the VFM of the
NM approach but further work and the commitmengtatutory partners to the
more appropriate assessment of NM is needed.elm#antime Westminster’s
NM approach is subject to a shifting political dimhncial context. The
opportunities and challenges this presents aredenesl in the final section.
The next, penultimate, section draws some conatssi@m the analysis of the
Westminster model.
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6 CONCLUSIONS

6.2

6.3

6.4

6.5

6.6

Analysis of the Westminster model of NM makes clbat its structures and
operations are in line with the core approach ayddtements that constitute
NM — ie. engaging the community in improving losalvices by acting as an
intermediary between services and the diversitgsidents at neighbourhood
level. NM in Westminster seeks to ‘get the detgiht’ by facilitating
sometimes small changes in service provision dragibly increase quality of
life. The Westminster model reflects its politicstrategic and local context.
NM is targeted on the City’s most deprived areaprapriate given the City’'s
extreme socio-economic polarity and diversity. Whaarticularly distinctive
about the Westminster model is the role of the RDthe governance of NM
given its ability (and credibility) to act as anamrmediary between residents and
statutory partners.

In common with experiences in the rest of the cogyWestminster's NM
approach is subject to the challenge of fundingesugbility given its reliance
on core revenue funding for staff and the declinsmecial funds’ intended to
catalyse its adoption. The ‘virtuous circle’ of NMith partner buy-in securing
impact and thus securing further understandingcanamitment to the
approach, leading in turn to greater impact, hiasrtaime and resource to
develop. To sustain this momentum, so that NM bexan embedded process
which fundamentally changes the way in which comitresrand statutory
services relate to each other, it is crucial thastinster's NM approach and
the added value it generates is better understood.

The Westminster model of NM has undoubtedly hadsatipe impact on
securing better quality-of-life outcomes in theyCiiThe contribution of NM to
securing better VFM for Council and other statutpaytners can be clearly
demonstrated. This is underlined by the key brgatihred opinions which
emerged in analysing the research’s interview d8enior Council and other
statutory partner officers who are engaged with & clearly see the benefits
that the approach brings in terms of deliveringmataeam services more
efficiently and effectively to target deprived commnities. There is evidence of:
« well integrated, multi-agency projects

* innovative approaches

 priorities being mainstreamed (but this is notsstent across all service
providers)

« effective use of engagement and consultation nastho

» the engagement of minority and ‘seldom heard’ gsou

The methodology used in this report is an initiéémpt to demonstrate the
VFM of the NM approach but further work and the cotment of statutory
partners to the more appropriate assessment ofd\ideded.

In all, it is clear that a great deal has beene@d in a short period of time in
the establishment and operation of the pioneerirgtWinster model of NM.
Respondents recognised:

* The quality, expertise and motivation of the NMrtes

* The importance of the support, guidance and doedtom PDT

48



6.7

» The significant support of the NM approach fronravamembers and
executive members in City Hall and other statufmytners, though the need to
increase understanding of the approach and ite\ahongst those not directly
engaged was also stated.

These views of the Westminster-based respondesis &urn reflected in the
high esteem which accrues to the Westminster nafdéM externally, as
evidenced by its championing by IdeA, in its redaign in the CAA process,
and by the regular approaches made to the PDT &NMXby those seeking to
establish or sustain NM in other cities in Englamd internationally.

The Way Forward

6.8

6.9

6.10

6.11

6.12

6.13

NM has reached a threshold in Westminster wheresieyegic decisions are
needed about its future. As explained previoubky,current period of
uncertainty, particularly due to financial stricgr has the potential to damage
the infrastructure which has been developed todorkmunities to service
providers. Three broad options can be identified:

Option 1. Continue as isthis would entail the commitment of revenue
funding for the NM staff teams. Given what hasrbaehieved already, and the
development of a strong infrastructure which islyekitioned to enable
delivery in the future (examined in the final sentbelow) there is a strong
argument in favour of consistency and continuitgpproach. Much expertise
has been developed at all levels (to the extenthieamodel has been
commended nationally). It should also be stresisatithe needs-based case of
the LARP areas for additional resource and effamains.

Option 2. Return to a centralised model of servicdelivery: though this has
serious repercussions for the realisation of betibtic service outcomes which
reflect community priorities, a particular concéon the City in line with future
directions (explored below).

Option 3. Capitalise on the expertise establishezhd review:

» the geographical areas covered - could they kmgad or merged and made
more strategic? Should the emphasis on deprivedsi@e retained?

* the funding available

« staffing levels — such as scope for more secontsrieym statutory partners
(sharing the revenue costs of staffing teams amdahgsstatutory partners
which benefit from the outcomes generated)? Orgpstusing fewer staff in
larger areas?

It should be emphasised that many of the issussddiere were considered as
part of the Area Renewal Review (2009), which codeldl with the
maintenance of the Westminster NM approach witkfecusing of LARP
Neighbourhood Plan priorities, and an increaseatesgic support role for the
PDT.

Moving forward, to achieve retention of the Weststén model, the LARPs

(supported by the PDT) need to demonstrate thdiiMepproach adds value
to realising a shared vision for the City - on baesis of efficiency,
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effectiveness, VFM and appropriate targeting. dpproach set out in this
report should assist in that process. The fineti@e of the report considers
future directions for the context in which the Westster model of NM
operates.
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7 THE FUTURE
Westminster ‘Direction of Travel’

7.2 A common theme in WCC respondent interviews wag#aéat to the core”.
WCC sees itself in the future as a smaller, moceged authority, working
more closely in partnership with other servicesdeordinate provision while
continuing to set a ‘Westminster standard’ for sardelivery.

7.3 This shift to ‘smaller government’ is a potentilatdat to sustaining the strong
NM infrastructure given its demands on revenue ifugd But importantly this
shift can also be seen as an opportunity for thRR#, as the NM approach
assists WCC in enabling close partnership workirth ather services, while
linking residents to service decisions and imprgwnatcomes that deliver
better quality of life. This in turn assists theucil in maintaining its high
public satisfaction levels.

7.4 As the state gets smaller, opportunities shoulgdrerated for the PDT and the
LARPs given their demonstrable impact on frontkeevice provision. The
PDT and the LARPs constitute the infrastructurededeo deliver outcomes in
the City’s most deprived neighbourhoods, where seed greatest. A core
component of this infrastructure is its abilityact as a credible intermediary
between the community and statutory partners. iipstrategies for which the
LARPs constitute a delivery infrastructure assgimpact and VFM include:

North Westminster Economic Development Area (NWEDA)

7.5 The council’'s Core Strategy (2009) has identifieel North Westminster
Economic Development Area (NWEDA) to address thedrfer economic
renewal of Church Street, Westbourne, Harrow RoabdQueen’s Parf

Housing Renewal Strategy

7.6 The Strategy makes a commitment to involve as npaayle as possible at
every stage of the regeneration and renewal of Master’s neighbourhoods
(2010: 6-7). The clear role of the LARPs in faailing this engagement is
clear. The commitment derives from understandnag) housing improvements
cannot be delivered in isolation if opportunitibgtter housing, better
community facilities, more job opportunities andomavements to the physical
environment) are to be maximised for local peoflkis process is underway
with the Church St Masterplan and is exemplifiediastbourne Green:

“The close working relationship between the counaitl the Westbourne

LARP has enabled the programme to respond to loeatls and concerns. The
Westbourne LARP, managed by Paddington Develophnest, is a
community- led process which enables prioritiesidied by the community to
be fed into service planning. The LARP has beegffactive route for
meaningful public consultation and communicatiof¥/CC Housing Renewal
Strategy, 2010: 29-30).

9 The Core Strategy is the main Development Plarubemnt prepared by the Council. It sets out the
key elements of the planning framework for Westi@ngor the next 15-20 years.
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Joint Service Commissioning

7.7 Future changes flagged at the Westminster leveldiecmore joint service
commissioning. NHS Westminster has highlightedittgortant role of the
LARPs in providing the infrastructure for residemgagement in this process:

“Both WCC and the PCT have a shared commitmenttheafoint Strategic

Needs Assessments [JSNA] should drive all sen@smg, commissioning
and provision. Clearly we have a duty as parthaittto engage with our
community. There’s scope for more strategic inpunfthe LARPS in terms of
service commissioning... to really help us delivermniorities and ensure that
all our outcomes are driven by community engagemkntsend in some of
these consultants who are costing me a fortunetivese neighbourhoods,
they’re going to be rejected, if they work throubh neighbourhoods to access
the people in an inclusive and culturally appropeiavay, we'd have much
more impact... if you want to make change, commenifjagement has to be
embedded in commissioningRCT Senior Staff

Unified Public Services Model

7.8 The strongest expression of future direction iga@ioied in the City Council’s
‘Living City’ manifesto, which shares a common erapis with the NM ethos
on empowered citizens who influence local servicEse manifesto seeks more
devolution of services to users, and continuedsoutcing of service provision
to the third sector (ranging from social entergjde citizen delivery of
services, to shared provision):

“Building a Living City is our way of making a vide difference to the lives
of all the people we serve. Where the Council stppou with responsive
services, leads the renewal of the city and enagesa sense of responsibility
within our communities™.

7.9 The Council's ‘Mapping the Money’ (2010) audit, gad out as part of the
‘Living City’ agenda, suggests that the next stepWestminster’s public
services should be to focus on developing the iedipublic services’ mod¥l
An existing example cited is Westminster Works, chhias established in Table
6, greatly benefits from the City’'s NM infrastruotu A joint statement of
intent to take forward unification of services veageed by the Council and
NHS Westminster in January 2009, as demonstratedeoySNA process,
within which the LARPs are seen as key as explaaiexle.

7.10 The next planned phase of work is the identificatd areas to improve
services and obtain better VFM by exploring theeptal of sharing services,
further joint commissioning and pooled resourcesn& of the potential areas
identified by the WCP - consultation and the depalent of service delivery
points/ one stop shops - would obviously greatlyefi from the existing
infrastructure provided by the LARPs.

M http://www.westminster.gov.uk/services/livingcity/
12 The audit of public spending conducted in the QCC, 2010) found that 60% (circa £1 billion) of
the combined gross revenue expenditure is by thm€ib(33%) and the PCT (27%).
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National direction of travel

7.11

7.12

7.13

7.14

The themes evident at the Westminster local goventihevel are reflected
nationally. Despite the uncertainty about futuoéiqy given the recent general
election, localism is a clear direction of trawghich some would describe as
‘small government’, underpinned by a shared emghasimproved public
service outcomes and VFM. This is framed by a dhi@@nsensus that public
expenditure must be significantly reduced by ampming government.

Key national policy documents (suchRgtting the Frontline First2009) echo
the rationale lying behind the NM approach, thahgpépublic services
responsive to citizens’ needs and driven by thedM$O, 2009: 5).
Mechanisms include a reduction in “centrally-impbs@rdens on the frontline”
(HMSO, 2009: 10) and reduced ring-fencing of budgas reflected in the
Total Place pilots, a process upon which Westmirists already embarked.
The Conservative green paper, “Control Shift: Rethg Power to Local
Communities” (2009) echoes this, including propssalphase out ring-
fencing, and give councils and local communitiesergay in how to spend
their funding allocations. Emphasis is also plagedtrengthening the role of
citizens and civic society as expressed in the foigroups of residents and
third sector bodies (Cameron’s “big society”).

The City’s lauded LARPs infrastructure is in linéwthis direction. Given the
consensus regarding localism, the emergent sueladies include joint
commissioning, for which Westminster is a beaconr€d, and likely
development of co-production. The value of ‘neigintinood institutions’ as
centres for local services is stressed, with séopeommunity management of
facilities and social enterprises delivering sesic

The increased emphasis on the role of local govemirombined with the
intent to commission more services from the thedtsr indicates that there are
significant opportunities for the PDT and the LARPBst that these are to a
large extent contingent on the Council’s contingedport and commitment to
its well-established and effective deprived neightbood infrastructure.
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APPENDIX 1

Researching Neighbourhood Management in Westminster
Interview Topic Guide

Main question: the impact of the ‘Westminster model’ of neighbourhood
management

Preamble

Check about the interview being recorded.

Neighbourhood management is loosely defined as a process which brings the local
community and local service providers together, at a neighbourhood level, to tackle local
problems and improve local services.

The Paddington Development Trust (contracted by Westminster City Council to develop
and deliver neighbourhood management in Church Street, Queen’s Park and
Westbourne) and the University of Westminster are working together to analyse the
"Westminster model' of neighbourhood management. The aims of this research ate to
explore:

* how what we do and how we do it compares with the broad range of

neighbourhood management activities taking place around the country; and
* to consider the impact and value for money of what we're doing in Westminster.

This research is timely given changes in the policy and funding context. It will help us
reflect on what we have achieved and inform how we intend to proceed. The research is
overseen by a steering group comprising representatives of the PDT, the Department of
Communities and Local Government (CLG), and Shared Intelligence (a consultancy
which is establishing the National Association for Neighbourhood Management).

uestions

About your role
* Can you explain what your role is?
* Can you explain your involvement in neighbourhood management in Westminster?
*  Who do you work with and how, including:
0 Statutory agencies
0 Communities
0 'The third (community, voluntary, RSL/ housing association) sector?

The ‘Westminster’ model
*  What do you understand is involved in ‘neighbourhood management’?

* In your opinion, how does neighbourhood management work in Westminster? How
are communities linked to service provision?

*  Who do you think are the key agencies (including the statutory and third sectors)?

* How much does neighbourhood management depend on formal structures? How
much does it depend on informal relationships/ ways of working?

*  What do you think is distinctive about the way neighbourhood management is
undertaken in Westminster?

*  How much does this relate in your opinion to Westminster’s distinctive context, for
example, the City Council’s approach, the presence and strength of third sector
organisations?
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Impacts

* How do you think that the approach used in Westminster ‘adds value’? Please
provide some specific examples, such as in terms of:

Cost saving/ value for money

More efficient service delivery

More targeted/ tailored service delivery

Preventing future and more costly to resolve problems

Encouraging shared working/ joining up’

Developing better information and consultation processes

Having a community infrastructure to make use of

Getting communities/ ‘hatrd to reach’ groups engaged/ empowered

Improving resident/ setvice user satisfaction.

OO0 O0OO0O0OO0OO0OO0O0

*  How has neighbourhood management affected how services are provided? How has
the ‘mainstream been bent’ by communities via neighbourhood management?

* How have agencies been affected by neighbourhood management?

* Please give any specific examples in your or other organisations of how the approach
has had broader impacts, such as:
0 how you go about delivering services in other areas (‘rolling out’)
0 working (joining up’) with other agencies.

Costs

*  What are the costs of neighbourhood management, particularly for your
organisation?

*  Of these costs, how much are additional (‘project funding’) and how much relate to
‘bending the spend’/ affecting the use of mainstream resource?

Successes and Problems
*  What do you think works especially well?
*  What do you think could work better? What specific improvements could be made?

The Future

*  What do you see as the future for neighbourhood management in Westminster?
*  What specific challenges does it face?

* How do you think it should proceed/ be funded and organised?

3  Finally
* Is there anything else you would like to add?
* Do you have any questions about the research/ how the material will be used?

Thank you
Professor Nick Bailey Dr Madeleine Pill
University of Westminster Cardiff University
School of Architecture & the Built Environment School of City & Regional Planning
baileyn@westminster.ac.uk pillmc@cardiff.ac.uk
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APPENDIX 2
RESPONDENT LISTING

Karen Buck MP,

Westminster City Council

Senior officers

Martin Whittles, Head of Public Real

Rosemary Westbrook, Head of Housi

Daniel McCarthy, Housing Strateg

Katy Bentham, Head of Economic Well-Being Pol

m
ng
)y
cy

Operational Officers

Laura Hannan, Librarie
Trevor Withams, Environmental Health Offic
Anthony Kilbey, Senior City Inspectq

Members

Councillor Barbara Grahame, Church St Ward Men

Councillor Guthrie McKie, Harrow Rd Ward Membier

NHS Westminster (PCT)

Fidelma Carter, Director of Inclusion, Communicas®& Engagemen
Anna Waterman, Head of Health Inequalit

t
es

Metropolitan Police

Michael Wright, St John’s Wood Inspector

Other WCP members

Maryam Zonouzi, Chief Executive, Westminster ActmmDisability &
former Chair, Westminster Community Netwa

rk

Local Area Renewal Partnerships (LARPS)

WCP LARPs Oversight

Drew Stevenson, Paddington Development Trust Claair&aNorth Westminste
LARP oversight (except Harrow Rd) (WC

LARPs Board Members(Church Street focus)

Resident Representatives

Jeannette Buckley, Chali

Don MacKenzie

Neighbourhood Organisations

Angela McConville, Chief Executive, Vital Regenépat

Statutory Sector

Mike Fairmaner, WCC Economic Policy and Area Progrees Manage

=

Selection from Neighbourhood Management Teams

Neighbourhood Managers

Marco Torquati, Church §
Fabian Sharp, Queens Pg

Toby Gale, Westbourne

t
ark

Neighbourhood Management Officers

Julie Mallett, Church S
Claire Millett, Church St

t

Performance & Evaluation Officer

Anthony Kelly, Church S

[
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