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Paper 1

Data analysis: emerging priorities
Initial Data Scan
January 2016
Insight and Analytics Team

Introduction
• Lots of data on worklessness and poverty.
• Presentation without lots of stats.
• Take away questions and provide all
presentations and materials to the
Commission.

Insight and Analytics Team, FCS
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Aim
• Sense check findings.
• Prompt discussion and requests for further
“deep dives” or analysis from Commission.
• Outline priorities.

Insight and Analytics Team, FCS
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Approach
• Three main areas of the Borough discussed :
1. Local Economy, Businesses and Enterprise
2. People and Community
3. LBHF as a place

Spider diagrams – closer to the outside edge of the
diagram, the more likely there is to be an issue.
Insight and Analytics Team, FCS
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Local Economy (1)

Insight and Analytics Team, FCS
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Major employment sectors in LBHF
GVA per employee by sector

Insight and Analytics Team, FCS

6

Trends in Location Quotients by
employment
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Insight and Analytics Team, FCS
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Trends in Businesses

Economy is predominantly service sector led, with a predominance of micro (0 to 9 employees) and
small businesses (10 to 49 employees) accounting for almost 98% of all businesses, with very few
large businesses (250+ employees, 0.5%).
Insight and Analytics Team, FCS
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Insight and Analytics Team, FCS
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Local Economy (2)

SSV – skill shortage vacancies : “hard to fill
vacancies caused by a lack of skills, qualifications
and experience among applicants.”

Insight and Analytics Team, FCS

Skills gaps : occur when the skills of the staff are
not adequate to perform their job role.
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People and Community
Terms explained
ECONOMICALLY ACTIVE – in employment (including self employment) or not in
employment but are seeking work and ready to start work.
EMPLOYED – classed as someone who does at least one hour of paid work or more.
UNEMPLOYED – someone ready and seeking work but does not currently have a job and is
not self employed.
ECONOMICALLY INACTIVE – predominantly those people who are not looking for work or
unable to work, eg those retired, looking after home / family, sick or disabled.
WORKLESS – those that are economically inactive plus those who are unemployed.

Insight and Analytics Team, FCS
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People and Community (1)

Insight and Analytics Team, FCS
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Insight and Analytics Team, FCS
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Insight and Analytics Team, FCS
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People and Community (2)

Insight and Analytics Team, FCS
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Analysis of ESA claimants by condition

3,560 people claiming ESA due to
mental and behavioural disorders.
This is 58% higher than the total
number of JSA Claimants (2247).
Challenge to get people with MH
problems closer to the labour
market and into jobs.
7.4% of working age population
on Edwards Woods Estate
claiming ESA due to MH and
behavioural issues.

Insight and Analytics Team, FCS
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Insight and Analytics Team, FCS
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The Place

Insight and Analytics Team, FCS
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Insight and Analytics Team, FCS
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Insight and Analytics Team, FCS
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Insight and Analytics Team, FCS
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Insight and Analytics Team, FCS
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Insight and Analytics Team, FCS
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Insight and Analytics Team, FCS
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Insight and Analytics Team, FCS
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Priorities (1)
Priority

Evidence

Improving Business Survival and
Resilience.

Strong local economy but very low business survival
rates across the borough. Population prone to long
term unemployment - risk.

Strength the economic base of the
borough.

GVA remains strong but is reducing . Strong sectors
such as Information and Communication and
Professional, Scientific and Technical sectors are
reducing, Retail and Wholesale increasing.

Understand and address skills
shortages from local businesses.

High proportions of local businesses reporting skills
shortage vacancies or existing skills gaps.
Apprenticeship starts are low (especially for over
25s).

Improve employment
opportunities for those aged 35+.

76% of JSA Claimants are aged 35 or over.
Comparative claimants rates for those under 24 are
low, and NEETs figures are also low. High rate of
businesses stating they have vacancies. Low
apprenticeships starts for age group.

Insight and Analytics Team, FCS
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Priorities (2)
Priority

Evidence

Focus on mental health; improve
employment opportunities for
those with long term conditions.

Over 3500 ESA Claimants, more than JSA in total.
Relatively low employment rate for people with LTCs,
including those with learning disabilities.
Demographic factors – single person units, high levels
of people living alone, poor wellbeing scores.

Improve the employment rates for
people from BAME backgrounds.

Comparatively low when compared to the rest of the
population.

Reduce the long term
unemployment rate.

Population prone to long term unemployment. 50.1%
of all JSA claimants have been claiming for 6 months
or more. Risk of poor business survival. Cluster
around estates.

Improve the “attractiveness” of
part time work and elementary
occupations.

Borough ‘imports’ people to work in part time and
low paid occupations despite having almost 2500 JSA
Claimants.

Improve wellbeing for vulnerable
older people in the borough.

Deprived area in relation to income deprivation for
older people. Concerns over isolation – single homes,
27
people living alone, lack of informal care.

Insight and Analytics Team, FCS

Priorities (3)
Priority

Evidence

Address affordability of local
housing.

Average house price in Nov 15 £793k and average
rent in the private rented sector is £1.5k per month.
Almost one third of borough households in private
rented sector – highly transient population. Very few
live and work in the same borough. ‘Import people’
for part time and lower paid occupations.

Information sharing as a barrier to
success

Know very little about households in each of the
measures, and whether or not they have multiple
problems. Need to move from a geographical focus to
a household focus.

Insight and Analytics Team, FCS
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Paper 2

FORTY YEARS ON - PREVIOUS INITIATIVES TO TACKLE POVERTY AND
WORKLESSNESS IN HAMMERSMITH AND FULHAM 1975-2015
1.1

This note has been prepared as input to the work of the LBHF Commission on Poverty and
Worklessness. It traces the history of initiatives by the Council and partner agencies to
address problems of 'urban deprivation', low income, and worklessness in the Borough,
since the mid 1970s.

1.2

Most of these initiatives were taken in the wider context of Central Government policies and
programmes, through which additional funds were channelled into the Borough. Some the
Council undertook as part of its own policy priorities, using its own resources. All involved
joint working with other national and local agencies, through various forms of partnership
arrangements.

1.3

The paper has four aims:
to review the thinking behind previous efforts to reduce 'deprivation' in the Borough, over
four decades.
to look at how far the spatial disposition of poverty and deprivation within the borough has
changed over time.
to consider whether 'machinery of government' constraints on Borough-level initiatives have
become any easier over the period.
to attempt to assess 'what worked' and what did not, and whether lessons can be learned for
the future.

•
•
•
•

A SUMMARY TIMELINE
2.1

The table overleaf sets out the time periods covered by this review of the past, and lists the
central and local initiatives which are described in more detail in the paper.

2.2

Under each of these initiatives, politicians and policy makers at central and local level have
debated the balance to be struck between long-term interventions aimed at structural
economic and societal change, as compared with more immediate 'sticking plaster' solutions
for the relief of need.

2.3

All of the various initiatives and programmes mounted by central government over these four
decades have been monitored and evaluated, by an array of academic bodies. Yet it
remains hard to draw conclusions as to what worked and which initiatives and individual
projects proved most effective in tackling poverty and worklessness.

2.4

The various Government programmes also had multiple aims. Apart for achieving desired
outcomes and 'targets' which included reducing poverty and deprivation, there was in recent
decades a secondary agenda of achieving 'joined up government' and reducing the waste of
resources resulting from fragmented delivery of services and support across a multitude of
different central and local agencies.

2.5

Paragraph 13 of the paper attempts some conclusions on the extent to which problems of
poverty and worklessness in Hammersmith and Fulham have changed over the decades.
Paragraph 14 offers a brief view on whether central and local agencies have become any
more effective in how they tackle these problems. Readers who would prefer to skip the
detail may wish to look at the summary timeline below and then skip to these conclusions.
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A TIMELINE OF INITIATIVES IN HAMMERSMITH AND FULHAM ADDRESSING URBAN
DEPRIVATION, POVERTY AND WORKLESSNESS FROM 1970-2015
Central Government initiative

Borough initiative

1969 Urban Programme (known as
'Urban Aid')
Home Office measure

LBHF awarded Home Office Urban
Aid grant for a series of borough
projects, mainly in the voluntary
sector, from 1970 to 1978
LBHF applies for and is designated as
one of the first 15 local authorities to
prepare an 'inner area programme'.

1977 Central Government White
Paper on Inner City Policy
Cross-government policy framework to
tackle urban deprivation, led by the
Department of Environment under
Peter Shore
1978 Inner Urban Area Act
created 5 Urban Partnerships and 15
Inner Area Programmes

1985 Joint Local Strategy for Long
Term Unemployment

1986 Labour Manifesto for LBHF

City Challenge
Announced by Government May 1991
13 authorities to receive £7.5m per year
for 5 years, targeted at areas of worst
deprivation

Single Regeneration Budget
Launched November 1993 by
Government.
Pulled together 20 funding streams
across Whitehall departments, creating
a total £1.4bn 'SRB Budget'

Inner area programmes involved the
Council in assembling an annual
selection of projects via a multiagency steering group. Those
approved by central government had
75% of costs met from the Urban
Programme. The Borough's inner
area programme (HFIAP) was later
rebadged as the H&F Urban
Programme and ran continuously
from 1978/9 until DoE funding was
wound down from 1992.
A local initiative involving the Council,
GLC, Manpower Services
Commission, Inner London Education
Authority.
Multiple aims relevant to poverty and
worklessness, including cancelling of
planned rent increase for Council
housing and introduction of Minimum
Earnings Guarantee for LBHF
workforce
LBHF Anti Poverty Strategy
A Council initiative launched in 1989
LBHF was invited to bid and
submitted detailed proposals in 1992
focused on the West London Line
'corridor'. 'Combating poverty,
deprivation and poor housing' was
one of 5 strategic objectives. The bid
was not approved by the then Dept of
the Environment (DoE)
LBHF not successful initially in
attracting SRB funds, but in 1996 was
awarded Round 3 funding for a White
City SRB programme, and for a
further and geographically wider
programme under SRB5. The latter
ran until 2005.

Government
controlling
party
Labour

Labour 1977
to 1979
Con 1979 to
1997

Borough
controlling
party
Labour

Lab until
May 1978
Con/Lib
1978-86
Labour
1986 - 2006

Con

Con

Con

Labour

Con

Labour

Con

Labour

Con

Labour
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New Deal for Communities
Programme established 1998 by new
Labour Government, and overseen by
Neighbourhood Renewal Unit within
ODPM/DCLG
Local Public Service Agreements
First round of LPSA began in 2000 and
concentrated on national PSA targets
set by Whitehall departments.
Second generation from 2003 gave
local authorities more discretion in
setting local targets.
Local authorities could seek 'freedoms
and flexibilities' from Whitehall, and
received 'reward' funding for achieving
'stretched targets' (£1m reward in LBHF
case)
Local Area Agreements
ODPM prospectus published 2004.
21 'pilot' authorities invited to prepare
LAAs from 2005/6 onwards.
LAAs extended to all English LAs by
2008/9 as a cross Government
programme.
Agreements involved negotiation with
Government Regional Offices of targets
on 35 'outcomes'. Reward funding
provided for achieving targets.
Programme ended by Coalition
Government after 2010/11.
Total Place
Launched at Budget 2009 as a
'whole area approach to public
services' with 'new freedoms from
central control'.
The pilot phase involved work by 63
local authorities, 34 primary care trusts,
13 police authorities and other partners,
on mapping totality of expenditure on
their area. Linked to concept of 'placebased budgets'. Programme replaced
by Coalition Government with
Community Budgets.
Whole Place Community Budgets
Announced by Government as part of
2011 Spending Review

Neighbourhood Community Budgets
Announced by Government in 2011 as
part of a Local Government Review

North Fulham NDC established
following a successful second round
bid in 1999. An initially approved 10
year programme of projects ran from
2002, with reduced and 'reprofiled'
allocations from 2007/8.
LBHF was a second phase pilot for
LPSA 1 in 2002/3, with a set of
targets focused on the causes of antisocial behaviour and unemployment
in the borough, with a focus on young
people.
The Borough's LPSA2 programme
was subsequently absorbed within its
Local Area Agreement.

Paper 2

Labour

Labour

Labour

Labour

Labour

Labour,
then Con
from May
2006

Lewisham and Croydon were the only
London Boroughs involved in the pilot
phase. LBHF was not involved.

Labour

Con

The 16 'first phase' areas included the
West London Triborough. A business
plan was produced in 2012/3, with the
main theme being service integration
across and within the boroughs and
their partners.
White City selected as a pilot area
Focus was on delivering a bespoke
strategy for social renewal focussed
on: families, employment and crime”.

Con/Lib Dem
Coalition
from May
2010 to May
2015.

Con until
May 2014,
Labour
thereafter

Con/Lib Dem
Coalition

Con until
May 2014,
Labour
thereafter

LBHF was instrumental in developing
the thinking on LAAs, via the
Innovation Forum of councils classed
as 'excellent' under Audit
Commission's Comprehensive
Performance Assessment regime.
Anti-poverty outcomes included in
LBHF LAA, which was one of the 21
pilots in 2005/6.
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Origins of central government 'urban policy'
3.1

From 1945-1965, central government policies towards town and cities were largely
subsumed within a broader and largely bi-partisan Keynesian approach to restoring the
economy after the war. The Macmillan era housebuilding programme encouraged suburban
resettlement. Problems of cities were seen in terms of poor housing and overcrowding, to be
solved through regional policies and measures such as the New Towns programme.

3.2

By the mid-1960s it had become clear that such macro-economic policies were not going to
solve all the problems of the major urban areas. Disadvantaged sections of the society
continued to fall through the supposed 'safety net' of the modern welfare state. Government
was influenced by the US Federal Government's experience with spatially targeted social
policies to address 'inner city' problems.

3.3

The Governments programme of 'Urban Aid' was introduced via the Local Government
Grants (Social Need) Act 1969, as a Home Office measure under James Callaghan as
Home Secretary. Projects funded under Urban Aid grant included day nurseries, hostels,
advice centres, and language classes for immigrants. The Borough was successful in
obtaining Urban Aid grant for a series of projects, including the Hammersmith Community
Law Centre and the Shepherds Bush Advice Centre. Coupled with 'Section 11' funding
(designed 'to help meet the special needs of a significant number of people of
commonwealth origin') a substantial body of professionalised 'voluntary sector' agencies
began to build up in Borough.

3.4

The Council established its own Community Development Unit, reporting to the then Chief
Executive and with three community development workers based on housing estates. Their
role was to encourage and foster resident and tenant participation in varying forms of 'selfhelp' project. Community workers were also embedded in the Social Services area teams.

3.5

Callaghan as Home Secretary stated that the Urban Aid programme was intended to
"provide for the care of our citizens who live in the poorest overcrowded parts of our cities
and towns. It is intended to arrest ... and reverse the downward spiral which afflicts so many
of these areas. There is a deadly quagmire of need and poverty."

3.6

This 'social pathology' and 'downward spiral' view of urban deprivation reached its height
with the highly publicised speech by Keith Joseph at Edgebaston in 1974 , introducing his
concept of the Cycle of Deprivation. During this period, a growing body of policy makers
within the Department of Environment and Home Office were rejecting the 'social pathology'
approach and recognising that what were by then being termed as 'inner city problems' could
not be solved through social policy alone. It was recognised that the rapid loss of
manufacturing jobs within cities was creating major problems of skills mismatch and longterm unemployment. Different forms of longer-term intervention were needed.

3.7

Not for the first or last time, this shift in policy intent was held back by an emerging national
financial crisis. At a speech to a local government audience in 1975, Secretary of State for
the Environment Anthony Crosland warned councils that For the next few years times will not
be normal. The crisis that faces us is infinitely more serious than any of the crises we have
faced over the past 20 years...With its usual spirit of patriotism and its tradition of service to
the community's needs, it is coming to realize that, for the time being at least, the party is
over...We are not calling for a headlong retreat. But we are calling for a standstill.

3.8

The phrase 'the party is over' was one that reverberated around Hammersmith Town Hall.
At the time, the Council was Labour controlled (led by Barrie Stead) and had an ambitious
five year capital programme of major schemes for council-house building and improvement,
new social services establishments, and renewed transport and environmental infrastructure.
This programme had suddenly to be reviewed in mid year, with projects deferred or
removed.
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The Government's 1978 White Paper Policy for the Inner Cities
4.1

Following the mid-1970s recession, local authorities began to argue that more could be
achieved through initiatives that changed the employment prospects in the 'inner cities'. The
Government in 1977 published a White Paper (overseen by Secretary of State Peter Shore)
Policy for the Inner Cities (HMSO, 1977). This major contribution to urban policy
development confirmed a change of analysis and direction. The Inner Urban Areas Act
(1978) introduced a long period in which 'Urban Partnerships' and 'inner area programmes'
became the main feature of Government policy to address problems of urban deprivation,
poverty and worklessness.

4.2

LBHF bid successfully to become one of the first 15 areas to be selected for implementation
of an 'inner are programme'.

4.3

In the meantime, a change of Government, continued financial cutbacks, and escalating
hostility between central and local government over 'rate-capping' meant that the 1997 White
Paper policies never achieved their intended impact. The idea that extra Urban Programme
funding would encourage local authorities to 'bend main programmes' towards areas and
client groups experiencing the greatest levels of deprivation, was not realised in practice.

4.4

Instead, the inner area programme in LBHF brought two main consequences:
•

•

it introduced the principle of consistent 'partnership' work between the main public sector
agencies in the borough. Inner area programmes were worked up via an inter-agency group
involving the then Greater London Council, Inner London Education Authority and Area
Health Authority.
the programme allowed the Borough, through a period of what would now be termed
'austerity' and with several rounds of budget cutbacks and mid-year financial crises, to
continue with an annual programme of economic, employment, social and environmental
projects on which 75% of expenditure was met through the DoE grant and only 25% met by
the local partner authority. The Council embarked on significant economic development
activities which were almost entirely funded from this source.

4.5

The policy framework for the Hammersmith and Fulham Inner Area Programme (HFIAP) was
developed under an administration with 'No Overall Control', with two Liberal councillors
voting with a Conservative near majority party. Leader Stuart Leishman was succeeded by
Kim Howe, who developed a good relationship with then DoE Ministers, including Lord
Bellwin and Sir George Young.

4.6

The Department of Environment was responsible for Inner City Policy. The approach of the
Hammersmith and Fulham Inner Area Programme was welcomed at Ministerial level, with
support for the Council's attempts to achieve long term structural change in the Borough's
economy and workforce, while also including social projects aimed at the most deprived
sections of the population.

4.7

The first year of the Inner Area Programme (1979/80) was focused on five priority themes,
which continued to be used for the selection of individual projects and interventions over the
succeeding years:
•
•
•
•
•

supporting private sector industrial and commercial investment
training and education, addressing the skills mismatch arising from loss of manufacturing
jobs in the borough
supporting under fives and working mothers
youth projects (with the ILEA keen to see these included)
community self-support (i.e. voluntary sector projects such as community centres, advice
centres, aimed at harnessing voluntary activity and local participation).
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4.8

In making its pitch to the DoE, the Council emphasised its favourable location on the
Heathrow/Central London axis and its potential as a part of London (compared with
boroughs in East London) that could escape the inner city 'spiral of decline' with some help
from Central Government. The Council argued that 'if Hammersmith fails to stem inner city
decline and to make real improvements in the multitude of problems the boroughs faces, it is
hard to think of any other inner city area succeeding'. The allocation of Urban Programme
funds for the first year of the inner area programme was modest (£1.8m for both capital and
revenue projects) but was to rise in later years.

4.9

The population of the borough at the time was 168,000. Between 1966-75 the borough had
lost a quarter of its jobs, with a decline in manufacturing jobs of 50%. Male unemployment
was 9% and rising. 40% of all households had an income of less than £20 per week per
person. Yet already the borough had become an attractive location for owner-occupiers,
who made up 23% of all households with 27% in council housing and the balance in a large
private rented sector. Concern about 'polarisation' of the borough's population was already
an issue, with the HFIAP submission commenting on 'those on low incomes 'trapped' in
housing in which they have no interest or investment and in the maintenance of which they
play no part'.

4.10

The 1979/80 HFIAP submission highlighted the risks of 'selective out-migration' leaving
behind poor and deprived sections of the population experiencing unemployment and
depressed income levels. In demographic terms, the borough then had the second highest
level of single parent families in the country, and the second highest proportion of over 65s.
Despite these immediate demands, the Council chose to develop an inner area strategy that
looked beyond what it described as 'personal deprivation' and which addressed 'the
underlying effect of deep-rooted structural causes within the local economy'.

4.11

The Hammersmith and Fulham Inner Area programme (later rebadged by Government as
the Urban Programme) ran continuously until the early 1990s. Annual funding allocations
from Government increased steadily to over £5.6m and then dropped back as Whitehall
began to turn its attention to East London, arguing that that West London no longer exhibited
the worst scores on national indices of deprivation.

4.12

For much of this period there were continuing efforts to cut back local government
expenditure. The Council experienced several years of urgent budget reductions, along with
occasional years in which Government formulae for 'standard spending assessments' and
for Rate Support Grant emerged more favourably.

4.13

The range of 'partner authorities' working with London Boroughs shrank with the abolition of
the GLC in 1986 and then the Inner London Education Authority in 1990 (when LBHF took
on education responsibilities). NHS organisations, regional and local, came and went. A
range of bodies involved in training and employment support, a key part of the HFIAP
strategy of addressing the skills mismatch in the local force, proved hard to engage as
committed local partners. Their 'vertical' reporting lines to Whitehall always proved stronger
than their 'horizontal' links with the Council and local agencies. The Manpower Services
Commission was created in 1973 by the Heath Government. After 1987 the MSC lost
functions and was briefly re-branded the Training Agency (TA), before being replaced by a
network of 72 Training and Enterprise Councils (TECS).

What was the impact of the inner area programme on poverty and worklessness?
5.1

Government reviewed its 'inner city policy' in 1981, and subsequently added the principle
that 'the private sector should be encouraged to play the fullest possible part'. But the basic
framework of annual allocations for a combination of capital and revenue projects survived
and ran for 15 years - an unusually long period in the history of Whitehall policy initiatives.

Hammersmith & Fulham Poverty and Worklessness Commission – 20 January 2016

Paper 2

5.2

National evaluations of the effectiveness of the policy and programme, as ever, provide little
by way of clear conclusions. Too many other variables were also changing over the period,
in terms of the broader public expenditure climate and Central Government political direction,

5.3

Evaluations at local level were similarly constrained by a fast-changing institutional
environment, with the Council having to cope with the consequences of GLC and ILEA
abolition.

5.4

Three main features of the Council's approach and activities are worthy of note from the
period up until 1986, when a new Labour administration took control of the Council:
•

LBHF began to intervene significantly in relation to the local economy. The Council set up
H&F Business Resources and H&F Training Services, initially as in-house units and
subsequently as third sector bodies. These agencies administered programmes of loans
and grants to the business sector (financed from Urban Programme funds) and oversaw
substantial capital investment projects at the Hythe Road and Mitre Bridge Industrial Estates,
as well as number of small workshop buildings in Fulham and elsewhere (New Enterprise
Centre, start-up office units at 275 King Street). The Notting Dale New Technology Centre
became the model for a series of such centres promoted by Kenneth Baker as Minister for
Technology from 1981.
Local authorities had no power of general competence at that time, and the Council's
involvement in economic development activities outsides statutory powers relied on
permissible 'Section 137 expenditure' commonly known as the '2p rate'.

•

HFIAP funding provided resources for a series of voluntary sector initiatives including new
community centres, day nurseries, walk-in counselling centres, womens refuges. Some of
these survive in the borough to this day, while others fell victim to cuts in grants to meet
Government expenditure caps or to subsequent Council imposed spending restraint. The
track record of success of these projects has to be acknowledged as patchy. There were a
number of occasions when community groups proved unable to manage staff and sets of
premises over any sustained period and in several cases the Council had to step in to pick
up the pieces. The cost-effectiveness of the 'community self-support' strand of the inner
area programme is therefore questionable, albeit that it helped to build a skills base across
what was subsequently called the 'third sector'.

•

The Council became increasingly concerned at a perceived lack of strategic policy making
and programme co-ordination within Central Government. Government machinery within
Whitehall to mount any concerted approach to urban problems did not seem to exist. While
the 1977 White Paper on Inner Cities had held out the promise of co-ordinated action, this
had not materialised. The Department of Environment exercised a largely administrative
role, vetting IAP project proposals at an unnecessary level of detail. The term 'joined up
government' (or lack of such) was not then in use, but the same problems and issues were
apparent. This was to become a growing concern over subsequent decades.

5.5

Council Leader Kim Howe and several LBHF officers were invited to give evidence to a 1983
Select Committee inquiry on The Problems of Management of Urban Renewal'. The
Council's written evidence pointed to the lack of democratic accountability and
responsiveness of a range of key agencies (Housing Corporation, Manpower Services
Commission). These bodies were proliferating and had no 'local' dimension which could
sensitise them to local needs and opportunities.

5.6

The Council also argued that 'many of the problems of inner cities are not primarily area
based' and that the Government's continued pre-occupation with 'pockets of deprivation' and
spatially focused interventions was misguided.
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5.7

The problems, from the LBHF perspective, were structural and related to massive and rapid
change in the employment market. As at 1982, 25% of the under 20s in the borough who
were registered as economically active were unemployed. 30% of all unemployed had been
out of work for over a year. Registered unemployment had risen to 13.7% in September
1982.

5.8

The Council's general complaint to the 1983 Select Committee was that 'the government's
response to urban renewal issues remains fragmented, with individual government
departments pursuing separate and not always convergent initiatives'. As later sections of
this paper explore, the same case was to be made by local government in each successive
decade.

5.9

Central Government, the Council argued, had failed to develop the potential of inner area
programmes. These had swiftly become little more than an annual batch of projects, with
Government giving no recognition or response to the more strategic aims involved.
Specifically, LBHF evidence commented, no work seemed to be being done by central
government on 'the financial aspects of poverty, particularly the impact of income support
programmes, welfare benefits, and tax thresholds'.

5.10

Instead the focus of the Secretary of State for the Environment (then Michael Heseltine)
appeared to be on emphasising the role of the private sector and on one-off responses (the
Merseyside 'Task Force' had been set up by Heseltine the previous year, in response to the
Toxteth riots).

Local Strategy for Long Term Unemployment
5.11

This locally based strategy was put together by the Council in what turned out to be the last
year of a Conservative/Liberal administration. It reflected the fact that the LBHF Economic
Development Unit had by then assembled a good deal of information on the economic health
of the borough, and was routinely working with the GLC and Manpower Services
Commission on issues of skills mismatch and local unemployment.

5.12

At the time, unemployment levels in the borough had risen again from 9,625 to 11,757 or
15%, with the long-term unemployed making up 36% of the total. The position was not
good.

THE MID 1980s UNTIL 2006
6.1

In May 1986, a widely expected victory in the local elections resulted in a Labour
administration taking control of the Council after two successive four year terms of a
Conservative/Liberal Council.

6.2

The 1986 Labour manifesto for Hammersmith and Fulham was a lengthy document which
set out policy proposals on a raft of issues. Because it was constructed largely around the
LBHF committee structure of the previous administration, the theme of 'poverty' as such did
not take centre stage as such, but featured in many sections of the document including
housing and social services. The new committees and policy areas created by the incoming
administration reflected the model of the GLC at the time, including an Ethnic Minorities,
Womens, Decentralisation, and Council, Community and Policing Committee.

6.3

In terms of specific actions aimed at reducing poverty, the most significant undertaken by the
new Council in its first year were to scrap a planned increase in Housing Rents and to
introduce a Minimum Earnings Guarantee for all Council employees. The latter was
introduced from October 1986 at a level of £127 per week and for its time was a radical
policy, subsequently replicated by the Labour Government in April 1998 as the National
Minimum Wage.
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6.4

A 'Borough Profile' prepared by Council officers and presented to the new administration
drew attention to the 'distinct polarisation of the LBHF population' and the existence of an
'increasingly dependent element' reliant on benefits and support from the state. Actions
proposed included raising awareness of the impact of long-term unemployment, the need for
better co-ordinated training services and more business aid and advice.

6.5

The future balance within the borough of the 'dependent' and 'non-dependent' sections of the
population was seen as a big issue for the future. Once again, it was accepted that the
borough's location in inner West London was a favourable one, and one which positioned
the borough to benefit more quickly from an upsurge in the economy than would be the case
for its counterparts in East London.

6.6

The Borough's Inner Area Programme (Urban Programme) continued during this period, with
financial allocations gradually reducing (for example, a total of £2.3m in 1988/9). LBHF
strategy for the programme stressed the importance of 'raising family income levels through
improved job prospects and a revived local economy'.

6.7

A Council Anti-Poverty Strategy developed in 1989 identified a series of long-term
objectives:
•
•
•
•
•

raising awareness of the availability of welfare benefits
reviewing Council services to ensure their accessibility to low-income households
considering how policies and decisions of the Council affected low-income households
developing and supporting agencies involved in preventative and educational work
developing Council initiatives to provide access to employment for disadvantaged client
groups
A Poll Tax/benefits campaign was undertaken, reviewing recovery procedures, along with
work on debt and fuel poverty and the relocation of Department of Social and Security offices
to improve access.

6.8

In April 1990 the Borough took over education responsibilities from the ILEA. This provided
the Council with additional levers for tackling poverty and disadvantage through education
and training projects of its own devising.

6.9

In March 1988 Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher had launched the Government's Action for
Cities programme. This built on the work of the Urban Development Corporations in
Merseyside and London Docklands, and placed a heavy emphasis on the role of the private
sector.

6.10

Involvement of the Borough in Action for Cities was limited. A government Task Force in
North Kensington extended its activities into parts of Hammersmith. Such Task Forces
involved 'a team of 5-6 people drawn from a variety of backgrounds, including civil servants'.
These presaged increasingly direct forms of Whitehall involvement in addressing social
renewal issues.

6.11

The Government perspective on urban policy had shifted significantly by this time, from the
aspirations of the 1977 White Paper on Inner Cities. Both the Action for Cities publication
(1988) and DoE's subsequent People in Cities brochure (1990) list policy purposes as being
to:

•
•
•

encourage enterprise and new businesses, and help existing businesses to grow stronger
improve people's job prospects, their motivation and their skills
make areas attractive to residents and businesses by tackling dereliction, bringing buildings
into use, preparing sites and encouraging development, and improving housing.
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6.12

Government in 1991 announced the top-slicing of the Urban Programme budget to finance a
new City Challenge initiative. This introduced a significant competitive element into bidding
for funding. LBHF on 1992 prepared a bid, focusing on the 'development of long-term
employment opportunities as a means of combating poverty and deprivation'. The
geographic area covered in the bid was a 'West London Line corridor' including White City,
Wood Lane, and Shepherds Bush. The bid document noted the widening gap between high
and low income households in the Borough. The bid did not succeed.

6.13

In March 1992 the Council Leader (Iain Coleman) and MP Clive Soley launched a research
study on Poverty and Deprivation in the Borough, commissioned from Bob Kitching. This
identified the extent to which the Council had conflicting roles as service provider, benefits
distributor, tax collector and employer. The study spawned an action research project on
money advice.

6.14

The 1992 local elections returned a Labour administration for Hammersmith and Fulham,
with a Conservative Government continuing to promote enterprise as the primary lever for
urban renewal. The annual Urban Programme allocation to the Borough was by now barely
sufficient to cover continuing commitments. In 1993 the Home Office announced that
Section 11 grant (a source of support since 1966 for 'meeting the additional needs of people
originating from New Commonwealth countries') would be phased out. These measures left
the Council with the task of absorbing into its main programmes a significant number of
ongoing projects, or terminating such grant aid.

Creation of the Single Regeneration Budget, Government Regional Offices and the New Deal
for Communities
7.1

In the following year (1994) under the John Major administration, the Government made
renewed efforts to co-ordinate its urban policies. Twenty existing funding programmes from
different Whitehall departments were brought together to form a new Single Regeneration
Budget. SRB funding subsequently became a major source of central government
resources coming into Hammersmith & Fulham.

7.2

A new Ministerial committee was formed to oversee this new programme, and 10
Government Offices were created for the regions of England. Until their abolition by the
Coalition Government in 2010, these were the primary means by which a wide range of
policies and programmes of Whitehall were delivered. By 2010 twelve Whitehall
departments were represented in these regional offices and the Government Office of
London had become a major player in Borough efforts to reduce poverty and deprivation and
boost urban regeneration.

7.3

SRB funds were intended to act as a catalyst in addressing local need, stimulating wealth
creation and enhancing the local competitiveness of the area as a place in which business
wished to invest and people wanted to live. Partnership working was seen as an important
feature of the approach and as the 'engine-room' of this latest Government regeneration
initiative. The SRB programme also included a competitive element and involved local
authorities and their partners In putting together a regeneration package and the associated
outputs and capacity building that met the requirements of the Government Offices, as the
main delivery agents for the Government of the system in the first four rounds.

7.4

By the mid-1990s the Council and other local agencies had long experience establishing
different forms of partnership body (each Government and EU initiative tended to introduce
new partnership requirements). A SRB Partnership body was established, and supported by
the Council's regeneration function (which moved at this stage from a central department to
the Housing Directorate).

7.5

By 1995 the Council was also becoming increasingly frustrated at the reluctance of Whitehall
to devolve power and decision-making to the local level. Growing evidence was showing
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that the central government response to problems of deprivation and urban decline remained
fragmented and disjointed, and that key parts of Whitehall administering e.g. welfare benefits
did not have the machinery (nor the inclination) to be responsive and flexible on how their
activities impacted locally.
7.6

The Council submitted evidence to a House of Lords Inquiry on Central Local relations,
arguing the case for greater subsidiarity (influenced by comparisons with European systems
of government), for a change to Whitehall's centralist culture, and for local government to be
placed on a more secure constitutional footing. The report of the Inquiry (entitled Rebuilding
Trust) made a number of recommendations moving in these directions, but the Select
Committee's conclusions were largely lost in the upheaval of the 1997 General Election and
change of Government.

7.7

LBHF was awarded major SRB funding for 1997/8 for the White City SRB programme. An
executive team of 5 staff were recruited and a White City Partnership formed. SRB projects
and finances were handled more at arms-length from the local authority, with the Partnership
setting the direction of each programme, and the Council acting as 'accountable body'. The
White City SRB programme involved total funding of £15.2m over a five year period.

7.8

During this period the Council was also successful in attracting significant levels of European
Social Funds to the Borough. These were used in combination with SRB funding to mount
projects such as a Business Enterprise Centre, the establishment of the URBAN Partnership
Group, and mentoring on ways into work. The funding bids were underpinned by evidence
assembled for a European Strategy 1996-9, followed by a second such strategy document
for 2000-2004.

7.9

A total if £18m of EU funds, under the Objective 2 URBAN programme, were disbursed in
the borough during the 1990s, on job creation, business support, and construction training.

7.10

A bid to Government for a further SRB programme in 1998 led to funding of £13m for a
seven year SRB5 programme (titled by the Council Bridging the Divide). Secretary of State
John Prescott at this time announced an increased focus on 'addressing social exclusion and
enhancing opportunities for the disadvantaged through community development'. This
reflected the setting up of the high profile Social Exclusion Unit, in late 1997. This was
established initially as part of the Cabinet Office and subsequently moved to the Office of the
Deputy Prime Minister in 2002.

7.11

The SEU was an attempt at working across Whitehall departments. Its early work included
five reports on neighbourhood renewal, rough sleepers, teenage pregnancy, young people
not in education, training or employment, and truancy and school exclusion. These
highlighted the lack of co-ordination on such issues within Whitehall and influenced the
introduction of Local Public Service Agreements and Local Agreements (see paragraph 9.0
below). The demand for 'joined up government' grew apace, with pressure from Ministers
and local authority leaders.

7.12

The Council's SRB3 and SRB5 programmes were ultimately merged and directed through a
single partnership body re-branded as 'Regenasis'. The combined programme became the
local delivery mechanism for major Government initiatives such as 1998's New Deal for the
Young Unemployed (predominantly run by the then Employment Service and encompassing
several different programmes targeted at different groups including young people, the long
term unemployed over the age of 25, lone parents, people with disabilities and people over
the age of 50). Local projects included an Access to Employment Pathway and a
Construction Training scheme.

7.13

The range of local agencies involved in SRB partnership work was extensive. It included the
BBC, Barclays, Chelsea FC, Wimpeys, Queens Park Rangers FC, Notting Hill Housing Trust
as well as health, police, and the Employment Service.
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7.14

The wards within the area designated for SRB funding were College Park and Old Oak,
Wormholt, White City and Shepherds Bush, Coningham, Addison, Brook Green, Avonmore,
Gibbs Green, Normand, Walham, Eelbrook and Sands End. At this time these wards had a
combined population of 86,400 with 11.9% of economically active men claiming Jobseekers
Allowance and 38.8% of JSA claimants being long-term unemployed.

7.15

Sure Start was a further Government initiative, originated in 1998 under Gordon Brown at
the Treasury and implemented by the Department for Children and Families. Coningham
and Broadway/Margravine were selected as the initial areas for Sure Start projects. A
second phase in 2002 focused on the 7 most deprived estates in South Fulham.
Responsibility for running Sure Start Centres was transferred to local government over the
period 2003-2005.

New Deal for Communities
8.1

The concept of focused 'area based initiatives' to address geographic areas of deprivation
was not forgotten within Whitehall. In 1998 Government launched a further area based
programme entitled New Deal for Communities. This was seen as 'one of the most intensive
and innovative area-based initiatives (ABIs) ever introduced in England'. The programme
was designed to transform, over a 10 year period, 39 small and deprived neighbourhoods in
England, each accommodating about 10,000 people.

8.2

As with the Single Regeneration Budget, NDC programmes were implemented through
partnership bodies relatively independent from the local authority. Perhaps idealistically, the
Government aimed 'to place the community at the heart of the initiative' and a proportion of
NDC Board members were required to be elected from local residents and businesses.

8.3

The 39 NDC partnerships implemented local regeneration schemes each of which was
funded by on average £50m of programme spend. Cited as being 'fundamentally rooted in
partnership working' the NDC initiative's six key objectives were to1
• transform these 39 areas over 10 years by achieving holistic change in relation to three
place-related outcomes: crime, community, and housing and the physical environment
(HPE), and three people-related outcomes: education, health, and worklessness
• ‘close the gaps’ between these 39 areas and the rest of the country
• achieve a value for money transformation of these neighbourhoods
• secure improvements by working with other delivery agencies such as the police, Primary
Care Trusts (PCTs), schools, Jobcentre Plus (JCP), and their parent local authority

8.4

In 2000, the Council was invited to select an area which would benefit from this
'comprehensive' approach to regeneration, as one of 6 boroughs following on from 18
'pathfinder' NDC areas. Of several options, the North End Road/Lillie Road area was
chosen as meeting the criterion of 'a real and recognisable neighbourhood of between 1,000
and 4,000 households which would benefit from highly targeted support'.

8.5

The selection of this part of the borough was based on an earlier 'Deprived Neighbourhoods
Project' undertaken by the LBHF Housing Department in 1998, using SRB funds. Given the
ambitious requirements for setting up a wholly new community-led partnership body, the
North Fulham NDC Partnership took some time to get off the ground, analyse needs, and to
put together its programme of projects.

1

The New Deal for Communities Experience: A final assessment CLG March 2010
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8.6

By 2002 the newly formed North Fulham NDC Partnership had agreed a delivery plan of
measures and projects with Secretary of State Hilary Armstrong, involving a £44.3m grant
from Government over a 10 year period.

8.7

In line with other Government initiatives at this time, NDC programmes were framed in terms
of a set of nationally measurable 'outcomes' and targets. By 2006 the North Fulham NDC
had 13 outcomes on track of reaching their 10-Year target, 13 outcomes not on track/had
missed targets or were off track in terms of trending. Outcomes were defined in terms of
educational achievement, health, income levels, unemployment levels and 'liveability'
(measured by satisfaction with the environment, housing circumstances, crime and fear of
crime).

8.8

On the basis of evaluation studies which it had itself commissioned, CLG concluded in 2010
that:
•
•
•

8.9

There has been considerable positive change in the 39 NDC areas: in many respects these
neighbourhoods have been transformed in the last 10 years.
In general NDC areas have narrowed the gaps with the rest of the country.
Partnerships have adopted innovative and insightful solutions to help maintain activity into a
‘post NDC’ world.
In relating such broad conclusions to specific results of the Fulham NDC, it is as ever almost
impossible to separate out the impact of the programme itself from wider socio-economic
changes, effect of other Government policy changes, forces within the London housing
market, and other externalities.

Neighbourhood Renewal, LPSAs, Local Area Agreements and Local Public Service Boards
2000-10
9.1

In 1998, with Andrew Slaughter as Council Leader, the Council decided to move away from
a traditional committee system and to introduce new governance arrangements based on an
indirectly elected mayor/leader, cabinet, and scrutiny arrangements. A Private Members Bill
to allow the introduction of such a system (the 'Hunt Bill') had failed in Parliament but the
Council found a means of introducing such arrangements under the 1972 Local Government
Act. The subsequent 2000 Local Government Act introduced 'cabinet government' across
English local authorities.

9.2

At the same time, the Council established a 'Borough Partnership Forum' as a standing
borough-wide partnership body, chaired by a council cabinet member. These arrangements
were intended to signal to a growing band of local 'partner agencies' (Police, health services,
the Employment Service, Training and Enterprise Council, and the local voluntary sector)
that the Council saw itself as an outward-facing body with a clear view of its role in providing
political leadership and direction across all public sector agencies in the borough, rather than
confining its interest to local authority functions alone.

9.3

This view of a local authority's wider role was not the orthodoxy at the time. It was to be a
further eight years before the 2006 White Paper Strong and Prosperous Communities,
redefined local government's role as 'strategic leader and place-shaper'. Only ten years
previously, Nicholas Ridley as Secretary of State had notoriously promoted the vision of the
'enabling authority' outsourcing its activities and meeting once a year to award contracts.

9.4

In terms of efforts to combat poverty and worklessness in the borough, the Council's then
political leadership was very aware that the local authority itself exercised few of the relevant
levers of influence. 'Partnership' working had been pursued in the Borough since the early
1980s but had at times led to programmes and projects which were not targeted with much
analysis or precision, and with each main partner having to be granted their 'share' of
available funds.
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9.5

From 1990 the Council took on responsibility for education services, and educational
achievement and post-school training became a growing feature of the Borough's various
regeneration programmes. Reducing drug and alcohol abuse, and the links to deprived and
often dysfunctional households, had by that time become a growing part of the Council's
activities. Partnership working between the Council and the Police became very close
during the 1990s and LBHF was early in the field in thinking about 'troubled families' and
'early intervention'.

9.6

The Council's experience in partnership working, and in addressing a wider range of social
and economic issues than was standard for local government at the time, meant that it was
able to influence Government thinking as well as remaining in the frame as a candidate for
Whitehall regeneration initiatives. This was despite a shift in Government attention to East
London.

9.7

On national measures, the borough remained relatively 'deprived' particularly on the
measure of income inequality. The Council's 2000 Community Plan (Your Borough, Your
Say) noted that LBHF remained ranked as the 8th most unequal English local authority in
terms of income, with 33% of households in receipts of income support and 48.6% of
children under 15 in families dependent on benefit. The Council's 2000 Regeneration
Strategy, prepared in conjunction with the local Learning and Skills Council and the London
Development Agency, noted that unemployment levels 'remain disturbingly high'.

9.8

Central Government policies on regeneration moved onward with the 2001 publication of A
new Commitment to Neighbourhood Renewal, a national strategy setting out 'the
Government's vision for narrowing the gap between deprived neighbourhoods and the rest of
the country, so that within 10 to 20 years, no-one should be seriously disadvantaged by
where they live'. In a foreword from Prime Minister Tony Blair, this strategy emphasised 'the
focus is not just on housing and the physical fabric of neighbourhoods, but the fundamental
problems of worklessness, crime and poor public services – poor schools, too few GPs and
policing. Third, the Strategy harnesses the hundreds of billions of pounds spent by the key
Government departments, rather than relying on one-off regeneration spending. Fourth, the
Strategy puts in place new ideas including Neighbourhood Management and Local Strategic
Partnerships for empowering residents and getting public, private and voluntary
organisations to work in partnership.

9.9

These themes were to dominate Whitehall policy-making on deprivation and regeneration,
and bring change to the central/local government relationship, in the subsequent period up
until the 2010 General Election.

9.10

An £800 million Neighbourhood Renewal Fund was brought together at national level to be
applied across England's 88 most deprived areas (including LBHF). Establishing a Local
Strategic Partnership became a condition of funding, an effort to bring more co-ordination to
the delivery of public services at local level. The Council used for this purpose its existing
Borough Partnership, as a body chaired by the indirectly elected Mayor (Andrew Slaughter)
and subsequently by Cllr Sally Powell. Based on its past experience of partnership working,
the Council did not buy into the Government's view that LSPs should be 'an equal
partnership of many players' chaired potentially by any of its members. Councillors had a
clear view on the need for political leadership of such bodies.

9.11

Figures are available for 2001/2 spend on what had become a range of regeneration
initiatives in the borough, and these show the scale of investment being made during this
period.
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URBAN (EU funding)
Objective 3 (EU funding)
Sure Start
SRB grant
SRB match (public and private)

£000's
400
2,069
1,065
5,782
8,843

Total

18,159
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The Borough's Neighbourhood Renewal Strategy, published in 2001 made the by now
familiar point that LBHF 'contains extremes of poverty and affluence, within wards as well as
across the borough'. Hence geographic targeting of intervention and support, as was the
norm with Whitehall's concept of 'area-based initiatives', did not necessarily make sense.

Local Public Service Agreements
10.1

In 2001 the Government also decided to extend its system of Public Service Agreements
(PSAs) by introducing a devolved version termed Local Public Service Agreements (LPSAs).
PSAs had originally been introduced at the time of the 1998 Spending Review, but initially
had little traction. Immediately after the 2001 General Election, the Prime Minister's Delivery
Unit was created in the Cabinet Office, headed by Michael Barber, to provide support and
scrutiny on a selection of the Government’s high-priority PSAs. These broadly related to the
2001 manifesto commitments 2.

10.2

Local Public Service Agreements were piloted with 18 authorities in 2001/2 and LBHF was
one of 12 further authorities added in a second round. Involvement meant negotiating a
'contract' with Whitehall to deliver on 12 or 13 of the national PSA targets. £1.1m of pumppriming funding was provided, with the potential of a further £5.5m 'reward' payment for
achieving the selected targets (7 of which had to be from a Government list).

10.3

The Council chose to structure its LPSA objectives and targets around a package of
measures to tackle the causes of anti-social behaviour and unemployment in the borough,
with a focus on young people, seen as becoming increasingly alienated. The idea was for
local agencies to work together with a problem-solving approach between the Council,
police, Employment Service and Housing Associations.

10.4

The implementation of a LPSA increased the awareness of the Council and its partners of
the extent to which important potential levers to address poverty and worklessness remained
outside local control. It also raised consciousness of the totality of public spending in the
borough, once all Government funding streams were included, with accompanying
questioning over the overall effectiveness of multiple and fragmented funding streams. In
2002 the Council mapped an estimated total of £4bn of public spend across the borough.

10.5

While the Council sought to negotiate some 'freedoms and flexibilities' over how welfare
payments and benefits were disbursed to borough residents, these remained firmly resisted
by the relevant central government departments. Similar resistance was to emerge following
the transition from LPSAs to full-scale Local Area Agreements (see paragraph 11).

10.6

By 2003, the Regenasis Partnership (handling the borough's SRB 3 and 5 delivery
programmes) was overseeing the 6th year of implementation. A total of £28.2m had been
expended (76% of the total). Annual spend began to decline for the remaining years of the
delivery plan. The North Fulham NDC Partnership was meanwhile completing its second
year, with planned spend for 2003/4 of £3.2m capital and £3.8m revenue. 'Jobs, income and
enterprise' formed one of the five elements of the NDC programme.

2

Public Service Agreements and the Prime Minister’s Delivery Unit, Institute of Government
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In 2004/5 the Regenasis Partnership (led from LBHF Housing Department) took on the
management of a London Development Agency £3.8m programme on construction training,
media training, and access to work.

Local Area Agreements
11.1

The Council was heavily involved in the next stage of Government policy development on
public service reform, and the introduction of Local Area Agreements. Working as part of a
group of councils classed as 'excellent' by the Audit Commission under the Comprehensive
Performance Assessment regime, LBHF drafted a set of proposals to take the thinking
behind LPSAs and local partnership to a further stage.

11.2

The 2004 Local Government Conference was used to launch proposals for Local Public
Service Boards and Local Area Agreements (LAAs). The then Office of the Deputy Prime
Minister (ODPM) published a prospectus for LAAs, seen as a step change in the way in
which central government, local councils, and local partner agencies worked together to
achieve a negotiated set of 'better outcomes' for local areas.

11.3

LBHF was one of 21 pilot areas for Local Area Agreements. The original conception for
LAAs was one of 'mature dialogue' between Whitehall departments and local authorities,
mediated by Government Regional Offices. A selection of 35 specific targets were included
in each LAA, with Government offering 'freedoms and flexibilities' to overcome any
institutional restrictions getting in the way. Central Government funding streams were
'pooled', removing unhelpful hypothecation.

11.4

Local Public Service Boards, as a strengthened and politically led version of LSPs, were
promoted as the driving force for Local Area Agreements. These bodies were encouraged to
map and oversee the totality of public resources coming into an area. Hammersmith &
Fulham and Kent were seen as pioneers of Public Service Boards, in the same way that
these two councils had pioneered 'cabinet' decision-making within local authorities.

11.5

The Council's LPSA 2 targets were merged into the Borough's Local Area Agreement for
2005/6 and beyond. These included targets on job retention, child poverty, educational
achievement and other issues relevant to worklessness and low incomes. A specific target
was 'to increase family income by supporting lone parents to move from benefits to
sustained employment'.

11.6

Local Area Agreements originated in John Prescott's Department (ODPM and later rebadged
as Communities and Local Government). His personal involvement achieved the necessary
buy-in to the approach from all major departments across Whitehall. The Every Child
Matters agenda, and health improvement measures, were adjusted by DCF and DH
respectively to fit within the LAA framework. Regional Government Offices had by that time
increased their remit and influence, and included civil servants from all major Whitehall
departments. The goal of 'joined up government' appeared to have come a step closer.

11.7

LAAs were extended across all 150 English local authorities by 2007, and ran until 2010 and
the start of the Coalition Government. The Prime Minister's Delivery Unit took a growing
interest, and regrettably this new framework for joint working and a 'grown up' relationship
between central and local government became heavily weighed down with process and
performance management requirements. The opportunities for radical 'freedoms' on e.g.
allowing local authorities to rethink the use of welfare and benefits budgets for their area, did
not materialise.

11.8

The Treasury was however supportive of the idea behind pooling of Government budgets
and a degree of devolved decision-making. In March 2010, shortly before the General
Election, the Treasury and CLG launched proposals for Total Place, following on from 13
pilots (of which LBHF was not one). This more ambitious framework was trailed as 'A
fundamentally different approach to public service reform, which puts local authorities and
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their partners at the forefront of a drive to look at all local public service spending:
uncovering waste and duplication and freeing up resources to refocus on what people
actually want and need'.
11.9

Within weeks of the start of the Coalition Government, Secretary of State Eric Pickles
announced the demise of Government Offices in the Regions, and the winding up of Local
Area Agreements. Both parts of government machinery were portrayed as part of a 'target
culture' dating from the Blair years which had proved (in the view of the new Government) to
be both ineffective and unproductive. The basic principles of 'whole place budgets' and
'freedoms' were however to resurface shortly in the new Government's prospectus for
Community Budgets (October 2011).

2010 to 2016 - Whole Place Community Budgets and Neighbourhood Community Budgets
12.1

Whole Place Community Budgets were introduced at the start of the current period of
austerity, with the intention that local authorities would use new found freedoms to deliver
'more with less'. Central government planned at the 2010 spending review to reduce funding
of local authorities by 26 per cent (£7.6 billion) in real terms, between April 2011 and March
2015. Further spending cuts were to follow.

12.2

A 2013 report from the National Audit Office 3 notes in relation to the forerunners (LAAs and
Total Place) 'It is generally recognised, however, that these initiatives did not lead to
widespread or fundamental changes in local public services, or in the relationship between
central and local government. Even so, with the current pressures on local public services,
there is now even greater incentive to assess whether, when and how increased integration
can help provide services within increasingly tight budgets'.

12.3

Following a competitive process, the newly formed 'West London Triborough' (with
Westminster and Kensington and Chelsea) was chosen as one of the pilot areas to work up
a 'business plan' for Whole Place Community Budget. Themes encouraged by CLG were
service integration (especially across health and social care) and elimination of duplicatory
processes in the delivery of services. The Triborough Business Plan was published in
October 2012.

12.4

The business plan included a 'Triborough Guarantee' two elements of which were relevant to
poverty and worklessness:

•
•
12.5

We will work together to ensure that every young person under 25 has a job or is in training
or education.
We will ensure that those in the middle (combined household income below £60k) have
access to high-quality affordable housing.
The subsequent NAO evaluation of Whole Place Community Budgets concluded: The work
done by the four areas has potential to be developed to provide cost savings in other areas,
but it is very early days.....The true scale of potential savings and improved outcomes from a
Whole-Place Community Budget approach will only become clear if, building on the plans
local areas have set out, projects are now implemented in the local areas and evaluated
robustly.

White City Neighbourhood Community Budget Pilot (White City Challenge)
12.6

3

The Neighbourhood Community Budget pilots were initiated by CLG in 2011 to help progress
the Coalition Government's decentralisation and the localism agenda. The wider policy
context was that of 'community ownership' and 'neighbourhood control' including other

Case study on integration: Measuring the costs and benefits of Whole-Place Community Budgets, National Audit
Office 2013
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element of the Localism Act such as the 'Community right to Bid' and neighbourhood
planning. Integration of budgets, and co-design, co-commissioning and co-production of
services were also themes.
12.7

Twelve pilot areas were selected by CLG through a competitive process, including White
City and Poplar in London. The objectives of the White City pilot were to “…give the people
of White City ultimate control over the decisions which affect them” and “…delivering a
bespoke strategy for social renewal focussed on: families, employment and crime”.

12.8

The mechanisms proposed involved routing funding for physical regeneration, economic
development and social investment through a single neighbourhood pot – including public,
private and third sector resources. Priorities were to set by the community through a new
Neighbourhood Forum representing the range of local community groups – backed up by
local polling and community engagement volunteers. Financial support from CLG was
£132,500.

12.9

A project team (Team White City) was recruited to develop business cases for devolving
budgets and commissioning powers. Six programme areas and proposals were identified
and published in March 2013: Decentralising public services; Occupancy of social housing;
Supporting and creating working households; A network of parent champions; Preventing
and reducing crime; A community health and well-being hub.

12.10 Four of these business cases were carried through to the implementation year of the
Neighbourhood Community Budget programme. A social enterprise, White City Enterprise
(WCE), was incorporated, and control of community assets (specifically the White City
Community Centre) was handed down by the council to provide a revenue stream for the
new body. It also took over the administration of a Big Local award from the National
Lottery.
12.11 The project ended in September 2015. The Council view 4 is that the two year timespan
imposed on the pilots by CLG – one year for planning and one year for implementation - was
far too tight to deliver any sustainable neighbourhood community budget programmes. The
best that could be delivered were small scale community-based projects that supplemented
existing mainstream services. A five year programme is the least considered necessary to
develop and support any devolved services to local social enterprises or similar
organisations.
12.12 A national evaluation of the pilots by CLG 5 was cautious in its findings, noting that
Neighbourhood Community Budgets offered some potential of efficiencies through service
redesign. Following on from the pilots, this Government initiative was rebranded “Our
Place!” and £4.3m nationally was committed in July 2012 to help more communities take up
the approach.

4
5

Report to H&F Business Board July 2015
Neighbourhood Community Budget Pilot Programme Research, Learning, Evaluation and Lessons. CLG July 2013
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HOW HAVE PROBLEMS OF POVERTY AND WORKLESSNESS CHANGED IN THE
BOROUGH?
13.1

Much of the change over the past 40 years reflects what has happened at national level,
rather than being specific to the borough. Forecasts in the 1970s that the majority of UK
citizens would work shorter hours, have more leisure (as well as the income to enjoy that
leisure) have not come to pass. Instead, the increase in part-time jobs, flexible contracts,
and self-employment has redefined the nature of 'work' and of 'worklessness' for many
people.

13.2

Unemployment levels, as defined by successive governments, are much lower than the
levels of 10-15% experienced by the Borough at periods in the 1980s and 1990s. The rapid
disappearance of manufacturing jobs in LBHF during the late 1960s and 1970s, leaving
many job-seekers ill-equipped to find alternative work, has not for many years been the main
driver of worklessness in the borough.

13.3

The availability of housing in the borough, and the proportion of household income absorbed
by housing costs, have long been critical factors in the socio-economic make-up of the
borough. As the above history of Government and local initiatives demonstrates, the theme
of a 'rich/poor' borough with wide variations in income between different parts of the borough
has been a constant for forty years. The 1980s vocabulary of 'a polarised population'
requiring intervention and support that 'bridges the divide' has not changed greatly.

13.4

Huge gulfs in the housing opportunities that are available to individuals and households
continues as a major determinant on how LBHF residents lead their lives. Owner occupation
in the borough has become distant dream for most of those working in the public sector,
whereas in the 1970s it was not unusual for Council staff to both work and own a home in
the borough. The availability of social housing has shrunk. Private rented accommodation
was the housing solution for half of all Borough households in 1977, with 27% of the
remainder being council housing and 23% owner occupied. Rent controls were in place until
the 1988 Housing Act. Average private sector rents in LBHF are now £615 per week.

13.5

As shown in the paper on Indices of Deprivation (on the Commission's agenda for its 3rd
November meeting) the Borough now ranks 75th most deprived on income levels out of 326
local authorities. But this measure does not take account of housing costs 6.

13.6

National indices of deprivation are not measured on the same factors as they were in the
1970s and 1980s. Measures on which LBHF used to score 'highly' in the 1980s as
compared with other London boroughs included 'poor amenities' (lack of exclusive use of a
bath and WC), population loss (a 21% loss between 1971 and 1982) and having the third
highest proportion of elderly population in London. So it is not possible to provide a simple
measure of the extent to which the borough has become less 'deprived' on Government
indices over the last forty years. It clearly has in many respects, and has continued to do so
between 2007 and 2015, a period in which LBHF has dropped down the national league
table significantly on 'average score' and 'average rank'.

13.7

Whether borough residents in 2016 perceive their levels of life satisfaction and wellbeing to
be higher now, on average across the borough, as compared with the 1970s is another
matter. The national indices on 'wellbeing' are a relatively new set of data from the Office of
National Statistics for which only 3 years of figures are available, broken down at regional
level with too small a sample for meaningful borough analysis.

13.8

The extent to which geographic concentrations of deprivation have changed in the borough
is easier to assess. Comparing the maps of deprivation included on the Commission's
agenda for November 3rd with the lists of wards and areas featuring as most in need of

6

The 'income deprived' indicator is based on numbers in a Super Output Area in receipt of six types of income support,
tax credit, or other form of benefit.
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intervention, in the series of initiatives from the 1979 Inner Area Programme onwards, there
are some familiar candidates. White City and Wormholt, College Park and Old Oak,
Edward Woods Estate, parts of North Fulham including the Clem Attlee Estate continue to
rank high on terms of deprivation indices. Areas such as Coningham, Addison and Sands
End, which were included in the Single Regeneration Budget programmes of the 1990s,
have subsequently fallen out of the local list of 'most deprived'.
13.9

The White City Estate has been the subject of focussed intervention by the Council and
partner agencies since the 1970s, and has featured in most of the Government regeneration
programmes. Yet many characteristics of a deprived area continue. A 2012 study by NHS
North West London 7 showed that on the White City Estate, 29% of working age residents
receive Income Support, Job Seekers Allowance or Employment and Support Allowance /
Incapacity Benefits (WCOA 22% and borough 13%). The Job Seekers Allowance (JSA)
claimant rate on White City estate is 9.9% which is more than double the borough average at
4.2% (WCOA 7.5%). Long-term unemployment (over 6 months) remains a key issue and
accounts for 53% of all claimant residents (borough average 46%). Youth unemployment
represents 25% of all JSA claimants (borough average 21%).

HAVE CHANGES IN GOVERNMENT MACHINERY MADE IT ANY EASIER TO ADDRESS
POVERTY AND WORKLESSNESS IN THE BOROUGH?
14.1

A continuous theme pursued by the Council over the last 40 years has been that the way in
which Whitehall organises itself, and the machinery of central and local public service
delivery, does not lead to best use of resources. Nor does it help local authorities and other
local agencies to work together to address complex and multi-faceted problems such as
poverty and worklessness.

14.2

The Council argued this case consistently during the 1980s and 1990s. In the 2000's it took
a lead role in building a new framework for central/local joint working through LAAs, and
subsequently on the integration of health and social care (through a joint PCT and local
authority chief executive). It has sought on several occasions to convince Government to
grant more borough-level discretion in the disbursement of welfare benefits and employment
support through the Employment Service and subsequently JobCentre Plus.

14.3

Proposed reforms of the machinery or central/local public service delivery have looked
promising at times, but arrangements have subsequently reverted largely to the status quo
ante. Government's own initiatives to improve cross-departmental working in Whitehall
have diminished in recent years. Government Offices in the Regions achieved influence for
a time, brokering relations between the regions and Whitehall, then abruptly disappeared.

14.4

Across Whitehall, Departmental Improvement Plans were published for 2013 and 2015. The
Civil Service chief executive John Manzoni announced in July 2015 a new set of Single
Departmental Plans as a 'roadmap' for each department. These are intended to show where
departments and cross-departmental functions need to work together to deliver the required
outcomes. Publication was due after the November 2015 Spending Review but these
documents do not yet seem to have appeared on the www.gov.uk or Cabinet Office website.

14.5

The themes of devolved decision making and strengthening the political leadership of local
government remain on the agenda, in the form of developments around the 'Northern
Powerhouse' and the devolution in progress for the Greater Manchester Combined Authority
and directly elected Mayor. These measures include (for example) a Government and
Greater Manchester commitment to joint commissioning of employment programme support
outside of the Jobcentre Plus regime, to assist the long term unemployed and those with
health conditions and disabilities to re-enter work. Devolution of £6bn of health spending to
Greater Manchester is a significant step. Greater Manchester is also exploring with
Government options for regulatory change to enable better utilisation of the area's social

7

White City Neighbourhood Budget Pilot Project NHS North West London 2012
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housing asset base in order to increase the diversity of social housing provision, and to
increase investment in home ownership.
14.6

For LBHF however, there is little sign of new movement on institutional remits, or changes in
responsibilities between Whitehall departments, the Mayor of London, and the London
Boroughs, that would place in borough-level hands more of the levers necessary to address
issues of poverty and worklessness.

WHAT PREVIOUS FORMS OF INTERVENTION AND SUPPORT HAVE WORKED BEST IN
ALLEVIATING POVERTY AND WORKLESSNESS?
15.1

The main aim of this review over the past 40 years of initiatives in the Borough was to
attempt to evaluate what has worked and what has not. This has proved a very difficult task.
The Council has rarely had the resources to evaluate in detail the result of its programmes
and projects aimed at alleviating poverty and deprivation.

15.2

Central Government programmes, on the other hand, have nearly always been the subject of
major research and evaluation studies. The problem with most of these is that by the time
the study appears, Whitehall has moved on and announced a yet further initiative. In some
cases, a change of Government has intervened between the commissioning of academic
research studies and the publication of their findings.

15.3

Hence the tone and conclusions of such studies are imbued with what feels like the steer of
the civil servants who commissioned them. It is one of 'we are not sure that this initiative or
programme was entirely successful but in any event it has now been wound up and replaced
with a bold and radical new approach which we are confident will be the answer to
everything'.

15.4

The reality of course is that it is largely impossible to evaluate the impact of specific local
programmes and projects to reduce poverty and worklessness, when wider economic and
societal factors are continuously changing all around them. There was little the borough
could do to prevent the massive loss of manufacturing jobs in the 1960s and 70s. National
unemployment levels reached peaks in subsequent decades which now appear far worse
than in recent years.

15.5

Some very broad conclusions and thoughts are offered below, which may help the
Commission in its discussions on actions and outcomes from its work over the coming
months:
a) For Hammersmith & Fulham, housing opportunities (or the lack of them) have for many
decades been a major determinant of the lives of borough residents. Residual income after
housing costs can leave households and individuals feeling that they are living in poverty
even if, on national measures, they are not. The Council and local Housing Associations
have some, but limited levers, that can impact on the workings of the London housing market
and its acknowledged dysfunctions. Are there any measures the Borough should pursue to
intervene more in the housing market?
b) As was the case in the late 1970s, at the start of the Borough's Inner Area Programme,
the Council and its partners have to choose between investment in longer-term and more
structural interventions, as compared with revenue based (and often staff-intensive) support
of the immediate needs of vulnerable client groups - children in poverty, those with mental
health problems, single parents, the unskilled, the elderly on basic pensions. Which route
offers the best results over time?
c) Interventions that the Borough was able to make at periods when it has access to
substantial Government or EU funds did achieve some positive results. The Council used
IAP capital funds in 1980/81 to build a brand new access road to create an industrial Estate
at Mitre Bridge (north of Little Wormwood Scrubs). The jobs thereby created remain 40
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years later. A focus on addressing the skills mismatch of the Borough's then workforce
proved effective, at a time when manufacturing jobs in the borough were still disappearing.
EU and SRB funding was substantial during the 1990s, and the track record of the Borough
in achieving measurable increases in access to work and entry to jobs appears to have been
solid. None of these funding sources remain available, and the Government funds involved
in more recent initiatives (e.g. the White City Community Budget Pilot) have been far more
limited. Sheer lack of resources is a huge constraint on action.
d) As the Joseph Rowntree Foundation has noted 8 ‘new’ demographic changes are arising
which add forms of poverty. As well as a likely rise in lone parenthood, these include a
further rise in people living alone, including those living alone in mid-life who have never
cohabited, as well as those in young adulthood, returning to their parents’ home following
partnership breakdown.
e) The Council and its partners have a good track record from the past in identifying and
addressing complex issues requiring a creative, problem-solving multi-agency response.
There is a strong case for the Borough claiming credit for pioneering work in previous
decades on 'early intervention', in coining the term 'troubled families', and in integrating
health and social care in services for children and older people. Insofar as the totality of
problems of poverty and worklessness lie beyond the levers of influence that the Council and
local partners can themselves exercise, there are aspects of the problem, and specific client
groups, where a novel and effective contribution can perhaps be made.
Recent weeks have seen Central Government returning its attention to some of these
issues, albeit with proposals that are very modest in resource terms.
As this paper shows, many ideas have come round for a second if not a third time, in
Whitehall's efforts to address more complex socio-economic issues such as poverty and
worklessness. The pendulum appears to be swinging back, if only slightly, to models of
intervention as compared with reliance on the market (albeit that the recent report on
housing and transforming 'sink estates' was authored by Savills).
Lord Heseltine's encouragement of devolved decision-making coupled with local political
leadership (as in his 2013 review No Stone Unturned) has not gone unheeded in
Government. Will we see further Government initiatives on regeneration, new freedoms for
local government, and service integration that extend to London as well as the Northern
Powerhouse? Will the next Mayor of London provide scope for more active involvement by
Boroughs in the workings of the London housing market?

Henry Peterson
January 2016

8

Reducing Poverty in the UK A Collection of Evidence Reviews, Joseph Rowntree Foundation August 2014.
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Lessons from other Commissions
1

Introduction

1.1

Hammersmith and Fulham is described as a borough of two halves. Despite
averaged deprivation levels decreasing 1 there is an increasingly stark difference
between a deprived north and the affluent south; the northern wards have double the
unemployment rate of the south, and almost treble the long-term unemployment rate.

1.2

Across many indicators related to poverty and worklessness, Hammersmith and
Fulham either meets or exceeds the London average. As at 2014, the unemployment
rate was 7.4% -- the 9th lowest of all London boroughs. The overall JSA rate has
been decreasing, with latest levels at 2.2% across the borough (as at October 2015).
Youth unemployment has also rapidly decreased in recent years 2.

1.3

To identify the stark difference between the north and south of the borough and
source the affected areas and cohorts, a neighbourhood-level deprivation analysis is
required. Places within Hammersmith and Fulham are assessed using the Lowerlayer Super Output Areas (LSOA) to analyse the situation in particular places within
the borough. LSOA assessment takes multiple indicators into account (with
weighting in brackets); income (22.5%), employment levels (22.5%), education, skills
and training (13.5%), health deprivation and disability (13.5%), crime (9.3%), barriers
to housing and services (9.3%) and living environment (9.3%).

1.4

Eight LSOAs in the Borough are ranked in the 10% most deprived nationally. 26% of
the overall borough population, 23% of older people and 55% of children live in the
most deprived quintile areas nationally (LEA). The majority of these areas include
public sector estates; Clem Attlee, Edward Woods, White City, Wormholt, Charecroft
and Ashcroft Square.

1.5

Ethnic minorities are particularly affected by poverty and worklessness, with the JSA
rate significantly above average levels. The JSA rate is highest among “Other
Background” (15.9%), Black Other (14.8%), Black Caribbean (13.7%) and Black
African (11.2%) ethnic groups. These rates were around four times the rate for White
British, Indian and Chinese ethnic groups (Borough Profile).

1.6

Over half (50.6%) of unemployed people in the borough are long-term unemployed
(measured by the proportion of JSA claimants receiving JSA benefit for more than 6
months). This is compared to 45.5% in London and 43.1% in England. 34.1% of all
JSA recipients claimed for over 12 months, higher than the regional average of
30.6%. These long term JSA claimants were most commonly residents of
Hammersmith Broadway (64%), Addison (56%) and Askew (54%).

1.7

Housing is strongly correlated with levels of poverty. H&F has the fifth highest house
prices in London, with average rent levels having risen significantly recently from £35
per square foot to between £50 and £57.50 (between September 2014 and
September 2015) (Draft Employment Study).

1

st

th

(31 most deprived English local authority in 2010 down to 76 in 2014)
14.5% of JSA claimants in 2014 compared to a London average of 19.5% and a previous rate of 27% in
February 2011
2
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There is a high rate of underemployment in local take-up of part-time vacancies.
Employers cite skills gap in IT, problem solving skills, planning and organisation,
strategic management skills and basic numeracy and literacy skills.

Which cohorts are at risk?
1.9

Cohorts particularly affected by worklessness in H&F are:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

People from BME backgrounds
Women
People aged 50+ (13% of all claimants and claim for 6 months or more – one of the
highest proportions of English LA’s. 19% of this cohort have no qualifications)
People aged 40+ (44% of JSA claimants)
People with physical and learning disabilities
People with health conditions (including mental health)
Informal carers

(Source: Hammersmith and Fulham Local Economic Assessment)
2

A review of existing commissions

2.1

The first step of the Commission is to review of evidence and best practice across
existing poverty and worklessness-related commissions. The following local authority
commissions have explicitly addressed issues of poverty and worklessness through
commissions and strategic plans:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

2.2

Newham Tackling Child Poverty Scrutiny Commission
Greater Manchester Poverty Commission
Leicester Child Poverty Commission
Tackling Poverty in Renfrewshire
Islington Employment Commission
Greater Manchester Health and Worklessness Commission
Tower Hamlets: Reducing Worklessness Among Young Adults
Other areas of potential research are:

•
•
•
•
2.3

Fairness Commissions, undertaken by multiple Labour councils since 2010 to
address rising levels of inequality
Child Poverty Needs Assessments
Hackney Social Inclusion Scrutiny Commission
Haringey Work and Skills Plan
The findings of the various Commissions can be grouped according to the following
themes, with the number of commissions the recommendation feature in in brackets
(out of 7 reviewed commissions).

Early intervention, advice and advocacy
•

Co-location and/or partnership working between currently siloed services, including
satellite support e.g. employment support in GP surgeries, welfare support in
Children’s Centres (6/7)
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Training for caseworkers, frontline staff and residents (6/7)
Make the link between health and employment services explicit for both staff and
service-users (3/7)
Identify those eligible for free childcare to ensure take-up (2/7)
Work with community leaders to identify vulnerable individuals and work with
excluded communities (2/7)
IT training to reduce digital exclusion (2/7)
Household budgeting and financial support
Free legal services (1/7)
Careers advice from primary school age (1/7)
Share language development programme review with relevant partners for
developmental review (1/7)
Target mental health services for young people (1/7)

Welfare, bills and wages
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Free public transport, or review affordable fares (3/7)
Reducing council tax, or spreading across a longer time period (3/7)
Initiatives to reduce energy bills, source the cheapest tariffs and invest in energy
efficiency (3/7)
Review additional school costs, such as uniforms, meals and trips (3/7)
Enforcing the minimum wage (2/7)
Introducing a Living Wage (2/7)
Food poverty initiatives, with coordinates support (2/7)
Monitor and reduce usage of payday loans and lenders (2/7)
Introduce rent controls in the social housing sector (1/7)

Childcare and flexible working
•
•

improve quality of and access to affordable childcare (1/7)
universal health visiting for mothers and babies vulnerable to poverty (1/7)

Local economy, jobs and skills
•
•
•

Working with employers to produce internships and apprenticeships (7/7)
Build relationships between schools and employers (4/7)
Jobs fairs (1/7)

Migrants
•

Boost language skills through ESOL provision (1/7)

Housing
•

Improve the quality of housing in the private rented sector (1/7)

Lobbying central government
•
•

Ensure ongoing monitoring to lobby central government for more data (2/7)
Improve an Invest to Save case (1/7)

Hammersmith & Fulham Poverty and Worklessness Commission – 20 January 2016

•
•

Paper 3

Demand more social housing (1/7)
Review, reduce or remove welfare sanctions (1/7)

Internal governance
•
•
•

Anti-poverty strategy and bodies, tracking and measurement written across council
policy and agendas (4/7)
Use data, both predictively and to identify vulnerable cohorts and inform
interventions (3/7)
Joint lobbying with other councils with similar commissions (1/7)
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1. Newham Tackling Child Poverty Scrutiny Commission –
June 2007
Findings
Newham used data from the Household Panel Survey, combined with a concerted focus on
regeneration, to reduce poverty levels. It cites Joseph Rowntree research, and states that
employment and housing are the two routes out of poverty. Newham acknowledged the
difficulty in measuring success, as when people escape poverty they move out of poverty,
make the interventions impossible to effectively track, and are replaced ‘quite often by
households that are below the poverty line and thus the cycle of poverty is repeated’. Local
authority interventions stimulate social mobility, making it hard to measure and track
success.
The council conducted interviews, drop-in sessions, consultation conducted by residents for
residents.
Recommendations
• Explicitly anti-poverty strategies in the council
• Joint working and partnerships
• Tracking and measuring child poverty
• Develop an anti-poverty charter for all councils
• Reduce council tax in real terms, as it hits the poorest hardest
• Lobby central government to allow LA’s to enforce minimum wage, fund crossborough working and simplify benefits and incentives to employment
• ESOL provision
• Review ‘hidden costs’ of education, such as uniform and school trips
• Additional housing and finance support for vulnerable cohorts, and identify them
early
• Identify temporary positions for residents who’ve never worked before
Success of interventions

2. Greater Manchester Poverty Commission
January 2013
Findings
In Manchester, 23% of the sub-regional population live in the 10% most deprived areas.
Levels of unemployment and economic inactivity are amongst the highest nationally, with
over 15% of working age residents claiming an out of work benefit. The commission found
that poverty as an all-encompassing trait which made it impossible to plan ahead, and led
to mental health issues. The possibility of changes to benefits status was felt keenly and
exacerbated anxiety. In terms of defining poverty, a single metric such as 60% of the
median income was insufficient in capturing people’s lived experiences and perception of
poverty.
Recommendations
The Commission recommended actions grouped according the following themes:
Fuel, finance and food
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Promote initiatives to reduce energy bills
Increase access to affordable finance support
Coordinate, sustainable initiatives to tackle food poverty

Access to services
- Provide free public transport for residents in poverty
- Reduce digital exclusion through subsidised broadband and free ICT training
- Review supply and demand for free legal advice services
- Improve availability of quality childcare
- Make all services ‘poverty-proof’; compatible with the process of sudden poverty
- Coordinate voluntary-sector services
Jobs and growth
- Develop a Living Wage campaign
- Maximise the City Deal to generate local economic growth
- Ensure all growth strategies address poverty
Maintaining momentum for action on poverty
- Establish a Poverty Action Group
- Develop a neighbourhood level Poverty Index
- Join with Fairness Commissions in other areas to lobby joint issues
Success of interventions

3. Leicester Child Poverty Commission
January 2013
Findings
Over a third of children in Leicester – 26,000 – are growing up in poverty. The Commission
stressed the importance of joining up interventions across local and central government,
with partnership working across all sectors. The bulk of the report translated findings
directly into recommendations, collated by theme.
Recommendations
Early Years, Schools and Education
•
•
•
•
•
•

Children’s centres should identify and target vulnerable children (2-4) and support
the take-up of nursery places
Schools (both LA and academies) should promote free school meals and have
health eating initiatives, such as breakfast clubs
Local government and schools partnership working to provide Pupil Premium funding
to the most vulnerable students
Automatic city library membership
Promote safe play space
Consider a council Family Support Officer role to improve home-school liaison

Income, personal finance and housing
•

The council should introduce a Living Wage of £7.45 and encourage employers to do
this
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Work with trade unions and agencies to tackle exploitative pay and enforce the
minimum wage
Work with a social enterprise to have a packed lunch equivalent of free school meals
during holidays in deprived areas
City-wide coordination of food banks with a local referral framework
Improve household budgeting and financial literacy services sent with council tax
notices and bills, and through ward-based satellite support
Monitor and limit payday and high street loan providers
Make council tax payable across 12 months rather than 10
Children’s centres should provide welfare support
Improve the quality of housing in the private rented sector
Provide affordable/free holiday activities for children
Create an energy provider service to find the cheapest tariff for households
Invest in household energy efficiency (insulation etc.)
The council should lobby big energy to provide fairer tariffs, end penalisation for
paper bills and remove unfair billing for pre-payment meters
Lobby Government for more social housing
Create a budget loan/lease service for white goods

Health and wellbeing
• Make tackling poverty everybody’s business across the council
• Smoking cessation and dental hygiene campaigns
• Register every child with a GP, running campaigns across schools and Children’s
Centres
• Free fruit in schools, libraries and leisure centres
Economy, work and transport
• Partnership working with JCP
• Digital inclusion campaign
• Children’s Centres volunteering programmes to get parents back into work
• A business advice program for child-care providers
• Develop relationships with employers through a summit
• Review affordable fairs across public and private transport providers
Policy and governance
•
•
•
•
•
•

Written into portfolios
Training for frontline staff
Make the Commission an ongoing monitoring and reporting body
Partnership working with school governors and staff, faith groups
Monitor the impact of Universal Credit
Use data to inform initiatives and interventions

Success of interventions
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4. Tackling Poverty in Renfrewshire
April 2014
Findings
Renfrewshire focuses particularly on child poverty to assess the nature, causes and impact
of poverty. It’s estimated that 21% of children in Renfrewshire are in poverty – over 7000
children. This determined using the relative poverty metric of children living in a household
where the income is less than 60% of the national median income, using it as a way to
measure whether incomes are keeping pace with the economy as a whole. The
Commission also looked at income after housing costs. Families with children were the
biggest group of people in poverty at 37%.
Often, there was a ‘perfect storm’ of low paid employment opportunities, a rise in zero hours
contracts, cuts to benefits and a harsher regime of benefit sanctions. Workless households,
lone parents, disabled working-age adults, care leavers and people renting their homes are
all at higher risk of poverty than others. Despite the levels of poverty, tens of thousands of
pounds of benefits still go unclaimed in Renfrewshire every year with estimations that just
over half of the unclaimed benefits could be claimed by working age families. Inflation rates
for basic goods and services have risen 50% in the last ten years (Source: A minimum
income standard for the UK (JRF, 2014), creating what is known as the Poverty Premium.
The Commission found that:
-

More households in poverty were in work, rather than not
The welfare system is no longer providing a safety net, causing hardship due to
delays and errors in benefit payments and tougher benefit sanctions
Poverty influences a child’s future, and the attainment gap in schools needs to be
focused on
Power and resources should be devolved to communities
Tackling poverty is everyone’s responsibility, advocating multi-agency work

Sanctions are preventable and early intervention to offer advice and advocacy should be
prioritised to support people to avoid being sanctioned.
Recommendations
The Commission translated these findings into five key priorities:
•
•
•
•
•

Increasing the number of households who can access employment that provides an
acceptable standard of living
Preventing financial crisis and supporting low-income families to make the most of
their money
Improving levels of physical and mental health of children in low-income families
Closing the attainment gap between children from low-income families and their
better-off peers
Creating well-designed neighbourhoods where people want to live and can afford to
live
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These five key priorities for strategic focus were grouped under the following themes and
recommendations:
Pockets: financial support
• invest in peer-led financial education programmes
• address the Poverty Premium by negotiating with lenders and service providers
• improve local advice and advocacy services (welfare and energy advice)
• co-locate primary care with relevant support services
Prospects: improving physical and mental health of children from low-income
families
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Children’s services support and advice in primary care and community services
Universal health visiting provision and projects for mothers and babies at risk of
poverty
Partnership working to provide mental health services to young people
Share language development programme from 30 month child health reviews with
relevant partners to meet developmental needs
Use data and expertise to address attainment gaps in schools
Using the data, develop tailored interventions with schools such as literacy skills and
parental involvement
Allocate school resources according to deprivation
Review the cost of schools, such as uniform and school meals
Build relationships between schools and industry and employers

Places: design affordable neighbourhoods where people want to live
•
•
•
•
•

Partnership building with independent funders for regeneration
Pilot regeneration programmes with the community
Use City Deals to secure economic boost
Rent controls in the social housing sector
Increase the supply of affordable housing partnering with Housing Associations

Success of interventions

5. Islington Employment Commission
2014
Findings
The Commission found no evidence of an aversion to work, or a culture of worklessness;
residents wanted to work. The Commission wanted to see a complete re-haul of
employment support, including forging better partnerships with employers. The emphasis
was strongly on employment support for young people.
Recommendations
• Targeted casework and coaching approach for all frontline staff
• Tailored coaching and support to those who need it most
• Forge stronger, seamless partnerships across employment services
• Maximise the contribution of local services (e.g. GPs, voluntary sector)
• Work closely with employers, including providing training of best practice working
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Success of interventions
• The statistic around high numbers of people claiming Employment Support
Allowance hasn’t changes
• However, the Islington Employability Practitioners Network and iWork coaching
model has connected frontline practitioners from more than 60 organisations to
create a cohesive employment sector. 1023 people were supported into work in
2014/15, compared to 816 in 2013/14
• Local, regional and national partnerships to target support towards vulnerable groups
• Health and Work programme has piloted an innovative project in GP surgeries
• Islington Aspires website offers support and best practice for employers, and was
supported by 10 employers at its launch
• Islington Council gained accreditation as a TimeWise council, and recruited 27
apprentices since 2014 (as at November 2015), which has inspired other employers
to echo this practice
• Aspire 2015 set up – a week of activities connecting young people to skills and
employment
• Integrated support has been offered at youth hubs
• Future efforts will focus on healthcare and work, such as health-led employment
clinics in GP surgeries

6. Greater Manchester Health and Worklessness Commission
March 2010
Findings
This commission aimed to ‘Improve the economic prospects of adults in our most deprived
communities by reducing the number of people with limiting illnesses and out of work due to
ill health’. Manchester identified this as a key productivity gap between itself and other
parts of the UK. The Commission concluded that there was insufficient investment in
sustained, bespoke support services for people with health issues that are a barrier to
employment.
Mental health issues and unemployment were found to be strongly correlated. Causality
going both ways; with mental health issues reversed upon re-employment, indicating that
unemployment is a cause of psychological distress in itself. Similarly, poor health can lead
to worklessness, and worklessness can lead to poor health.
Recommendations
• A better Invest to Save case, with ongoing evidence and monitoring, should be
developed with DWP to lobby them for more data
• The link between health and worklessness needs to be more explicit, which could be
done through worklessness as a key part of the Director of Public Health’s portfolio
• The link between mental health, primary care and employment needs to be explicit,
across commissioning, referrals, reablement, employer training and advice (e.g.
employment information in GPS, counselling at work)
• Manage transition from IB to ESA
Success of interventions
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7. Tower Hamlets: Reducing Worklessness amongst Young Adults
February 2010
Findings
Low levels of skills, low educational attainment and high levels of migrants have contributed
to worklessness in Tower Hamlets. Many initiatives to tackle these issues have been
unsuccessful. The Commission wanted to focus on young adults (aged between 18-24)
and, within that, specific cohorts such as women and BME communities.
Recommendations
• The NHS should be involved in tackling worklessness
• Summer internship programme and mentoring for undergraduates
• Better promotion of employment support; integrated into the NHS, higher awareness
of opportunities across the third sector, jobs fairs
• Partnership working to ensure seamless delivery; schools, employment services,
JCP, Connexions. Even suggestions of careers advice from primary school age.
• An Enterprise Strategy should support entrepreneurship and social enterprises
locally
• Encouraging community leadership to identify and support individuals
• Socially excluded communities need to be targeted
Success of interventions

