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Context

This paper was devel oped in support of anational initiative called Action for Neighbourhood
Change (ANC). ANC isapan-Canadian project that involvesfour national and fivelocal partnersin
an effort torevitalizeand improvethe quality of lifein five selected neighbourhoods acrossthe
country.

Thefour national partnersare United Way of Canada/Centraide Canada, Tamarack —An
Institute for Community Engagement, the National Film Board of Canadaand the Caledon I nstitute of
Social Policy. Thefivelocal partnersare United Waysin Halifax, Thunder Bay, Toronto, Reginaand
Surrey. Theselocal partners are expected to convene aprocess that bringstogether individualswho
reflect the views of diverse sectors, including voluntary organizations, business and governmentsas
well aspeoplelivingin poverty, in an effort to revitalize their neighbourhoods.

Action for Neighbourhood Change asoinvolves as partnersitsfive key government sponsors:
the National Secretariat on Homel essness (Human Resources and Skills Development), Officefor
L earning Technol ogies (Human Resources and Skills Development), National Literacy Secretariat
(Human Resources and Skills Devel opment), Canada' s Drug Strategy (Health Canada) and National
Crime Prevention Strategy (Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness Canada).

The paper isone of two companion papers examining two countriesthat have had long but
very different historiesof policiesfor neighbourhood revitalization and community development. This
paper examinesthe experienceinthe UK. A separate paper by Steve Pomeroy reviewsthe
experience and practiceinthe US.

The paper first describes how interest in neighbourhood renewal waxed and waned for most
of thelast century inthe UK (Section I1) and then focuses on how palliative, or redistributional,
renewal policiesexplored new methods of local working during the 1990s (Section 111). Themajor
shift in policy thinking for the economy, socia policy and spatial policies, which occurred with the
advent of the Blair administration, isdiscussed in Section IV. The specific policiesand strategiesfor
implementing neighbourhood renewal, particularly in England, areoutlinedin SectionV. The
concluding section of the paper, Section VI, providesabrief review and evaluation of progressto
2005 and endswith some general lessons from recent UK experience.

I. Changing Times, Evolving Policies to 2000
Neighbourhoods in Policy
A neighbourhood can be understood asasmall, localized areaaround the home [Forrest and

Kearns2001; Teitz 1989]. Itisazoneof varied sizeand intensity for different individualsbut it
generaly involvesindividuasininteractionswith other residents, local service providersand visitors.
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Although some househol ds have more neighbourhood (place)-based lifestylesthan others, all
households‘ pay’ for neighbourhoodswhen they pay for housing. Neighbourhoods provide
environmental quality, more or less adequate public spaces, socia interaction, public and private
services, and accessto wider sitesfor household activitiesin thecity or region.

Neighbourhoodsarerichin spillovers, or externaities, and they are small, complex and quite
open systems[Maclennan 2000; Ellen and Turner 1997]. Neighbourhoods change. And when they
do, their system properties usually mean rapid, non-linear change with threshold and cumulative
effects. Because neighbourhoodsdiffer intheir range, quality and price of attributes, they could be
said to compete with each other for households. Neighbourhoods are chosen. Incomes, preferences
or lifestylesand other factors, including ethnicity and discrimination, can shape these choi ce outcomes.
Neighbourhoods, through housing choi ces, effectively becomethewaysin which socia segregationis
exercised.

Neighbourhood choices, when they reflect market failures or express segregation, may be of
policy interest. Sotoo arethe change processesthat see placesalter significantly in short time
periods.

A hundred years ago, the pioneers of city, housing and planning in the UK recognized the
importance of supportive and destructive neighbourhood spilloversand the range of characteristics
required to produce good or improving neighbourhoods. They believed that neighbourhoods should
be aconcern of policy and that community action should equally be an important governance forum
for nelghbourhood management and investment.

But these policy understandings faded away throughout thefirst half of the 20th century.
Although the UK now has, arguably, the most active renewal policiesin the advanced economies,
purposive policy interest in neighbourhoods has ebbed and flowed in Britain, asin other countries.
And it haschanged in meaning. Since 2000, the UK government has put in place aframework of
ideas, policiesand resourcesto support creative renewal policiesasacentral part of the mainstream
of government activity. Their predecessors had undertaken largely palliative programsof city renewal.

This section sets out thewaysin neighbourhood polices have evolved inthe UK, largely since
1950, and setsthe scenefor the significant changes post-1997. There areimportant insights about the
nature of neighbourhood renewal programsfrom both these phases aswell asfrom the processes
involved inthe mgor policy changes.

Confidence Misplaced, Space Simplified

For three decadesto 1975, British socioeconomic policieswere constructed on the twin
pillarsof Keynesian policiesto maintain full employment and welfare state expenditure (which rose
from around athird to ahalf of GDP) to progress social justice. The hallmark of the UK stateisits

2 The Caledon Institute of Social Policy



considerable centralization of control over welfare state policies such as health, education and housing
[Maclennan 1998].

Locally integrated housing, public service and neighbourhood provision largely disappearedin
the sectoral ‘ modernism’ of thelarge-scale renewal programs of the 1960s, though it had somerolein
the development of ‘new towns.” Place, community and neighbourhood played minimal rolesin policy
design and delivery asthe state expanded [ M aclennan 1986].

Government departments controlled mutually separate fiefdoms. Strong municipal govern-
ments al so devel oped their own deep silosfor careers, promotions, resources and politics. Program
outputswere defined in terms of smpletargets. For example, massive housing investment programs
(absorbing almost 5 percent of GDP per annum for long periods of the 1950s and 1960s) were driven
by housing targetswithout referenceto their wider social and economicimpacts[Wilkinson and
Applebee 1998]. Centralized departmentalism remained the dominant ethos of UK government until
at least the late 1990s, and many commentators would argue that centralismis still the dominant
feature of UK government.

After the 1950s, traditionally strong UK local government incurred more central control over
budgets, activitiesand, more recently, management styles. Many UK municipalities suppressed civic
leadership and entrepreneurial rolesand cameto view their role as providing redistributive public
services. Strong departmentalism, with the * housing management’ department at the forefront, and
disregard of synergieswere again prevalent locally [Maclennan 1997].

The spatial dimension of thewelfare state, regional economic policy, wasnot designed to
encouragethelocalized integration of main program expenditures. Spatial inequalitiesin economic
opportunitieswere perceived primarily asregional demand deficienciesrather than stemming from
constraintsin urban markets, such asthelabour and land markets, or inhibitions on urban creativity
and entrepreneurialism. Regional economic policieswere concerned largely with diverting jobsfrom
growing urban coresto the periphery and suburbs of |ess prosperous metropolitan areas[Maclennan
1997].

Throughout the postwar period, residents and jobs were decentralizing rapidly from UK core
cities. However, thekey spatial development policy of the period wasto decongest and renew core
urban areas developed 100 yearsearlier. Spatial planning favoured new towns and tight greenbelts
ensured that jobs and popul ation rel ocated to ever more distant suburbs, with agrowing propensity
for functional detachment from urban cores.

Housing policiesaided this process. Long-standing rent controls, from 1915 onwards,
ensured that city housing quality was declining and homeowner tax subsidies encouraged suburbani-
zation. Massive socia housing investment, especialy in northern cities, rel ocated poor but employed
familiesto the edge of citiesaswell asinto high density ‘ nontraditional’ dwellingson areas of Slum
clearance[Maclennan 1999].

The Caledon Institute of Social Policy 3



Housing provision improved radically but the outcomes reflected the dominance of sectoral
thinking [Maclennan and Gibb 1997]. For example, there waslittle consideration of the labour
market effects, many of which were negative and especially inthelonger term, of relocating unskilled
manual workersto suburban estates. On these estates, municipal ownership and monopoly dominated
the provision of servicesand few estates had well designed neighbourhood facilities. Therewasno
attempt to stimulate citizen participation or to listen to community voice.

For 30 years, Britain spent around 5 percent of GDP on building homes, rather than
neighbourhoods or communities. Urban redevelopment did not lead to integrated, sustained, urban
regeneration. Inflexible urban structuresand systems had been put in placeto serve apopulation
already incurring the consequences of new economic flexibilities[Maclennan 1986].

Slum clearancel eft behind islands of poor, older housing set in aseaof vacant land and
decaying properties (the negative externalities of clearance and decentralization). By 1974, it was
recognized that it could be economically rational to rehabilitate homes. General Improvement Areas
(with housing and environmental incentives) and Housing Action Areaswereintroduced to encourage
area-targeted upgrading. These measureswere housing focused. They wereseldomrelatedtoa
strategic city plan and, at first, they were addressed by taking municipal ownership of the older
housing stock. Progressively however, not-for-profit housing associationswere funded to undertake
such work. These associations and this strategy was most marked in Glasgow, and Scotland did at
last engage citizensin community participation. These organizationswere concelved, however, ssimply
as housing organizations (similar to non-profit providersin Canada) and legislation precluded, in
contrast to US not-for-profits, the development of wider neighbourhood roles.

Other localized initiativeswere devel oped. For instance, therewere alimited number of pilot
Community Development Projectsintroduced at the end of the 1960s which focused on social work
and community development. 1nthe economic sphere, however, therewaslimited local targeting of
job creation.

The 1971 Censusrevea ed the difficulties of Britain’s‘ Inner Cities,” though disadvantaged
older areas existed throughout metropolitan Britain and, at the sametime, prospering neighbourhoods
continued closeto city centres. Thispoint illustratesthe poverty of policy thinking which ascribed,
inaccurately, aspatial/locational label and cause to amuch more complex problem of neighbourhood
quality and needlessly stigmatized stableinner city areas. It aso meant that the emerging problemson
socia housing estates were excluded from the policy focusfor adecadein which their decline
accelerated and the potential cost of renewal rose exponentially.

However, thinking about arearegeneration had already begun to change in some cities by the
middle of the 1970s[Oatley 1998]. For example, it was recognized that the regeneration of Glasgow
would require extensive area-based housing regeneration, adiversification of housing tenures (to retain
affluent households), extensive environmental upgrading/land reclamation and anew emphasison
urban economic regeneration (hardly surprising asthecity had lost almost half of its manufacturing
jobs between 1953 and 1973).
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Similar argumentswere emerging in other British cities. However, in 1976 the Scottish Office
put in place the Glasgow East Area Regeneration project (GEAR) which wasaimed at revitalization of
thecity’seast end (with apopulation of 70,000 households). GEAR wasthe UK’ sfirst multi-agency
renewal partnership, though it was dominated by the public sector, and had limited formal community
participation. After ten years, the partnership achieved mgor physical regeneration successes, limited
social progress, and continuing economic and popul ation decline.

In 1978, the Labour government, on the verge of losing power until 1997, introduced the
“Inner AreasAct” which emphasized that “Inner City” problemswere economicin nature. Britain's
core citieswere decaying and declining not simply because of |ocational shift to the suburbs but
because‘ deindustrialization’ was eroding the old urban economic base [M aclennan 1997; Turok and
Edge 1999; Green and Owen 1998].

Itisof course aways convenient to blame them or theworld economy (or now globalization)
for adverselocal events. Arguably, the 1978 Act paid too little attention to the inadequate governance
and management of British citiesand the unintegrated nature of mainstream social and economic
policies. Enterprise Zoneswereintroduced to promote jobsin high unemployment areasand to
extend the number of areaseligiblefor the Urban Programme (initiated in 1969) which essentially
supported local social and community development projects, often in rather non-strategic fashion.
Urban Development Corporations (UDCsrestricted to England) and fashioned similarly to the earlier
GEAR project wereformed to restore city economic vitality [Oatley 1998; Parkinson 1998].

TheUDCshad to evolveinrather different circumstances as 1979 heralded the start of the
Thatcher era. The*welfare state’ had worthy objectivesfor society and many successes, but carefully
constructed, lasting, integrated neighbourhood solutionswere not part of itsvision and legacy.
However, after 1979, creative neighbourhood regeneration wasfar from the Thatcher Government’s
mind asit saw Britain’s problemsas primarily economic and set out to resolvetheminaradically
different and spatially blind fashion. And it isimportant to recognizethat in the latter yearsof the
Conservative period, somecrucial new emphaseswere beginning to emergein renewal policies.

Spreading Palliative Policies

The core policy beliefs of the Conservative governments of the 1980s marginalized area-based
regeneration policies[Maclennan 1998]. Therewasmerit intheview that the UK economy and its
labour markets had to modernizein the context of increasing globa competition and thisinvolved
reducing inflation and restraining the growth of public expenditure. Thekey implicationsfor area
regeneration policieswere, however, the beliefs (and implicit model of change) that:

* location choices should beleft to the market
» gpatia policiessimply displaced activity from onelocality to another, often with anegative
productivity effect

The Caledon Institute of Social Policy 5



e arearegeneration policiesweresimply social paliatives

« market failuresin neighbourhood choices and changeswererare and spillover benefits
from regeneration were small and slow

*  municipalitieswere nonstrategic and inefficient and initiatives should be agency-led

e community involvement wasagood thing, especially whereit was associated with the
demunicipalization of ownership and services

e public programs, including regeneration, should be performance and contract driven

*  businessshould be moreinvolved (for itsexpertise) in projects.

A number of theseideas|ed to more effective program delivery [Rowntree Foundation 2000],
but for approacheswith alimited vision and even more limited budget. Consequently, theseimprove-
mentswere swamped by the negative consequences of economic policiesand reduced mainstream
programs, which remained centrally driven and departmentally organized. Housing policy changes
illustrate this shift [Maclennan 1986; Maclennan et al. 1990; M aclennan and Gibb 1997].

Social housing investment by councils, in 1990, lay at aquarter of its 1980 level and rents
doubled inreal termsover thedecade. Theroleof ‘ bricksand mortar’ subsidies were sharply
reduced and replaced by ameans-tested housing benefit (aform of rent supplement shelter allow-
ance). These'aspatial’ measures had major negative impacts on social housing areas as had dein-
dustrialization, which disproportionatel y shed social tenants (often the unskilled and semi-skilled
workforce) fromjobs. Aslateas1990, half of theresidentsof UK citieswith apopulation exceeding
more than 500,000 peoplewere social housing residents. Inlargetractsof northern cities, there were
blocks of 10,000 or more houseswith not asingle unit in private ownership (other than those
purchased through the post-1980 tenants’ right to buy social housing).

These changes affected social sectorsalready displaying major socioeconomic differentiation
across neighbourhoods, along with quality decline and social disorder. Thekey processesand
outcomeswere[Maclennan 2000]:

* inadequatelong-terminvestment had led to quality decline

e budget cuts exacerbated repair backlogs

* aging and unemployment meant that only one tenant in three was employed

« monoalithic, periphera estates|eft the unemployed far from new job locations

* new socia housing with higher rentswas affordable only to benefit recipients

« employed householdsreceived more subsidy by leaving renting to buy

e vacancy turnover was highest in the worst areas and was | et to the most deprived groups,
reinforcing concentrations of the excluded

e single personsand single parentsdisplaced families asthe major client groups

* highrentsmeant that means-tested benefit trapping and dependency grew rapidly.

In short, for much of the 1980s (and indeed the 1990s), housing policies actively encouraged
the emergence of concentrations of the socially disadvantaged. Thewelfare state eramay have built
poor structures and failed to devel op thriving, flexible neighbourhoods but 1980s housing policies, in
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the new economic context, ensured the emergence of socia exclusioninacomplex geographic
mosaic.

The problem, at least at central government level, waslargely ignored for amost adecade. In
the*inner cities,” the Urban Devel opment Corporations (UDCs) becameincreasingly involvedin
property projectsand poor quality training programsthat did little to raise resident employability. The
physical quality of older areasimproved significantly in some cities as housing associ ation investment
grew and stimulated devel oper interest in brownfield sites. Although gentrification wasnever aserious
issuein northern British cities, with large stocks of brownfield land, there were such difficultiesin more
pressured southern areas. The UDCs, most notably L ondon Docklands (which has become along-
term success), werewidely criticized for putting diversification ahead of theinterests of thelocal poor
[Oatley 1998]. That said, the government of the day did reawaken investor interest in corecities.

Thisrather fragmented, small-scal e and sometimes contradictory regeneration effort had only
localized successes|[Carley and Kirk 1998; Carley et al. 2000]. It was, in most places, ad hoc and
nonstrategic, both locally and nationally. Although Conservatism had correctly replaced theold
guestion of “How can we get more money here?’ with therelevant question “What isthis place (city
or neighbourhood) actually for?,” it failed to cometo grips with the mechanisms and budgets required
to achieve desired change. Beneath the rhetoric that British cities were becoming more entrepren-
eurial and competitive, thereality was of limited and expensive physical upgrading of someareasas
many other social housing areas|apsed into cumulative decline and socia exclusion.

Planning Palliatives

The Conservative approach to rundown places changed markedly inthelate 1980s. This
reflected the growing recognition of :

» adverseelectoral consequencesof continuing urban decay

* riotsand disorder on agrowing number of estates

*  burgeoning costsof treating ‘ symptoms' (i.e., drugs, crime, vandalism and poor health)
» failureof sectora initiativesand small-areameasures without strategic context

* community involvement asimportant and effectivein housing programs

* environmental sustainability requiring more compact and cohesivecities.

The housing policieswhich had fuelled suburbani zation (tax breaksfor owners; rent controlsin
cities) were sharply curtailed after 1991. New avenueswere opened up to increase the flow of
private fundsinto social housing, including transferring public housing to the ownership of not-for-
profits. Theamost laissez-faire planning policies of the 1980swere gradually replaced with a
hierarchy of restrictionsfavouring brownfield sites (usually located within cities). After 1992, UK
urban employment finally begantorise.

The Caledon Institute of Social Policy 7



Therewasalso arethink of arearegeneration policies. Thefundamental ethosremained that
place and space were essentially irrelevant to economic competitiveness. However, in order to
addressthedifficulties, government tried to make regeneration efforts more strategic, integrated and
partnership oriented. While many of the policiesthat New Labour hasused inthelast fiveyearshave
been continuations or adaptations of specificinstruments devel oped in the 1990s, the purpose of
policy and resource commitmentsto regeneration have been radically different.

The Conservatives devel oped aseries of large and small, housing-led and non-housing-led
measuresto tackle rundown areasin cities. 1n someinstances, there was undue emphasis on housing
only or housing-led measures. The Priority Estates Project (PEP) aimed to deal with dwelling quality,
management and tenant participation on the poorest social housing estates and, in theseterms, was
successful. Inanumber of places, poorly managed public sector propertiesweretransferred away
from councilsinto Housing Action Trusts (HATSs) and they had some successinimproving local
housing conditionsand diversifying housing tenures. But they had littleimpact onlocal economic
performance. At the other extreme, city pride dealt with theimage and economic flagship projectsin
four of thelargest English cities, whereasthe City Challenge program led citiesto develop competitive
bidsfor resourcesfor city refurbishment, but without requiring adetailed community renewal strategy
as part of the process.

Programsin Scotland had adifferent feel. Therewerefewer of them and fewer changes of
policy name and tack. However, therewere significant increasesin the budgetsfor housing and local
environmental renewal that were channelled through the national housing agency, Scottish Homes.
Scottish Homes, much more than its English counterpart, promoted local community organizationsand
invested resources within strategic regeneration frameworksfor each city in Scotland. Therewasa
program aswell for Smaller Urban Renewal Initiatives (SURIS) indeclining, small industrial towns.
Scottish Homes al so pushed |ocal authorities and other government agenciesand, in particul ar,
Scottish Enterprise (which had no counterpart in the English regionsuntil the formation of the Regiona
Development Agenciesin 1998).

Themodel of citywide partnershipswith municipal |eadership and government department and
agency representation, along with the community and private sectors, was devel oped in Glasgow from
1990 onwards, adecade before Local Strategic Partnerships became the centre point of New Labour
policy in England. Inthe Scottish context of the 1990s, however, the emphasiswas undoubtedly on
recreating communitiesin asustainablefashion. But the sectorsfor action were primarily about
housing and local economic devel opment, though health servicesand policing were significant and
willing partnersin renewal at thelocal scale.

There was one important exception to that lessthan ‘joined-up’ approach. Asan aternative
to the English HATS approach, the Scottish Office set up four 10- to 15-year partnershipsto pro-
moteintegrated renewal of four large (10 to 30 thousand people) public housing areas. To ensure
cross-departmental cooperation, the Departmental secretaries of the key four government depart-
mentsinvolved were each allocated the Chair of one of the Partnership Boards. ThisNew Lifefor
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Urban Scotland Programmewas generally successful and it wasrolled out in theform of Priority
Partnership Areas across 20 localitieswithin Scotland, and with agreater number of lessintensive
urban regeneration zones. Although the government agenciesthen continued to have key local
negotiation rolesin renewal, the Conservative government in Scotland decided that amajor gover-
nance shift of policy control had to take place. Inlate 1995, they placed local authoritiesback at the
core of therenewal processto chair and run Partnership Areas.

The community, multisector and integrated aspects of Scottish policy or most of the 1990s
wereclearly well ahead of English programsat that period and attracted much international attention
and someimitation. Inthemiddle of the 1990s, Whitehall merged a series of small, disconnected
programs and set them up as a Single Regeneration Budget (SRB).

Hall and Mawson [1999] described the SRB as aloosely managed resource competition. The
program, intheir view, was centrally dominated with central government setting both the program
criteriaand making final bid selection decisions, though the content of bidswasdevised locally. The
authors concluded that thiswaslikely to have meant that |ocal stended to bid for what they thought
central government would fund rather than their own priorities. The authorswere also concerned that
some of the poorest municipalities|acked the staff and resourcesto make convincing bidsand this
then disrupted the linkage between program all ocations and needs criteria. They also believed that the
partnershipsformed lacked formal accountability (thisisvalid inrelationtolocal political account-
ability but it overstatesthe point; government agencies and departments are, after all, accountableto
parliament and to voters).

Hall and Mawson [1999] preferred the significant French approach of negotiation between
citiesand central government, with consultation leading towardsacontract. In France, the contrat
d'ville undoubtedly saw the importance of astrong central ministry intaming departmentalismandin
creating aclear, nested strategic framework running from national to city to neighbourhood levels.
They argued that time and resources went into fashioning effective partnershipsrather than wasteful
competitive bidding. They did not comment on the comparative innovation properties of thetwo
approaches and that isan important omission.

A kinder view would bethat the SRB simplified the renewal landscapein England and
provided substantial resources (around £4 billion per annum) for local authoritiesto make competitive
bids. Inthesebids, the extent of community involvement and quality of thewider strategic framework
became key aspects of the assessment so regeneration strategiesin England changed markedly when
the program emerged. Further, the administration of the program and the detailed all ocation of
resourceswithin the nineregionsof England werefacilitated by strengthening the administrative
capacitiesand roles of the offices of central government located within theregions. A new framework
for renewal wasbeing put in place that would have greater significance after 1997. Thecutsof a
decade earlier had al so raised the capacities of citiesand communitiesto maketheir own contributions
to change.

The Caledon Institute of Social Policy 9



1. Places on the Agenda

From Palliative to Creative Approaches

Asthemillennium drew toward aclose, thereal paradox in UK neighborhood policy thinking
becameevident. Programswere still regarded by the Treasury asessentially redistributive. However,
at thelocal scale, there wereincreasing effortsto make programsintegrated, strategic, partnership-
oriented and community driven. These effortsarose because local communitiesrecognized that the
policies changed their capacities, not just in anarrow economic sense but in relation to governance
and wider issues. Thelocal perspective was of the developmental nature of regeneration programs,
emphasizing how place and space mattered in social and economic devel opment [ M aclennan 1998;
Forrest and Kearns 1999].

Policiesand spending were, inreality, both redistributive and creative. When thiswas
recognized, adifferent sense of what regeneration policy can achieve wasrequiredin policy. It
requires concern for how place affects devel opment and how territory isbest managed to meet
national aswell aslocal ams. It took the election of the New Labour government to fully recognize
that theserather different trade-offs between redistribution and growth were possi ble and that much,
though not all, of what had been considered as neighbourhood problems could represent significant
long-term economic opportunitieswith different territorial management arrangementsin place. As
noted above, Britain was ready to move on to creative neighbourhood renewal approaches.

Before outlining that change of approach, itisworthwhile stressing that the experience of the
1990s and even earlier had already put in place evidence, experience and understanding of what was
possible, aswell asthe rudiments of abasic approach to practicein places. When onelooks at
present policy or attemptsto comment, there anumber of striking points about UK experience and
antecedents.

Learning Lessons, I nforming Change

The palliative policy developments of the 1990s put in place major capacitiesand ‘ experi-
ments,” which played important roles asfoundationsfor New Labour policies. Thesefoundations
reflected both the merits of some past actionsaswell asthe ‘what works' ethos of incoming ministers.

Therewas, asoutlined above, agreat deal of practical, local experience of working with
communities, developing partnershipsand involving the private sector. Thevariety of previous
approachesin Scotland and England all added to the range of possibilitiesto consider.

Therewasalso asignificantly increased stock of expertisein renewal issues, within govern-
ment, local authorities, lending intitutionsand communities. Therewasinasoin place, uniquely inthe
Western world at that time, a considerable volume of research on city and regeneration issues,
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including much work about the efficacy of partnershipsand renewal vehicles: the Economic and Social
Research Council’s (ESRC) cities program provided auseful general background but the Joseph
Rowntree Foundation (JRF) programs on regeneration really pushed to the heart of the matter and
focused not just on what to do but al'so how to do it effectively.

In 1999, the key lessonsto be drawn from the Rowntree Area Regeneration Research
Programmeswere posed as challengesfor the new Blair Administration to address. The JRF research
consensus at the end of the old millennium identified the following major weaknesses of past
approaches [JRF 2000].

Statistical frameworks, monitoring and evaluation

By the end of the 1990s, the UK was spending closeto £5 billion per annum on regeneration
programs. However, the statistical frameworksfor identifying neighbourhoods, their attributes and
their interactionswere still rudimentary. Thisallowed apersistence in vagueness about the notions of
neighbourhood used in programs. While there was much talk about the value of community involve-
ment and the importance of spillovers, there waslittle attempt to estimate the extent of theseimportant
program effects.

The absence of sufficient cross-section datameant that adequate time seriesinformation to
track neighbourhood changetrajectoriesalso did not exist. Thiswasnot simply amatter of stitching
together census databut also, for example, failing to devel op Geographic Information Systemson
housing transactionsand social sector |ettingsaskey indicatorsof local change.

A consequence of poor monitoring and, indeed, lack of conceptual clarity wasthat program
eva uationswere often unconvincing. Thefinal evaluation of the GEAR program in Glasgow (see
above) which had spent closeto abillion dollars, was driven by some conceptual thinking but relied
on aprocess akin to detectivework just to identify where inputs had gone and struggled to measure
what were regarded as key project intended outcomes. A decade later, by the end of the 1990s, the
government’s evaluation of the SRB program was more considered and better informed but still
plagued by data problemsto address key questions.

Therewas much scattered project evidence that there had been some successes, but there
were aso many hidden failuresin 1990s regeneration.

Lawlessand Dabinette[ODPM 1999] reviewed the official evidence base. They concluded
that official guidelines had focused too much on single output measures and on net costsrather than
the overall cost-benefit patternsfor outcomes. In short, the evidencefor policy changewas
economically weak, though that limitation, prior to 1997, seldom placed limitson politically popular
programsinthe UK. Policy was evidence-influenced rather than evidence-based.

The Caledon Institute of Social Policy 11



Understanding and theorizing the problem

Prior to 1996, the UK government, despite persuasive evidence and encouragement from the
EU, systematically refused to countenance the notions of social exclusion andinclusion. Asaresult,
regeneration thinking was stymied and could not move beyond the palliative approach and adequately
link place policiesto broader service programs, economic policiesand social security measures.

The Joseph Rowntree Foundation [JRF 2000] concluded that there needed to be an under-
standing of placeissues both asamanifestation and areinforcing element within processes of socia
exclusion [Parkinson 1998]. This pointed up aneed to think about diverse kinds of neighbourhoods
indifferent kinds of difficulties. It drew attentionto thestill, in some places, flagship physical pro-
grams and nonstrategic and single sector fix-ups. JRF pushed the debate beyond the palliative
paradigm.

Making measures multisectoral

The Joseph Rowntree Foundation stressed that economic change and social processes had to
be considered jointly at the neighbourhood scale. They emphasized that physical land use, planning
and housing measures had to be linked to better public services, especially the core servicesrequired
in rundown neighbourhoods. They aso drew attention to the need to think of housing as not just
bricksand mortar but rather as systems of allocation, pricing and management which operated within
the housing sector to concentrate and isolate poorer households. They argued that the simple place
versus peopl e approach would no longer serverenewal purposes. They also emphasized, asgovern-
ment had then already realized, that there are no fast solutionsto creative renewa when communities
aregiven appropriaterolesin change. Finaly, they stressed the importance of multisector government
approaches. Thisissueis pursued below.

Multilevel governance

Inthe UK, local authorities have significant planning and program powersand roles.
Multisector renewal inevitably raisesissues of cross-level cooperation between different spheres of
government. In Scotland, for instance, relevant renewal programs*belong’ to the UK government, the
Scottish executive and local authorities, and there areimportant community levelsof governancein
some neighbourhoods.

Hall and Mawson [1999], intheir review for JRF, concluded that central government
departmentalism had fragmented |ocal policy delivery and created needlessfrictionsin theterritorial
management of policies. However, in neighbourhood renewal programs, the key problem isthat
government isorganized functionally and hierarchically but regenerationisloca and requiresintegrated
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actions. Thisoftenresultsinafailureto bend mainstream policiesto local circumstancesaswell asa
proliferation of top-down, bidding-allocated initiativesinvariably beset with rulesand regul ationsthat
inhibit cooperation locally. The authorsfurther believed that thisdepartmentalism led to alack of
integrated strategiesfor neighbourhoods and cities and the domination of many renewal projectsby
central agenciesrather than local government or communities. They did concede, however, that the
SRB program had dealt with some of these difficulties, though not key central departments had
participated in the SRB, as had the strengthening of government officesin theregions. Inbroad terms,
the authors concluded that the hail of central programs after the middle 1990s created serious|ocal
difficultiesand burdensin funding, integrating and managing renewal projects.

Whiletherewas much of validity inthe Hall and Mawson view, it a so had some limitations.
Their last remark istherevealing weakness. Central agencies had been unwilling to cede spending
powersand ‘ policy territory’ not just because of bureaucratic defensiveness but because many local
authoritiesinthe UK were simply fixated and enmeshed in their municipal service provision powers.
They had no strategic capacitiesfor their own programs, let a one subtlerenewal activities. Many at
the end of the 1990swere still anti-private ownership and often saw communities asirritating enemies
rather than client groupingswith legitimate serviceinterest and voices[Beresford and Hoban 2005;
Gregory 1998].

The challenge for government that the Joseph Rowntree Foundation backed was the need to
find appropriate mechanismsof local policy control where such local governmentswere ‘ outcome’
rather than ideology oriented and where communitieswere seen asalegitimatevoice. Thevariety in
the quality of local government, which policy should seek to raiseto higher levelsinthelonger term,
required variable policy geometry so that effectivelocal authoritiescould takeleadership. Less
competent performers could have different rolesasthey evolved their skillsinrenewal. Thisaspect of
renewal policy required afocuson ‘what works.’

Partnerships

The Joseph Rowntree Foundation stressed the importance of partnership in renewal, not just
acrossdifferent levelsof government but in also in engaging the diverseinterestsand cultures of the
community and private sectors[Carley et al. 2000]. They also drew attention to the importance of
two levelsof, or nested, partnershipsin which citywide partnerships could concentrate on city vision
and citywide economic and other processes, while devolving resources and delivery powersto more
localized partnershipsin neighbourhoods undergoing decline (similar to the Scottish model emergent in
the 1990s).

However, whilerecognizing that ‘ partnership isthe organizational mainstay of regeneration, the
Joseph Rowntree Foundation stressed that there had already been too many ad hoc and repetitive
partnershipsformed and that it was already timeto rationalize partnerships and make them serious.
By 1999, there was already much ‘ partnership fatigue’ on many estateswith ‘ talking shops which
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contributed littleto social inclusion, wasted human resources and discredited the concept. In poorer
places, residents and practitionersfelt that fewer, better partnerships, linked clearly to tangible
outcomes over alonger period of time, would be amore effective approach [ JRF 2000].

Within these partnerships, they a so highlighted theimportance of having bureaucrats,
especially fromthe higher spheresof government, develop essential skillsin consensus building,
negotiation and good project leadership. The Joseph Rowntree Foundation concluded that, in the
early 1990s, government had recognized theimportance of multisector and multilevel governancein
renewal but had donelittle prior to 1997, to substantively refashion either.

Community at the heart of renewal

The Joseph Rowntree Foundation argued that, for effective renewal programs, communities
need to be empowered as part of acoherent process of modernizing local government [Taylor 2000;
Duncan and Thomas 2000]. That is, the cooperativeroles between |ocal authoritiesand communities
needed to be explored rather than simply promoting community as an aternative ideol ogy to munici-
pality. Thiswould require councilsto take amore enabling view of their own roles and to develop
more flexible bureaucratic work practices and arrangements. Thiswould involve developing anew
community awarenessin the behaviour and culture of municipal bureaucrats. At the sametime, there
needed to be an adequate resourcing of the community’sinterest. The Joseph Rowntree Foundation
proposed aNational Empowerment Fund to support community representativesin renewal
partnerships.

Wider strategic frameworks

Much neighbourhood renewal in 1990s Britain was pursued without setting neighbourhoodsin
awider framework of action. JRF argued that estateinitiatives had to be set within citywide and
regional strategic partnerships. Thisrequired theselevelsof government and governanceto havea
clear visionfor their places and for the neighbourhoods nested within them aswell asacorporate
strategy (with aneighbourhood spatial dimension) within thelocal authority and acrosskey
government partners. Thisapproach wasto be particularly relevant to the linking of economic agents,
such astheregiona development agencies, to social and service polices, and to physical planning for
places[Carley and Kirk 1998].

The Joseph Rowntree Foundation also took the view that it was not enough for central
government to tell all subsidiary levelsto haveaspatia vision and plan. They argued, ashavethe
European Union, that therereally needsto be awritten down spatial vision for the nation and some
criteriato guideinterurban decision, such asonroadsandrail.
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The JRF * Foundations’ for future regeneration policieswere awidely agreed statement of how
regeneration policiesin the UK needed to change [JRF 2000]. Inthe period that they appeared and
shortly afterwards, the New L abour government was pursuing its own thorough review of neighbour-
hood renewal and social exclusioninthe UK. That very open and inclusive government process (see
further below), built on the Joseph Rowntree Foundation and rel ated work, and widely captured
interest and expertise. New conventional wisdoms and new ideasfor renewal approaches appeared,
sometimesaarmingly rapidly.

It isnow timeto turn to the description and assessment of UK renewal policies since 1997
and, more particularly, sincethe national strategy for neighbourhoods emerged in 2000.

[I1. New Labour, New Policies
So What's New?

The 1990s experiences of central bureaucrats, local governments, the reflections of think tanks
(such as Demos), and the sustai ned research efforts of the Joseph Rowntree Foundation meant that
New Labour entered government in 1997 with arich set of ideas and evidence about the processes
and prospectsfor neighbourhood renewal. However, the extensive and impressive steps that
subsequently have occurred towards an integrated policy approach for creative neighbourhood
renewal werenot all achieved in one giant step.

New Labour used itsfirst two yearsin office to demonstrate a capacity for fiscal restraint and
to rethink approachesto major policies, including policiesfor places. The new government also made
clear that it was committed to a‘ what works approach to policy and wasresistant to the |obbies of
Labour supporting ‘ producer’ interests. In housing, city and renewal policy, there had been many
local authoritiesthat had expected the return of Labour government to mean that they would rapidly
regain moral and financial support to re-expand their public housing. The government resisted these
pressures, emphasized theimportance of partnershipswith key rolesfor communitiesand the private
sector inrenewal, and quickly doused expectations of ‘untied’ and unconditional largessefor
municipalitiesfrom central government.

Sincethelate 1990s, the vast majority of local authoritiesin England have significantly raised
thelr capacitiesto undertake effective renewal work and increasingly have shifted to an enabling
interpretation of their ownroles. Thelargest cities have formed aCore Cities group to progress city
policies, and somerenewal issueswith government, and it has become apowerful, strategic influence
for better urban policiesin Britain.

However, from 1997 to 1999, the major differencesfrom past approachesin renewal policies
wereinthetone and creativerational e rather than policy instruments or even resourcelevels. Atthe
end of 1998, the new Department of the Environment, Transport and the Regions (DETR) declared
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that the aim of area-regeneration policy was not just to reduce deprivation but al so to promote sus-
tainable regeneration and facilitate wealth creation [DETR 1998]. It articulated aclear sensethat the
critical role of the policy wasto promote horizontal integration (of ‘mainstream’ vertical policies) and
thus‘integrate and enhance main program spending.” In addition to devel oping effective, creative
coordination mechanisms, the government indicated that area-regeneration budgets also gaveflexibility
whereit wasdifficult to‘bend’” mainstream programs.

Atthelocal scale, it wasrecognized that the bottom-up, but strategic and integrated
approaches, which had begun to emerge from 1990s experience were of value and their general ethos
would be maintained. To attract the attention of new ministers, the Association of L ocal Authorities
had initiated New Commitmentsfor Regeneration which were municipal-led partnershipsto integrate
local actionsbut they failed to command much initial support from government.

Instead, government first refocused the existing Single Regeneration Budget (SRB) approach
and announced that competitive resource bidding would be continued (though there had been strong
municipal pressuresto end it). However, new policy guidance emphasizing the needswithin areaswas
issued. Theregionally decentralized administrative officesof central government, the Government
Officesfor the Regions (GORS), were asked to provide aregional, strategic framework to establish
advisory panelsfor assessing bidsand to liaise more closaly with municipalitiesin the bid formation
process. At the sametime, some 10 percent of the SRB budget was all ocated to support community
involvement.

At the end of 1998, while the core future approach was still being devel oped, government
announced the New Deal for Communities (NDC) program with athree-year budget of closeto £900
million. NDC projectswere to engage government agencies delivering housing and economic change
and also to target defined improvementsin public service outcomes, related to crime, health and
education, in areas of 1,000 to 4,000 people—i.e., outside of large urban areas. NDC was
introduced to promote anew lead role for municipalitiesin devel oping partnership-led strategiesfor
neighbourhood renewal (similar to existing Scottish approaches). They now existin 39 areas of
England and, by 2008, these areaswill have attracted an additional £2 billion of government support.

At the sametime, and in contradictory fashion, anumber of central Whitehall departments
(largely seeking to avoid having to undertake integrated area actions except on their own terms)
adopted ‘zone' approachesto impart alocal dimension to their own programs. Thisapproach was
largely avoided in the devol ved Regions (Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland) where such zones
wereregarded asrunning counter to local policy integration. In England, employment zones, health
zones and special education zones all had to be aligned to local area-regeneration strategies and such
attempts have not always been successful.

However, just asthese NDC measures and zones were reaching the ground, the government
put in place acommitment and mechanism to review neighbourhood renewal policy inEnglandina
fashion not previously witnessed inthe UK. 1n 1998, the Prime Minister established a Social
Exclusion Unit (SEU) within the Cabinet Officeto promoteinclusion strategies. The Unit had remits
related to specific social groups—e.g., the street homel ess, but also for the worst area concentrations
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of theexcluded. Thislatter interest led to anintense high-level effort to better understand the causes
and solutionsfor Britain’s poorest places. But it also, subsequently, rather sidelined the new initiatives
of late 1998.

In the previous sections, it was noted that neighbourhood renewal strategiesin the 1980swere
introduced as palliatives agai nst aworsening backcloth of rising unemployment and public service
reductionsfor Britain's poorest people and communities. 1n considering New Labour’screative
renewal policies, itiscritical to understand that they were seento have key rolesin avery different
context of employment, service provision and policy thinking. There have been anumber of important
emphasesin related policy areas which have formed an essential backcloth for more successful place
regeneration.

A Different Big Picture
The economy

Since 1997, the UK Treasury has continued to develop aframework for national economic
policies which hasremoved some of theworst policy blind spotsthat seem to bedevil neoliberal policy
regimes. Probably more than any of the other leading European economies, the Treasury has
recognized that intensifying global economic change and continuing, externally driven change set the
context for British effortsand outcomes. But to achieve effective long-term competitive outcomes,
market failures and spilloversin policies must be addressed. In short, each period’seconomic
outcomes set the context for the next set of changesand it isessential to capture synergiesand replace
vicious circleswith virtuous cycles (thus blending ideas that range from Romer [ 1986] through
Granovetter [1985] to Putnam [1993] and even Castells[1998]).

Their belief isthat well designed policy interventions can lead to better productivity outcomes
aswell asfairer economic outcomes. Inthisdevelopmental view of theworld, growth and distribution
arerecognized to berelated, economy and society, in turn, mutually reinforce each other.

Although more recent Treasury focus has moved onto i ssues about housing and planning (the
Barker Review [HM SO 2005]), early action concentrated on a series of labour market measures
(‘New Deals') and benefit/tax credit changesto reduce unemployment and improve low pay (and a
minimum wage wasintroduced), [Hillsand Stewart 2005]. Some actions, subsequently, directed tax
concessions and reliefstowardsfirmsin disadvantaged areas and there was al so significant
development of measuresto support credit and entrepreneurship in poor placesthrough social
economy policies. After 1998, government replicated for England, viatheregional development
agencies, mechanismsfor promoting local economic policies(at regional, city and neighbourhood
levels) that had already existed in Scotland and Wal es and with some successtoo. Therewasno
return to traditional regional policiesbut rather the adoption of amore complex set of measuresto
promote active labour market policiesand raiseinvestment and innovation levels.
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Rising employment ratesin cities and poorer neighbourhoods reduced some difficulties but
also exacerbated others. For example, there has been extensive abandonment of low quality and
drugsimpacted neighbourhoodsin northern English cities asrising employment and wages have given
more choicesto many poorer households. But thereislittle doubt that the reductionin joblessnessin
the economy set amore positive context for renewal policiesthat had an intention to achieve
sustainable change.

Social justice

While maintaining Conservative spending plan total suntil 2000, to secure economic stability,
New Labour aso gradually increased spending on education, health and housing that facilitated local
renewal. By 2000, therewererapidly growing sectoral programsaimed at reducing child and pen-
sioner poverty. Sectoral programsthat could help the poorest places were re-expanding [L upton and
Power 2005].

The Treasury was at the core of the policy developmentsto promote social justice, reflecting
their view that further economic progresswas embedded in current social outcomes. The Chancellor,
Gordon Brown, argued (inrelation to overall poverty policy) that: “Thereisawider incentivein
economic termsfor the nation to tackle deprivation. 1n amodern economy where skillsare essential
to production, denying opportunity isan unacceptableinefficiency that holds back the nation’s
potential prosperity...”

In tackling disadvantage, the Treasury insisted on atri-part approach to change. First, jobs,
incomes and entrepreneurship had to rise amongst the poor and that partly involved areworking of
benefit and tax systems (awhole series of tax creditsdealt with this). Second, mainstream public
services had to be extended and reformed. Finally, to ensurethat service synergieswere made and
captured and that ‘ nobody should be disadvantaged by wherethey live by 2020, the Treasury was
committed to place policiesat regional, city and neighbourhood levels. Neighbourhood renewal was
seen then asacoretransformative policy for the nation’s poor people and places—and not simply as
apalliative but asasustained reintegrating device.

Changing governance

Governanceinvolvesissues of management competences aswell as structures or decision
taking and accountability. During the second half of the 1990s, and continuing and strengthening
towardsthe millennium, the UK Civil service promoted extensive reassessments of itsstyle of doing
business (though not all departments have embraced change with the same enthusiasm). These
changesin style, after 1997, included amajor assessment of cross-sectoral work (The Joining-1t Up
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Initiative) and of evidencefor policy making (TheAdding-It Up Initiative). These perspectives helped
some changesin renewal policy and they are discussed further in the next section of the report.

Therewere also important changesin regional government and governance arrangements. A
new parliament for Scotland, assembliesfor Walesand Northern Ireland, and anew regional, strategic
government for London were put in place by 1999. Although there are emerging doubts asto whether
the London arrangements are potent enough to deliver effective regeneration, the other devolved
arrangements have strengthened what were already strong approachesto regional, city and
neighbourhood regeneration on the Celtic fringe of Britain. Indeed, much of theinnovationin UK
policy for places, prior to 1999, waswithin theseregions.

In the wake of the rejection of adevolved assembly for the northeast of England, itisunlikely
that any other regional governmentswill appear in England. Theweight of opinion and political
interest now seemsto be swinging behind the creation of effective metropolitan regional governance
arrangements. The government, amid thismixed uncertain position, hasintroduced Regional
Development Agenciesin England to link employment, innovation, land and environment (English
Partnerships) efforts. The Regional Development Agencies (RDAS) work closely with GORsand
have‘ Regional Chambers' for consultation and guidance[see McGregor et al. 1999; McGregor et al.
2005].

We have already noted the extent to which governments from 1990 onwards saw multisector
partnerships asthe appropriate governance vehiclesfor city and neighbourhood renewal. With the
advent of New L abour, which had a stronger communitarian or community interest than traditional
welfare state Labour, therewas also, at least initially, amajor concern to push decision takingin
servicesto aslocal alevel aspossible. In housing, for example, the policy to promote the transfer of
public housing to not-for-profit ownership wasdriven as much by interest in localized autonomy asit
wasfiscal salesreceipts.

However, as noted below, there have been some important inconsistencies and cross-
departmental differencesin pursuing theseissuesthat hasrather reduced the potential role of
communitiesin change. In Scotland, for instance, it would be difficult to argue that renewal isnow any
more community-led than it wasin 1999 unless one easily (and somewhat meretriciously) conflatesthe
term ‘community’ with ‘municipality.” Governancereformissuesrun almost seamlessly onto indicating
the new importance attached to placein policy.

Place policy

The policy debate of the late 1990s emerged with the conclusion that place mattersat region,
city and neighbourhood scales. The new government’s approach to place, or territorial management,
had multiple layersbut it was not finely integrated [ M aclennan 2000].
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Attheregional level, after theinitial burst of activity devolving powersto Scotland, Walesand
Northern Ireland, thefocus of attention wasthe differencesinincomelevelsand growth or
productivity rate acrossthelarge Economic Planning regions (the Government Regions). That
concern wasreflected in aPublic Service Agreement between the Treasury, the Department of
Industry and the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (ODPM), to reduce these disparitieswhile
raising growth rates (atough target). Thethrust for changewasregional and economic, and initially
paid little attention to intra-regional patternsand disparitiesasfactorsin regiona growth. Thisfocus
was arguably both an analytical weakness and apolicy integration opportunity missed.

Simultaneously, within adifferent part of ODPM, the Deputy Prime Minister had asacore
task the development of acities White Paper and an Urban Summit processthat worked against the
challenging background of Lord Rogers’ 1998 report from the Urban Task Force [HM SO 1998].
That process concentrated on thelarger core citiesand, to alesser extent, their metropolitan regions.
The process has been remarkably successful, at apolitical level, in aligning national and local govern-
ment interests and those of other interested partiesand it has delivered considerabl e apparent success
[ODPM 20053].

City policies have to switch between and embrace both city-region wide processes and those
that operate morelocally, such as at the neighbourhood or submarket scales. But that hasto be done
systematically. Thereislimited value, for instance, in having adisaggregated view of housing and
transport choices but no disaggregated view of economic activity and whereit might most likely
change. Thelatter wasthereal weaknessin UK city policy —thefailureto link systemsthat ground
economic activity locally with those which operate at regional or even international scales.

Taken together, changesin economic management, public spending and governance arrange-
ments have all supported a better economic and strategic context for creative regeneration policies.

V. Shaping Strategy: Progressing Policies
Towards a National Strategy for Neighbourhood Renewal (NSNR)

Recently published research showsthat, in 2001, multiple deprivation in Britain was still polar-
izing [Social Exclusion Unit 2001a; ODPM 2005a]. Disparities between regionswereincreasing and,
within cities, inequalitieswere spatially more marked thanin 1971. Inthe UK, thisincreasing segre-
gation does not reflect any increased separation of ethnic minorities, for that has not increased.

Rather, it reflects the processes whereby never employed, unemployed and economically inactive
adults have becomeincreasingly spatially separated from those on middle and upper incomes.
Freguently, they areto befound in poverty concentrationswithin socia housing. Sothelaunch of a
new strategy for neighbourhood renewal in 2000 wastimely.

The PrimeMinister’s personal concern to promote social inclusion in Britain and to ensure that
actionsinvolved maximum cross-departmental cooperation led to the creation of the Social Exclusion
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Unit withinthe Cabinet Office. The SEU, which had shown acapacity to have the best of officials
engage with practice and academic communities of interest, undertook amajor review of and strategy
devel opment process for neighbourhood renewal through 1999 and 2000. The Unit reported directly
to the Prime Minister and it had a Steering Group of Ministersfrom departmentswith interestsin and
impacts on neighbourhood renewal. Ministerswith responsibilitiesfor overall renewal strategiesfrom
the devolved administrations al so participated in the Steering Group.

Thereview and devel opment process was managed extraordinarily well [SEU 2000; SEU
2001b]. Civil servantsorganized someinitial consultationswhich identified key issuesor questionsfor
policy and practicediscussion. They then established some 18 ProgrammeA ction Teams, composed
of experienced practitioners, community interests, the private sector, financial experts, academicsand
othersto devel op an understanding of each key issue and to make pertinent recommendations (and
thereports of these Action Teamsare still available on the website of the Office of National Statistics
for the UK). That processnot only drew together agreat deal of existing knowledge but it also
created defacto alarge network of involved influencers, many of whom were subsequent advocates
for the approach.

The Socia Exclusion Unit quickly accepted the notion of the neighbourhood asaterrain for
reinforcing effects but a so regarded communities at that scale as having potential important rolesin
using social capital to securerenewal. They had aclear theory of the problem which was multi-
sectoral in nature and that allowed for focused discussion on places that were dominated by disad-
vantaged households[ Smith 1999].

While government thinking on modelsfor renewal hasbeen awork in progressover the last
fiveyears, the creativeaimsfor policy have never wavered. The National Strategy for Neighbour-
hood Renewal (NSNR) wasintroduced in 2001 with the Prime Minister’saim that ‘ no one should be
serioudly disadvantaged by wherethey live’ withina10- to 20-year time horizon. The orientation of
thisapproach isobviousin creative neighbourhood renewal .

The National Strategy for Neighbourhood Renewal (NSNR) stressed that renewal policy
should be preventative aswell asrestorative. The NSNR was seen to be central to addressing the
issuesof poverty and social exclusion. Thisapproach saw the core of renewal policy asgiving
communitiesthe capacities, either through residents or the organi zationsthat serve them, to capture
market opportunities, mainstream public service more effectively and sustain renewal. Some commen-
tators have called this mainstreaming or bending mainstream programs. Bending may be the ex post
outcome. But the mechanismisto re-engineer communities, ex-ante ‘mending’ rather than ex ante
bending.

Other Concerns

Beforeturning to the detail s of the National Strategy for Neighbourhood Renewal, anote of
explanation isimportant —that the * better public services' emphasis of the NSNR was appropriatein
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many locations. However, it was also aconceptual model of the drivers of neighbourhood change that
was most appropriate for rundown residential, often social, neighbourhoods.

Neighbourhood problemsexist in the UK where there are mixed land uses, abandoned private
housing and derelict brownfield land, often with serious environmental damage. Moregenerally,
including major growth areas, thereisan increasing interest in establishing mixed housing tenuresand
income groups (and, indeed, thiswas amajor focus and achievement of major Scottish renewal
schemesinthe 1990s). The emphasisand instruments of the NSNR seem |less appropriatein such
localitiesalthough its broad ethos and aims could apply.

Over thelast fiveyears, the conceptual reach of UK government thinking about neighbour-
hood renewal has both extended beyond the NSNR and continually evolved. For instance, where
economic development, and property and land devel opment are the coreissuesin neighbourhood
renewal, government has encouraged action through:

‘inner city’ tax breaks, which run at around £250 per annum in selected area

e theuseof Urban Regeneration Companies (which receive funding both from regional
development agencies, with Regional Devel opment Agencies having England-wide
resources of £2 billion) in more than 20 locations

*  boththebold planning frameworksfor the cross-regiona Thames Gateway and Northern
Way projectsaswell asmorelocally master-planned devel opments

* adopting a‘ sustainable communitiestheme’ for al itshousing and planning policieswithin

the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister.

With more and more demolition of rundown social and private housing in UK cities, therelease
of brownfield land for new housing devel opments and neighbourhood recreation isbecoming amore
important change process within densifying cities. With alarger proportion of new social housing
planned as mixed provision within these devel opments, the current separation of NSNR and other
regeneration routes, such as Urban Renewal Companies, may not be defensibleinthelonger term.

However, the government has shown awillingnessto evolvethe National Strategy for Neigh-
bourhood Renewal model asit haslearned from experience. For instance, as soon asNSNR was
published, the SEU quickly recognized that they had not initially paid enough attention to thewaysin
which housing systems separate |ow-income groups. 1t soon recognized the need to link neighbour-
hood service changeissuesto wider economic devel opment issueswithin citiesand regions. 1n 2005,
as noted below, there was more attention to the waysin which environmental, crime and security
issues had an impact upon places.

The SEU review process and the NSNR have, over thelast five years, brought both growing
scope and new sharpnessto questions about arearenewal in Britain [SEU 2000]. It isimportant to
briefly review what the NSNR put in place and what worked.
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The NSNR: Inception and Progress

The NSNR has been put in place and, to date, operated in a context when the UK
employment continued to rise and where there was significant expansion in the provision of core public
services, such ashealth, education and housing. Mainstream policies have supported the strategy.

For instance:

* TheODPM’shousing strategy ismore place- and community-focused than in the past
(and expanded by 50 percent over thelast three years).

* Thecrucia Sure Start Programmefor young children between 0 and 4 is concentrated on
the poorest 20 local authoritiesin the nation (and has attracted £6 billion of support since
1999).

*  Since 2004, the Stronger Safer Communities Fund (SSFC) program has placed the
integration of livability and resident security issues at the top of the agendafor low-income
areas (with £5 billion of resourcesto 2008).

Theaim of the NSNR wasto put in place governance mechanisms and programsthat would
ensure that disadvantaged peoplein disadvantaged placeswould benefit from these major market and
service provision expansions and that permanent progresswould be made. The NSNR iscomposed
of number of different elements:

* A Neighbourhood Renewal Fund (NRF) to be managed by anew Neighbourhood
Renewal Unit (NRU). Thefund started in 2001-02 with abudget of £4 billion (England)
for the period to 2005-06, and has now received afurther £1 billion per annum to 2007.

»  TheDevelopment of Local Strategic Partnerships (L SPs) to facilitate multisector and
multilevel effortstoimprove service provision and economic opportunitiesin the poorest
places, L SPstakethelargest tranche of expenditure from the Fund.

* A program to support community capacity building and choices.

* Programsto promote the use of neighbourhood wardensto enhance estate security and
safety (£200 million per annum) and apilot program of neighbourhood management
initiatives (£200 million over threeyears).

*  From spring 2005, as noted above, an additional tranche of activitieswere added in the
shape of the Stronger Safer Communities Fund (SSCF).

The next section looks at the roles of the NRU and the operation of L SPsin more detail.
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The Neighbourhood Renewal Unit
Organization

Asindicated above, the overall set of spatial management policiesinthe UK now involved
regional, city and neighbourhood issues. Thereisnot, asyet, fully joined-up management of this
emerging framework for territorial management but most of the coordination takes place withinthe
Office of the Deputy PrimeMinister (ODPM), aswell asthe oversight of planning, housing and local
government programs. It made sense, therefore, for the Neighbourhood Renewal Unit to belocated
withinthe ODPM.

The corerolesof NRU areto coordinate and mainstream neighbourhood renewal policies
within central government and to link themto local effortsaswell as promote community capacities,
innovation and good practice[Neighbourhood Renewal Unit 2005]. There arethosewho feared that
taking these functions out of the SEU and the Cabinet Office could strangle the cross-sectoral
approach but the Deputy Prime Minister has given continued political driveto regional, city and
neighbourhood issues. Thework program of the NRU is supervised by the Minister of Statefor
Regeneration and Regional Development who chairsan oversight Group of senior ministersin cognate
departments.

The organization of regeneration programsin England iscomplex (and even more so for the
UK asawholewhen the different approaches of the devolved administrations are considered). The
NRU hasto manage the programsfor which it hasimmediate responsibility, as outlined below, and set
them alongside housing, planning and local government policiesin the context of ODPM’soverall
CommunitiesPlan. The NRU isalso now sited beside Homel essness Programs and the Social
Exclusion Unit so that they collectively form an ODPM group concerned with tackling disadvantage.

Although the key service and policy joins are those that are made in homes and communities, it
isessential for national government to have acoherent, reinforcing approach acrossall of itsown
programsto secure renewal outcomes effectively. Thisrequiresmanaging linksto other Whitehall
departments. Each department with alikely effect on deprived areas has been required to devel op
new policiesto addresstheissuesinvolved and commit new funding for change. Theseresourcesare
applied to securing targets agreed with the Treasury. The government hasa series of floor targetsin
each areawith single departments given the lead responsibility for achieving thesetargets. Thetargets
areembedded in formal public service agreements between the lead department, the Office of the
Deputy Prime Minister and the Treasury. The Stronger, Safer Communitiesfund was the most recent,
new cross-departmental action to secure synergiesin renewal outcomesthat has emerged from the
NSNR.

Within the structures of government, it isalso important to recognizethat in the English
Regions, where devol ution (with the exception of the London Authority) now seemsunlikely, there
were continuing effortsto strengthen the integrative capacities of the regional administrative offices of
government. Over thelast decade, regional government offices have indeed expanded their role,
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integrating appropriately at the sub-national level and representing regional casesin national debates.
The success of the NSNR depends, to alarge extent, on how centrally conceived service
programmers and resource distributions can belocally re-engineered to deliver better outcomesfor
renewal and related policies. Coordination at theregional level then becomesreally important and the
NSNR strengthened theregional rolein renewal strategy even more. Inthat regard, the English
regions have agovernment presence morelike, but still lessthan, the administrative capacities at the
regional scalethat existed in Scotland, Walesand Northern Ireland pre-1997. At the present time,
the Government Officesfor the Regionswork for 10 Whitehall departments and have some £20 billion
of expenditureto influence each year (to put thisin perspective, the Scottish parliament has an annual
budget of somethreetimesthisamount). Nonetheless, well organized central supervision of renewal
effortswithin regionsand by government departments and agenciesiscrucia to government credibility
aswell asrenewal success.

Neighbourhood Renewal Unit Roles

The existence of the NRU and how it islocated, led and governed within the Whitehall
machine reflects aserious attempt to join up the national government effort to meet local deprivation
strategies. The NRU’sown responsibilitiesin managing the NSNR include:

» leadership of ideasand policy development

e assessing progress and disseminating good practice

» coordinating government funding effort down to regional levels (with Government Offices
for the Regionsresponsible at theregional scale)

»  responsibility for moreintegrated initiativesto establish uniformed wardens on poor
estatesto tacklethe‘ crimeand grime’ issues

»  developing neighbourhood management initiativesthrough pathfinderswilling towork at
local scaleswhere othershavefailed to take responsibility and through anational
nei ghbourhood management network.

Thewardens and management initiatives were recently combined and, as noted above, the
Stronger Safer Communities Fund initiative wasintroduced in spring 2005. It essentially brings
together, in an appropriate output-focused umbrella, different crime, community, safety and public
spaces streams of funding. Previously, these approaches were separately planned and funded within
both the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister and the Home Office.

The Neighbourhood Renewal Unitisalso responsiblefor supporting arange of community
capacity building approacheswhich were, in 2005, integrated into a Single Community Programme
(SCP). Most, though not all, of that budget is disbursed in the 88 Neighbourhood Renewal Areas of
England. Thesefunds support the Community Engagement Network within each NRA and have also
funded anew National Community Forum to create community voiceat thetop level. TheNRU
community programs are seeking to combine the best of participative and representative democracy.
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These programsareall important, and particularly since 2005, Stronger Safer Communities
Fund. But thekey rolefor NRU isthe oversight of the Local Strategic Partnerships (L SPs) which are
the key partnershipsfor changing local servicedelivery in disadvantaged areas. Whether or not the
L SPssucceed isthereal test of SEU of thinking, at least to 2005. It isnow appropriateto ook at
them in more detail noting that, in 2000, they survived with much of therest of the NSNR framework
some tough scrutiny from the Cabinet Officein areview by the Prime Minster’s Strategy Unit [PSMU
2005].

Local Strategic Partnerships (L SPs)
Reconnecting locally

At the end of the 1990s, the core citiesin England had radically improved their approachesto
city vision and renewal, and made astrong casefor key rolesin change. Inremakingthedelivery
framework for the National Strategy for Neighbourhood Renewal, government was prepared to
strengthen the planning and delivery rolesof local government. However, astrong belief of the Blair
administration has been that government should support ‘ what works.’

Thewidespread view of the private sector and, indeed, of regeneration professionalsin
England, isthat in some places|ocal government iswell organized, well led, capable of vision and
good service management and, at the sametime, genuinely embraces private sector and community
partners. Insuch localities, these private and community partners have no difficulty in seeing local
authoritiesas natural and effectiveleadersinrenewal. However, there are placesthat are problematic
because local government has had no vision, been poorly led, and delivered poor quality and poor
valueservices.

In some places, local government was actually seen by residentsas‘ the problem’ inrenewal
not ‘thesolution.” In consequence, withinthe NSNR there are different rolesfor local authoritiesand
community organization depending on their capacities, at least in principle (seefurther below).
Further, although some renewal of trust between central and local government wasinvolved, the
Treasury and ODPM have put in place ademanding outcomes achievement and evaluation
framework, so that thereisno ‘ fund and forget’ approach, but rather contingent, performance-related
scrutiny.

Thisvariety in performance ability of local government, coupled with the need to integrate both
local and national serviceswith private sector and community capacities, has meant that governance
arrangements have been central to the devel opment and success of the National Strategy for
Neighbourhood Renewal. Thisapproach isnot simply about governance structures but about
behaviours and this has required the devel opment of new skillsto meet thisnovel, lesshierarchical
styleof policy delivery.
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L ocal Strategic Partnerships (L SPs) are currently the main delivery vehiclefor the NSNR.
The program wastargeted at the poorest 20 percent of municipalitiesin England. There are now 88
L SPs. They are nonstatutory bodieswith an executive board composed of stakeholdersand partners.
A number relate to more than one municipality so that amoreintegrated approach to service
improvement is possible where disadvantage is spread over anumber of small, adjacent municipal
areas. The partnershipsdid not haveto beled or chaired by municipalities but almost invariably are.

The L SPs, with their focus on improving core servicesin disadvantaged areas, are asked by
the NRU to act strategically in ajoined-up fashion and to meet required goal stargets and outcomes.
It isexpected that they will shape easier |ocal relations between statutory and nonstatutory partners.
They are also expected to improve partnership management and resource use and to rationalize
unnecessary local activities. Better connections between partners, it isargued, will lead to better
working between municipalities and government agencieswithinthe LSP. Inaddition, it ishoped that
thisimproved partnership working will spill over into thewider framework of local public service
agreements (that surround all of the municipalitiesactions), Local AreaAgreements (involvedinthe
Safer Stronger Communities Fund) and in wider Community Strategies (seebelow). These measures,
according to the NRU’stheory for change, means better service delivery and sustained, social and
economicimprovement [Kearnsand Turok 2003].

Community Strategies are an important and complicating factor for the National Strategy for
Neighbourhood Renewal. Asthe NSNR was being devel oped, the renewal of local government
introduced apower of ‘well-being’ for municipalities. Thiswasthen reflected in the requirement that
each municipality (and not just those within the NSNR) should produce amultisector Community
Strategy and it should do so with community partners and government agencies. Therewasan
expectation that such strategieswould contain aspatial, local or neighbourhood dimension. In many
respects, that approach if fully and effectively applied in disadvantaged areas, would mean that the
L SPapproach was an unnecessary additional complication. That may, inthelong term, proveto be
the case. Indeed, after 2003, the ODPM said municipalities could include L SPs as part of the
Community Strategy or plan aslong asit met al of the strategic objectives of the NSNR.

Scotland, although committed to the objectives of the NSNR, did not establish aNeighbour-
hood Renewal Unit andit did not develop LSPs. Instead, it moved directly to asking municipalitiesto
include and manage disadvantaged areas (known in Scotland as Social Inclusion Partnerships) within
their Community Plans. Some have done so very effectively and othershave not. Unfortunately, in
disbursing renewal revenues under the autonomous powers of the Scottish Parliament, the Executive
failed to put in place performance floor targets or monitoring systemsthat would ensure better local
performanceinrenewal. The outcomesfrom the Better Neighbourhood Services Programmein
Scotland (which was applied to the 13 poorest councilsin Scotland) were sufficiently variable and
unimpressivethat they have been ended after threeyears.

The changing governance of renewal inthe UK isan unfinished business and the future routes
takenwill critically depend onthe L SPsdelivering real change effectively.
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From partnerships to programs

Inlaunching the NSNR, there was much emphasis on achieving demonstrable early actions
(despite decades of evidencethat good renewal and effective community engagement taketime). The
NSNR set in train 105 specific spending commitments but much of the action from 2001 to 2003 was
in developing strategies, partnershipsand trust, with the early emphasis structuresrather than goals
and ams. But sincethen, the major emphasi s has been on efficient delivery and community
involvement.

The L SPsfocuson public servicesaiming to cut crime, improve health, make homesand
placesmorelivable, help children and adultsto learn, and get more peopleinto work through reviving
local economies. The L SPshave been spending around £1 billion per annum on additional services
for these poorer localities. In 2003-04, the breakdown of the budget spend was 19 percent crime,
18 percent education, 17 percent local prioritiesfor younger and older people, 16 percent health, 13
percent employment and 7 percent housing. A decade earlier suchinitiativeswould often been 100
percent housing expenditure.

Asnoted above, through the early years of the millennium, government thinking on renewal
moved from ‘people’ services, such as health and education, to agreater appreciation of the
interactions between people and places. The Prime Minister emphasi zed that people wanted poorer
areasto be safer, cleaner and greener. Thiswasthen reflected intheintention, viathe new SSCF, to
introduce 21 pilot areasin 2005, with 66 more to be added in 2006. Theseinitiativesare defined by
Local AreaAgreements set within each LSP. Each local action agreement hasto focus on the national
priorities:

e reduced crime, fear of crime, anti-social behaviour and fear of harm caused by drugs
e cleaner, safer, greener, public space
e increasedloca community participation capacity

Within the L SPand SSCF budgets, the ODPM believe that the mechanism availableto the
L SPsto improve neighbourhood services and foster renewal are:

*  bending mainstream programs (and bringing to thelocal scaleanew clarity about what
national government programswere for, especially major new programs such as Sure
Start)

« focusing government agency policieson poor areas

e shaping servicesto reflect local needs

* integrating different components of servicedelivery to secure broader outcome

* identifying good practice and mainstreamingit.

Theearly impressions are that these mechanisms are producing better service outcomes.
Given that theincreased service budgets are substantial and that resource allocationsto L SPs(cf. the
SRB programs of the Conservative years) are now largely needs-driven, ex post evaluation of these
initiatives has assumed gresat significance.
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I mproving performance

Post 1997, renewal policies have had more systematic and functional monitoring and evalu-
ation featuresthan their predecessors. There are anumber of both ex ante and ex post eval uations of
specific sectoral or cross-sectoral projectswithin the L SPs, looking at the efficacy of particular mea-
sures. However, from anational policy management standpoint, given the devol ved and complex
nature of the spending decisionsinvolved, thereisal so much attention to assessing overall outcomes
approach.

At the outset of the National Strategy for Neighbourhood Renewal, outcome performance
monitoring rested largely with the Government Officesfor the Regions but, more recently, the onus has
shifted fromto the Local Strategic Partnerships. From acentral resource effectiveness standpoint, this
does not seem to be an effective direction of change. The L SP outcomes arethe key test of the
National Strategy for Neighbourhood Renewal and will be essential that the Government Officesfor
the Regions seriously probe Local Strategic Partnerships effectiveness and have aclear view about
how they will deal with inadequaciesthat arerevealed, either by failureto meet annual targetsor by
the more detail ed assessment in triennia partnership management reviews.

L ocal Strategic Partnership’sannual progress assessments|ook not just at the fulfillment of
floor targets but at changing rates of progresstowardsthem, and review isusually associated with
some performance improvement plan and thereislinkage from the L SPsvia GORS back to the NRU.
Floor targets have been previously set at thelevel of the local authority and apply to aggregate L SP.
Recently, the development of detailed Geographic Information Systems (GIS) systems of census,
management and rel ated data has allowed more detail ed and | ocalized targeting of neighbourhoods
and areasfor program actions.

Thisdevelopment isessential. Thewholethrust of the NSNR was predicated on dealing with
the externalities of and social capital within disadvantaged neighbourhoods. Programsthat are speci-
fied at amuch more aggregate municipal level and that are controlled by local authorities, if they were
to remain as such, mean that the policy reality fallsshort not just of the policy rhetoric but also the
policy rationale. Itisnow appropriateto turn to what early academic and other reflectionson, and
some evaluations of, the NSNR have concluded.

V. Continuing Challenges
General Sentiments, Early Evaluations

UK experience demonstrates that neighbourhood renewal isacumulative and long-term pro-
cess. A decade of sustained effort isoften required for community-led renewal of rundown places.
The National Strategy for Neighbourhood Renewal, which aimsfor such change, islittle morethan
four yearsold and its spending programs have only developed momentuminthelast twoyears. Itis
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much too soon for any definitive evaluation of the outcomes of the policy. However, itispossibleto
comment on the apparent direction of travel and to highlight, albeit with some caution, mechanisms
and approachesthat appear to be working and those that are not.

Governments, central and local, involved in the process have, not surprisingly, been positive
about the changes. Local government claimsthat L SPs have replaced ‘ short-termism’ with along run
view, have allowed afocus on outcomes rather than outputs and have replaced abidding culturewith
coherent strategy. Assessments by the Government Officesfor the Regions have reported more mixed
progress and suggest that of the set of 88 Local Strategic Partnerships, some 30 percent have
recorded good progress, 54 percent mixed outcomes and 17 percent are somehow problematic.
However, with their performance monitoring and improvement frameworksin place, they expect
overall outcomesto improve over time. TheAudit Commission hasbeen generally positiveinits
assessments. Private sector partners have recorded support for the NSNR but would liketo see
more emphasis on economic development measures. Community bodies have been less obviously
praiseworthy.

And what of the Cabinet Office, wheretheinitiative started amost seven yearsago? The
Prime Minister’s Strategy Unit reviewed NSNR in 2005, and some of the 2005 revisionsto NSNR
noted above flowed from that process [PSMU 2005]. It recognized failuresaswell as successes. It
stressed theimportance of better and more detailed targeting of neighbourhoodsfor policy action. It
urged more attention to safety, security and environmental issues, or what it labelled a“livability”
agenda. It also wanted anew focus on neighbourhood level management, clearer connection to
regional economic change and astrengthening of therole of communitiesin some L SPs.

In many respects, the PM SU review was the most penetrating and critical, if with friendly
intent, and thereis much to support their line of critique. One suspectsthat if thereview had beena
year later there would al so have been greater attention to ethnically impacted, disadvantaged
neighbourhoods. Even without increasing ethnic segregation, the ethnic minority population inthe UK
isparticularly affected by disadvantaged locations. Theworst 10 percent of neighbourhoodsin
England are hometo 22 percent of the ethnic minority population and 25 percent of visible minorities
and these areas have doubl e the national averageratesof ill health and unemployment.

Oneway of constructing amore detailed assessment of progress made, and waiting to be
made, isto summarily review NSNR ‘headline’ progressand gapsin relation to the seven broad
headings of desired policy change set out by the Joseph Rowntree Foundation in 2000 [JRF 2000].

Better Data, Monitoring and Evaluation

The growing use of Geographic Information Systems within government departments has
facilitated abetter informed approach to neighbourhood sel ection and tracking [NRU 2005]. Thereis
anew program to devel op better neighbourhood statistics, though the emphasis still tendsto be
deprivation driven, and to record attributes of placesrather than patterns of interaction and economic
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opportunities. Evidence-based research centres have been established, metastudies of regeneration
impacts promoted and eval uation proj ects sharpened in methodol ogical specification. But there has
been little serious academic work that capturesthe dynamics of places and how these change
processesinteract with the dynamicsfor individuals and households. Neither hasthere been any
sustained attempts, with the exception of health and physical environment effects, to estimatethevalue
of spilloversfrom neighbourhood synergiesor neighbourhood effectsin education and crime.

The convincing hypothesesthat underpinned thefirst steps of the NSNR have not led to any
serious attemptsto evidence how further progress might be made. Much moreisknown about
neighbourhood patterns but not much more about truly neighbourhood processes.

Therehasalso been asingular disregard to effective cost-benefit approachesin evaluation.
Much of the L SP evaluative framework islong on measures of partnership tone and style, and on
tracking inputs and recording outcomes, and thisiswelcome. But it isnot enough and there need to
be more effortsto establish thereal economic ‘facts' inrenewal. Advocates of renewal should
welcome economic assessments of programs, if they havefaith intheir advocacy. Equally, thosewho
advocate tenant and community involvement should get past aconceptual understanding and make
real theempirical casesfor why community ownership and management areimportant.

Understanding the I ssues as Social and Economic Exclusion

TheNational Strategy on Neighbourhood Renewal has embraced alinked economic-social
interpretation, following the work of the Social Exclusion Unit [see also PSMU 2005]. A broad range
of triggersand reinforcers of neighbourhood change are recognized, multisectoral influencesare at the
core of thinking, and the new approach aimsto conjoin people and place policies. Thisisan intel-
lectually sophisticated policy program. It isparticularly important that the UK Treasury has devel oped
aframework of ideasfor economic policy for acompetitive economy, which recognizesthe centrality
of externalitiesfor growth and the importance of land, space and place in economic devel opment.

That critical thinking shift hasallowed amore effective conception and delivery of creativerenewal
policies.

Holistic and Multisectoral Approaches

One cannot doubt, in principle, the holistic intent of the NSNR nor thewaysinwhich the
scope of policy action has broadened over thelast four years. But thereisalso asenseinwhich
program policy devel opment has been piecemeal rather than holistic. Regeneration ismuch morethan
public services. The NSNR recognizesthisin principle but action has been dominated by L SPsand
key market processesin shaping neighbourhood decline and renewal have been given, arguably, too
littleattention. Failuresinthese market processes—for instance, inrelation to housing, planning and
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land market policies—have not been adequately addressed and, arguably, government needsto think
more about such markets and planning in delivering vehicles, homes and infrastructure to support
renewal. Thereisacasefor the NSNR revisiting theissue of how markets, in appropriate policy and
planning frameworks, could deliver morefor disadvantaged neighbnourhoods. Moving beyond the
neighbourhood, there are still yawning gaps, in some regions, in understanding about spatial devel op-
ment and relevant policy synergies between, for example, the Regional Devel opment Agencieswith
economic policy responsibilities and housing departments[McGregor et al. 2005].

Thereare some signsthat government still failsto think in connected terms, even within
departmentsthat are‘true believers’ in neighbourhood renewal. ‘Big policies’ do not always seemto
be scrutinized for what they could contribute to neighbourhood renewal. For instance, transfer of
public housing stock to not-for-profitsisakey housing policy inthe UK and crucial to thefuture of
many disadvantaged areas. Itisactively promoted by the ODPM but with no systematic policy
attention to the possible community regeneration vehiclesthat measure could create to usetransferred
assetsfor renewal, and nothing likeaUS Community Development Corporation (CDC) hasyet
emerged from the transfer of almost amillion public sector unitsinthe UK. Arguably, the NSNR has
put much laudabl e effort into restoring local authoritiesto the centre of local renewal, but too littleto
creating effective vehiclesfor community ownership and action. Thisissurprising, giventhe
community and neighbourhood rhetoric of the NSNR statement in 2001.

Thereisstill, within the agencies of government, much to be done to devel op acoherent
multisector understanding of what promotesrenewal and awillingnessto recognize and support the
synergies of other sectors.

Multilevel Governance

The Nationa Strategy on Neighbourhood Renewal poses new challengesfor multilevel gover-
nanceinthe UK, and there have been some successesin the approach, for instance in Whitehall
leaving the details of programsto locally-led L SPsand, instead, monitoring outcomes. The
strengthening of Government Officesfor the Regionswithin England has been widely wel comed.
Further regional devolution, to regional governments, now seemsunlikely. However, thethorny issue
remainsthat if local government had amoreresilient and diversetax base, it would be better equipped
to promote renewal without central supervision and anew review of thefinancing of local government
in Britainisnow under way. By thetimethe NSNR ishalf way through its projected 20-year life, that
issueislikely to be morerather than lessimportant in the context of the UK. We consider separately
bel ow the extent to which new governance arrangementsin renewal have adequately embraced
community interests.

Multilevel governanceinvolvesnot just central-local relationsbut also involvement, in some
aspectsof the NSNR, of the devolved regions of the UK and, of course, the engagement of
communities. The NSNR has been lessimpressivein thewaysinwhich it has progressed these
dimensions. The NSNR has, for much of thelast five years, been apolicy areawhere \Westminster
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and the devolved administrations have simply ignored each other and failed to recogni ze some mutual
difficultiesand opportunities. Indeed, spatial policiesin Scotland, in particular, but alsoin Wales have
suffered asaresult of devolution coinciding with aperiod of rampant policy innovationin Whitehall.

In London, there hasbeen littleinterest in renewal or city policy inthe devolved administrations. On
occasion, there have been changesin UK tax and expenditure programsthat flow from renewal policy
pressuresin England which have not been given prior consideration by regional governments
responsiblefor renewal policies. That issimply sloppy multilevel government and isan unnecessary
comment on the community levels, discussed bel ow.

Partnerships at the Centre

The National Strategy on Neighbourhood Renewal set partnershipsat the core of its program,
and also though the L SPs, provideswaysto rationalize single issue, repetitivelocal partnershipsand
these areimportant gains[ODPM 2004]. Resources and timeto build effective partnerships have
been made available. Theareasof omission under thisheading relate to aspects of evolving
partnership management. Improvement in bureaucratic negotiating and cooperation skills, the
development of effective nelghbourhood partnershipsbelow thelarger LSP level and the effective
monitoring, evaluation and budgeting aspects of partnershipsall require further work. But agood start
has been made.

The potentially key weaknessesin partnerships have already been alluded to above. These
include devel opment of multisector asset owning renewal vehicleswithin partnershipsand thewaysin
which the community isrepresented on L SPsand engaged morelocally. Thislatter issueisdealt with
below. Theactual experience of partnershipsin renewal over thelast five years, and thisholdswithin
the L SPsand other partnerships, rangesfrom the outstanding and innovativeto thevery ordinary. The
need for renewal isnot just ‘ partnerships’ — but effective, innovative partnerships.

Community

Theintellectual and policy casesfor the Nationa Strategy for Neighbourhood Renewal were
predicated on the basis of the existence of significant neighbourhood effects and the potential
significance of community choicesand social capital. Inthat context, neighbourhood meansthelocal
interaction spacesin which peoplelive and not somelarge statistical or administrative box designed by
local government. And community means participative actions and representation rather than
municipal politics.

Thereisno doubt that community support programsto empower residents, such asdeveloping
locality budgets, committeetraining and improving | nformation Technology and Computing facilities,
have grown markedly. However:
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* Theredlity of theNSNR isoften at amuch higher level of operation, and conception and
control lielargely at themunicipal level. Neighbourhood and community play amuch
smaller roleinthereality thanin therhetoric of policy.

e Thereisno consistent approach to community auditing prior to action and that issurely a
sinequa non for identifying areasfor action, potential change leadersand local organiza-
tional capacities; such an audit with aview to actionisessential if communitiesarereally
to be at the heart of change.

e Thewaysinwhich communitiesareinvolved in overall Local Strategic Partnershipsvaries
acrossthe country and, in somelocal authorities, |eadership hasnot facilitated this
involvement. Therearestill, in some places, perceived conflicts between participative and
representative democrats. In other places, local council leaders have adopted more open,
associational stylesand engaged with communitiesand their leaders.

*  Methodsof consultation vary from planning for real questionnairesto more modest
assessments.

e Increasing community ownership of assets, except in Scotland, hasbeen alargely missing
dimensioninregeneration. Tenants may beinvolved in change processes but they do not
own thevehiclesfor change and the gainsthat accrue from them. Government, most
recently in the Stronger Safer Communities Fund, has espoused the importance of
community involvement. But therecord of progress needsto be rethought and moved
beyond kind words with soft actions[Beresford and Martin 2005]. Therearefew
detail ed cost-benefit studies of the community invol vement process, but policy rhetoric
and reality need to be somehow reconciled.

Wider Connections and Strategies

The Joseph Rowntree Foundation challenged government to set renewal activitieswithinthe
context of wider program connections and city and national spatial strategies. Since 2000, the NSNR
and related measures have delivered significant changein theseregards.

Beyond the L SPs, community planning (set out in legislation to renew local government) offers
the prospect of both better local democracy (with communities consulted on budgets and spending
choices) and reducing social exclusion (through joining-up service planning). Butitisalsoahigh-risk
strategy asincreased municipal power, without some higher scrutiny, can smother the voice, and
occasionally the screams, of communities.

Good local authorities have introduced meaningful resident forumsand real neighbourhood
management. Othershavenot. Wherethey have not, then not only will the disadvantaged continueto
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be excluded but effective synergiesto national programswill not exist. Thismay beatransitional issue
but, if it isnot, the government will haveto becomereal initscommitment to backing what works.
Local governments must recognizethat if local spending programsare partly justified ontheir
contributionsto high level outcomes, with required joined-up actions, then national governments
cannot allow lower level governmentsto fail to deliver agreed outcomes.

Though urban and city policies, government has been very effectivein acting with citiesto
develop visions and wider metropolitan strategiesfor change. The Community Planisthe obvious
way inwhich renewal strategies can be connected to these wider plansand actions. But some further
actionsarerequired. There hasto beamuch better integrated metropolitan framework for economic
development and its connection to residential choices, transport and service needs; these different
critical shapersof city and neighbourhood renewal still tend to be somewhat separated. Therecent
Barker Review hasindicated some possibledirectionsfor linking housing and metropolitan economic
change and planning and this needsfurther devel opment in the thinking of renewal policies.

Unlikethe devolved regions of the UK, England does not have anational spatial strategy asa
framework for future devel opment.

Last Words on the UK

The paragraphs above have set out some criticism of and questions about the NSNR inthe
UK. However, itisimportant not to end this discussion of UK policieson that note of criticism.
Much has changed for the better in renewal policy sincethe millennium. Arearegeneration policiesin
the UK have had to battle against an inadequate conceptual understanding of the purpose of such
policies. However, there has been agrowing ‘ bottom up’ understanding of what isrequired to change
places. Theefficacy of strategic, integrated partnership approaches and, indeed, competitiveresource
allocations have now been linked to an endogenous growth perspective. Commitmentsto promote
socid inclusion arelikely to finally result in neighbourhood regeneration strategieswhich link local and
mai nstream policiesand which recognizethat lasting social improvement will also require s multaneous
economic actionsand stronger rolesfor communities.

Thereview of theactionsinvolved inthe NSNR, in the preparation of this paper, would
suggest that the approach has radically improved neighbourhood renewal programsand practicesin
England. Although it has been subsequently revised and amended over thelast four years, the strategy
and itsinstruments have been broadly successful and, in resourceterms, they represent the largest
neighbourhood renewal program inthe OECD economies. Itisalso clear that there arestill areasto
strengthen and government seemsto have remained open-minded on possibleimprovements. Thereis
much to belearned, for many countries, in the devel opment processes, favourable outcomes, diffi-
cultiesand governance arrangements of that ambitious and well supported renewal program. Isthere
abrief list of lessonsfor Canada?
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Pointers for Canadian Debates and Policies

Contexts, choices and resources differ across countries. They may choose different policy
prioritiesor different waysto achieve similar cross-national outcomes. So the experience of other
countries, with their unique imperatives, can seldom serve asaconcrete, transferable solution for that
of another nation. But policy experience can point to policy possibilitiesand ideasthat can stimulate
further detailed questions and spark theimagination of policy-makers. The concluding sentences set
out below are, in that sense, pointersfor Canadian policy development, offered inthespirit of ... . “If
wereyou |’ dthink about this.”

The suggestionsfor further reflection can be subdivided into four broad sets of questions about
renewa policy:

*  Why haverenewal policiesand what kind of policy?
e Who should pursuethem?

e How should onework?

e What should be done?

Why have renewal policies and what kind of policy?

The UK experience over thelast, amost, decade suggeststhat effective neighbourhood
renewal policiesrequire:

*  Aclear, big picture understanding of the rel ationships between social and economic
development over time and how that isembedded in places. ThisrequiresFinance
Ministries, without abandoning thelong-termintent of maximizing national
competitiveness, to recognize how current spatial patterns of economic development and
itssocial consequencesinfluencefuture prospectsfor the nation; economy, society and
place are connected.

e If governments, at national and local levels, do not see any recursive rel ationships between
place and progress, then the only forms of renewal policy that can operate are palliative—
I.e, they have short-term redistribution aims and no sustained devel opmental outcomesfor
the economy of the society.

« Creativerenewal policiescan have magjor effects on the major environmental, social justice
and economic goals of anation; acting locally may have consequencesfederally aswell as
globally.

* Policiesmay be creative or palliative and they may haveimmediate or long-term aims.
They may be about efficient delivery aswell asinclusion. Itisabsolutely essentia to
design, fund and evaluate programs on the basisfor which they areintended. All sectors
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and levels of government involved must have coherent answersto the purpose of renewal
policy.

Neighbourhood renewa and community should not become policy weasel words but have
clearly defined meaningsfor action.

Whose Policies?

Thereiswidespread agreement from the UK and other experiencesthat creative renewal
policiesrequiretheinvolvement of awide set of policy sectorsand instruments. 1t would be unusual
now for renewal policy to bethe creature of simply one sectoral silo or level of government.

The multisectoral nature of renewal policiesrequiresthat they need senior coordination
withinthe political levels of agovernment and senior bureaucratic leadership of theideas
too; usually, therewould have to be cross-departmental ministerial and official groupings
to pursue appropriate policy coordination. If thisapproach isadopted, then governments
must audit the factorsthat inhibit cross-departmental cooperation and devise systemsto
reward cooperation and penalize ‘ selfish’ behaviour.

In devel oping the UK framework, the process of policy development and networking that
the SEU followed, in establishing 30-plusissue relevant working parties of official, experts
and community sector executives, was effective both in eliciting key ideasand in forming
consensual networks. It wasaworthwhile processthat also convinced the policy
community that government was seriouson renewal .

Governments should encourage, then require, departmentsto use co-terminous boundaries
for areasemployed in the design and delivery of their policies. The strengthening of the
regional presence and role of national government offices (the GORS) have been critical.

Themultisectoral roleamost invariably impliesmultilevel government. Renewa policies,
inthe modern sense, will not be effectiveif different spheresof government do not
recognizethat they havedistinct roles at different levelsand that their actions can have
local to national geographiesof impact. Morelocal governments can justify grant claims
for their programswhich have impacts beyond their borders. Equally, federal or national
governments have areasonabl e concern that their programs mesh with local actionsto
achieve synergiesfor wider outcomes.

Ensurethat higher level governments concentrate on local outcomesrather than replicate
or complicatelocal delivery. Local autonomy over program selection isimportant but it
hasto be matched by ensuring that outcome targets set with higher level s of government
areeffectively achieved.
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Multilevel governanceissueinvolve national (or federa), provincia municipa and
neighbourhood community levels. The UK experience showsthat quite complex levels of
government do not haveto serve asabarrier to renewal where partner governmentsare
willing to create governance sol utions.

A great deal of renewal policy isabout designing governance arrangements, designing
delivery vehiclesand raising decision-taking capacitieswithin all level sof government as
well ascommunities. Such activities should be seen as being the core of renewal policies
and they should be mechanismsthat aim for sustainable change by mending placesthen
bending mainstream policies.

How to work?

Therearerelevant genera principlesof “how’ towork at city and neighbourhood levels, in
partnership with the community, holistically and strategically. Such approachesinvolve:

Developing better frameworks, partnershipsand vehiclesfor city regeneration
partnerships and action so that the management structuresfor renewal areinclusive but
also business-like [Carley and Kirk 1998].

Using informed models of local change and better neighbourhood statistics and research
so that strategies and eval uation can be evidence informed [ M aclennan 2000].

Auditing community capacitiesand organizational competenceswithin areasbefore
starting programs.

Raising community capacitiesto makereal decisionsand to own assets [Duncan and
Thomas 2000].

Integrating service planning and raised community capacity lead to better mainstream
servicedelivery [Gregory 1998; Plummer and Zipfel 1998; Kemp and Fordham 1997].

Ensuring that neighbourhoods are not disconnected from wider city markets—

e.g., enhancing resident capacitiesto compete in the wider labour market and to
encouragelocal entrepreneurship and social economy action [Macfarlane 1997; Mayo et
al. 1998; Mcgregor et al. 1999; Speak and Graham 2000].
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What to do?

Each neighbourhood isdifferent inits context, trajectory and capacities. In consequence,
there are no standard blueprints of what to do and no general panaceas. What policy hasto dois put
in place the mechanism by which communitiesand cities can answer these questions, effectively for
themsel ves [Wolman and Page 2000].
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