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Introduction

This Discussion Paper was commissioned by the Knowledge Inclusion Project of the West End Community Development Consortium from the European Services Strategy Unit. The first edition was produced in 2006. The revised edition takes account of recent developments and policy changes. It focuses on housing development.

The paper has drawn on government policies for planning, development, regeneration and the modernisation agenda, Newcastle City Council policy frameworks, a wide range of policy documents from government agencies and other organizations. It has also drawn on the European Services Strategy Unit’s wide experience in the planning, development, Private Finance Initiative, strategic partnerships and the modernisation agenda.
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Part 1

Overview and context

The neoliberal context and its drivers

Regeneration and housing development has become more market driven with private sector-led development, wider use of consultants, minimal provision of affordable and social housing, and weakened planning regulations so as ‘not to inhibit private sector innovation’. Land values, not social need, largely determine use. And nearly 40 years of community participation promises remain unfulfilled. What are the reasons for these changes? The answer is rooted in neoliberalism.

Neoliberalism is a conservative economic philosophy that revived in the late 1970s following the crisis in Keynesian economics, escalating inflation at the end of the post-war reconstruction boom, and the soaring cost of the US war in Vietnam and the 1973 oil shock. Governments had difficulty financing budget deficits, which led to the imposition of restrictive monetary policies and cuts in public expenditure. The Thatcher and Reagan governments in the 1980s abandoned the policy of state intervention to maintain full employment. They deregulated financial and labour markets, reduced corporate and top personal tax rates, privatised public assets, promoted free trade and small government.

The World Bank, the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and other international agencies forced developing countries to adopt deregulation and privatisation policies, achieving macroeconomic stability mainly by cutting public spending and subsidies to the poor and opening economies to foreign trade and finance as a condition of aid.

Neoliberalism has eight key components in the UK context:

1) Liberalisation and competition – free trade and competition to determine who delivers services. Acceptance of globalisation as a benign force and facilitating the internationalisation of free inward and outward flows of money, goods, services and labour.

2) Markets - a belief in the superiority of markets in allocating resources and organising the economy. Competition will drive down costs and increase efficiency.
3) Deregulation of financial markets – permitting the free flow of capital globally thus creating new opportunities for wealth accumulation.
4) Reconfiguring the role of the state – reduced state intervention in the economy, restructuring and reorganising service delivery by limiting the role of government to commissioning, coupled with the withdrawal of public provision. National economic and spatial strategy based primarily on the needs of capital with growth concentrated in the south east. A narrow performance management approach to public management.
5) Privatisation – privatisation of public assets and services, governance and democracy and the public domain.

6) Consumerism - restructuring public services and the welfare state towards consumerism, individualism and personalisation, shopping for services and the erosion of public, collective and community interest and values and their replacement by the pursuit of self-interest.
7) Labour market flexibility and deregulation – abandoning interventionist strategies to maintain full employment, the wider use of casual and migrant labour, limiting trade union organisation and activity, and reinforcing management’s ‘right to manage’.

8) Increasing the power of business coupled with the erosion of democratic accountability and transparency – partnerships, decentralisation of functions but centralisation of policy, depoliticisation of civil society and voluntary organisations drawn into service delivery, citizens treated merely as consumers despite neoliberal rhetoric of participation and empowerment.

The previous Conservative government under Thatcher and Major privatised the nationalised industries, utilities, water, telecommunications and public transport.  Since 1997 the Labour government has continued and increased other forms of privatisation and marketisation of public services. Although the Labour government abolished Compulsory Competitive Tendering of council services, outsourcing has increased and the government now wants local authorities and public bodies to commission services but to have a minimal role in provision. The privatisation of governance and democracy by transferring services to arms length companies and trusts has continued apace. The privatisation of the public domain, such as public spaces, reducing the capacity of local government and transferring knowledge to management consultants continues to increase.

Newcastle and North East context

Area-based physical redevelopment cannot be divorced from the economic and employment future of the West End and its contribution to Newcastle’s overall strategy and to regional objectives; the sustainability of redevelopment including the urban and building design quality; and the social justice context of the costs and benefits of redevelopment.

The context for the West End is determined by:

· Local area needs and demands for affordable housing, jobs, and good quality schools, health and community facilities.

· Local Development Framework – Benwell-Scotswood Area Action Plan and Core Strategy Development Plan Document (Newcastle City Council)

· Housing Market Renewal Area (Bridging NewcastleGateshead Housing Market Renewal Area)

· North East Housing Strategy (Regional Housing Board)

· Regional Economic Strategy (One NorthEast, Regional Development Authority)

· Northern Way strategy (partnership between the three northern Regional Development Agencies (Yorkshire Forward, Northwest Regional Development Agency and One NorthEast)
Part 2

The policy framework

Twelve key issues currently have a major influence in regeneration policy. Some are threats.  Others provide opportunities for community organisations to influence the regeneration agenda: 

1. Developing a vision for the West End 

Having a vision for the West End is vitally important. It should not be concerned with architectural fantasies nor the boring and stultifying designs common with many housebuilders, which hark back to a builder’s sense of architectural history. The vision must start with key questions about:

· Who will live and work in the area? 

· What facilities and services will be available for residents, employees and for Newcastle as a whole? 

· What types of public transport will provide access?

· How will the local economy be strengthened?

· What type of jobs and training will be created?

Creative thinking and planning must address these questions. Redevelopment of the West End is highly significant for those who already reside and work in the area. It is also significant for Newcastle, the North East region and for the Northern Way strategy (the North East, North West and Yorkshire and Humberside). One of the Northern Way’s objectives is to increase the attractiveness of housing to encourage people to move to and stay in the North. The rebranding of areas is underway. Most of the West End is part of the Housing Market Renewal Pathfinder, which is intended to permanently ‘restructure the housing market’. There is increasing talk about ‘lifestyle preferences’ and ‘world class regeneration’. With so much emphasis on what the West End can do for Newcastle and the North East, there is a real danger that the needs and preferences of local people are marginalised. So the question of Whose vision? becomes paramount.

2. Government has a target of achieving 75% home ownership in England 

The government is committed to increasing home ownership through the Right To Buy (RTB), Large Scale Voluntary Transfers (LSVT) and shared ownership via the HomeBuy scheme. 

The Pre-Budget Report and Comprehensive Spending Review 2007 set the government’s spending programme for the next three years. The government plans to increase housebuilding to 240,000 dwellings per annum by 2016. It plans a 50% increase in social housing with 45,000 dwellings per annum units by 2010/11. It will also assist 120,000 households into home ownership in the same period. However, most of the new housing will be in growth areas in the south and there is no mention of council housing in the social housing allocation. The Comprehensive Spending Review settlement imposes a 1% per annum real term growth rate for local government over the next three years and assumes 3% annual efficiency savings – a very stringent settlement at a time when local authorities are expected to strengthen their role in regeneration and economic development.

Local authorities have built an average 156 council houses over the last seven years. 

The government intends to provide more resources to councils to build new homes and to enable councils to retain more of the income and capital receipts of their own investment. It is encouraging local authorities to set up Special Venture Vehicles (SVVs) – dwellings built through such vehicles are held outside the Housing Revenue Account (HRA) and therefore not subject to the rules about redistributing surplus rents or pooling capital receipts. Assets held in the Housing Revenue Account are used to deliver additional social rented or shared ownership housing. An Arms Length Management Organisation (ALMO) can fulfill the same role. Special Venture Vehicles are normally a local authority company, wholly owned by the local authority and classified as a public sector organisation for spending and borrowing purposes.

The provision of new or replacement council housing could be limited if priority is given to ‘affordable housing’ and/or ‘social housing’ projects with a low percentage of council housing provision and by mixed community projects which focus on the regeneration of large estates. In these circumstances, fewer new council homes are likely to be built compared to the number of dwellings demolished and lost through Right To Buy.

ALMOs can participate in the National Affordable Housing Programme if they meet certain requirements:

· “ALMOs will require a performance guarantee from their local authority covering their scheme bids. At pre-qualification the local authority will need to give formal notice of its intention to enter into such a guarantee. This will be sufficient for the ALMO to meet the financial capacity test;

· ALMO borrowing will be treated as Other Public Subsidy in the Corporation’s assessment of value for total public subsidy. However, the provision of land for development by an ALMO will be taken as evidence of a good fit with local priorities, particularly on large schemes or regeneration projects; and

· Ownership of the homes developed will be restricted to three-star ALMOs” (Housing Corporation, 2007b).
The Housing Corporation encouraged two-star ALMOs, or three-star organisations not wishing to bid directly “to engage with the competition as managing organisations within an Investment Partners consortium.”

Delivering Affordable Housing 

The definition of affordable housing includes social rented (council housing and Registered Social Landlords). Intermediate affordable housing is housing at prices and rents above those of social rent but below market price or rents. It includes key worker housing, shared equity (HomeBuy) and other low cost homes for sale or intermediate rent. However, many ‘affordable’ homes built by the private sector are not in fact affordable by most people on low incomes and are often built to lower housing standards.
The Department for Communities and Local Government produced a revised Policy Planning Statement 3 (PPS3): Housing (and accompanying guidance, Delivering Affordable Housing) at the end of 2006 (DCLG, 2006). It imposed a duty on local authorities to plan residential land supply with a rolling five-year pipeline of deliverable land for housing. It also required regional spatial strategies to include targets for rented and intermediate market affordable housing. Local authorities have to set out a clear policy for developer contributions to affordable housing through planning obligations and to require higher design and environmental standards through development control.

This approach raises three important questions. Firstly, the extent to which new housebuilding in the affordable housing programme is new council housing as opposed to housing for sale or shared equity schemes to extend home ownership. Secondly, the extent to which council housing assets and public land should be used to subsidise private housing. Thirdly, more arms length companies are likely to further fragment public institutions and erode democratic accountability and transparency.

The sale of council homes increased 50% between 1997/98 and 2003/04. However, Right To Buy receipts have fallen dramatically in the last three years from 69,600 sales in 2003/04 to 26,700 sales in 2005/06, a 62% reduction. Capital receipts declined 50% in the same period from £2.94bn to £1.56bn. The decline was attributed to new restrictions on discount rates available to tenants which coincided with the rapid rise in house prices resulting in an affordability gap (Social Housing, September 2006). About 75% of Right To Buy receipts are pooled nationally by the government leaving only 25% for use by individual local authorities.
The number of households on housing waiting lists nationally increased 52% since 1997 and homelessness has more than doubled from 43,520 in the second quarter of 1997 to 100,970 in the same quarter in 2005 (ODPM 2005 and Hansard, Parliamentary Answer, 17th October 2005).

Tenants with Right To Buy rights can purchase newly built social housing homes, which are then lost for social housing. If the city council is committed to genuine mixed communities there is a case for the over-supply of social housing in the knowledge that a significant percentage will transfer to owner-occupation shortly after the development is completed. Nationally over 130 local authorities have transferred their housing stock to housing associations, although only three are in the North East.

There are three different elements of the HomeBuy scheme, which aims to assist 100,000 households to purchase their home by 2010. Social HomeBuy enables council and housing association tenants to buy a share in their current home at a discount, starting with a minimum 25% stake and increasing in 10% tranches to full ownership. New Build HomeBuy enables people to buy a share in a newly built property and Open Market HomeBuy allows people to buy a property on the open market. 

Market turbulence

How any of these schemes develop will largely depend on the extent to which the British, European and US economies are affected by economic slowdown and the impact of the defaults in sub-prime lending contributing to a global credit crisis. Lower economic growth will impact on the labour market causing unemployment to rise. Pressure on wage increases, particularly public sector pay, is likely to further reduce consumer spending. However, most forecasters are expecting a ‘readjustment’ rather than recession.
House prices in Britain are forecast to fall by 5% in 2008 and between 5% - 8% in 2009. With existing high levels of debt, tighter lending criteria introduced by financial institutions and a weakening buy-to-let market will contribute to a downturn in the housing market. First-time buyers face larger deposits with lower loan-to-value ratios, higher mortgage interest rates and less tolerant responses if repayments are missed. Since the government’s affordable housing programme mainly comprises various types of housing for sale, then a housing market downturn could significantly affect the programme targets.

3. Mixed communities
Dispersal of existing residents – “proactive de-concentration of deprivation” as one government adviser called it (ODPM Mixed Communities Learning Event, London, 15th November 2005). In other words, ‘hide and deny’ the real level of poverty and fragment existing communities irrespective of family and social networks (this is discussed in more detail in Part 3). 

4. Private finance

Extended use of private finance of housing development through the Private Finance Initiative (PFI) for both new and refurbishment housing projects. The principle of the PFI is that the local authority goes through the procurement process to select a consortium (developers, construction companies, financial institutions, architects, planners, lawyers and financial advisers) which designs, builds, finances, and operates (DBFO) with a 25-30 year contract. These projects impose certain strategies and resource requirements on community organisations for participation to have any real meaning.

There is wide consensus that more comprehensive and integrated approaches to development and service provision are necessary but they are being driven by PFI models. For example, Building Schools for the Future (BSF) is the government’s new private finance initiative programme to renew the secondary school infrastructure in England over the next fifteen years.  A Local Education Partnership (LEP) - 80% controlled by the private sector, with the local authority and Partnership for Schools (a new Department for Education and Skills quango) each with a 10% stake - is set up to take over many responsibilities from Local Education Authorities (LEAs).

The Local Education Partnership will design, build, finance and operate new and refurbished schools using a mix of public and private investment. But Building Schools for the Future is not just about the provision of new schools. The LEA must fully review its educational vision, develop a strategy for educational provision which integrates the building programme with service delivery, a new information and communications technology infrastructure, teaching, school management and community use. The Local Educational Partnership will not only deliver facilities management but also provide other services such as educational support services and school transport. Newcastle, Gateshead, South Tyneside and Sunderland councils are in the first wave of local authorities in the BSF programme. Councils have been threatened that if they do not have at least one Academy, then Building Schools for the Future funding will be withheld.

The NHS Local Improvement Finance Trust (LIFT) is another version of the PFI model. In this model the private consortia have a contract with exclusive rights to build health centres and surgeries in an area. Newcastle and North Tyneside have a NHS LIFT project.

The government and the PFI sector are currently developing new PFI models either using the LIFT or BSF models, or possibly a new model, to channel investment in regeneration and to provide a wider range of facilities and services.

5. Modernisation by marketisation 

The government’s modernisation agenda is centred on providing choice for parents, pupils, patients and service users generally by relying on market forces. Financial systems are established to allow money to follow pupils and patients and competitive tendering for services is being mainstreamed in the public sector leading to more outsourcing and offshoring of services to private companies. The government believes that local authorities and other public bodies should commission services but only provide those that the private and voluntary sector cannot or do not want to provide. The transfer of services and functions to arms-length companies such as Arms Length Housing Management Organisations (such as Your Homes Newcastle), Foundation Hospitals, School and Leisure Trusts are also part of this strategy. Meanwhile business interests are gaining more power through contracts and direct involvement in the public policy making process. Marketisation is being driven across the public sector in five key ways (Whitfield, 2006).

Firstly, the description, quality and operation of public services are changed so that they can be specified, priced and packaged in a contract. The welfare state infrastructure is also being commodified as new schools and hospitals are increasingly built via Private Finance Initiative projects.
Secondly, the scope and content of work is reorganised which often leads to changes in job descriptions, responsibilities and staffing levels to match the specification of services. The TUPE regulations afford a degree of protection to workers but it also makes it easier to transfer staff from one employer to another.

Thirdly, the government introduces market mechanisms such as arrangements for funding to follow patients and pupils, and the pricing of services (the NHS has a national tariff for over 1,000 operations and procedures).  Schools, hospitals and other facilities are compelled to compete against each other. 

Fourthly, service users are treated as consumers.  Services and functions are transferred to quangos.  Arms length companies and trusts and privately controlled companies are established within public bodies. Democratic accountability and transparency is diluted.

Finally, business interests are increasing embedded in the public sector through contracts, PFI projects, management consultants, representation on Boards of arms length companies and trusts, and through greater involvement in the public policy making process via trade and business associations. 

Commissioning and contestability

Commissioning is described as the means by which the authority “seeks to secure the best outcomes for their local communities by making use of all available resources - without regard for whether services are provided in-house, externally or through various forms of partnership” (DCLG, 2007).  The Department of Health has a similar description of ‘world class commissioning’: “The commissioning process involves assessing and prioritising population needs, focusing on strategic outcomes, procuring services, and managing providers to deliver the required outcomes” (Department of Health, 2007)
The previous duty to conduct Best Value Reviews and produce annual Best Value Performance Plans in local government has been removed. However, local authorities are now urged to “regularly and rigorously assess and review the competitiveness of those services against similar services provided by other statutory bodies, local authorities or other service providers” (Para 6.11, Draft Guidance, DCLG, 2007).

The draft guidance for the implementation of the Local Government and Public Involvement in Health Act 2007 describes commissioning as: 

· “User and community engagement and needs analysis; 

· Strategically planning for services which deliver sustainable outcomes; 

· Implementing plans, shaping markets, securing services and outcomes; 

· Monitoring the delivery of outcomes, evaluating and challenging services” (ibid).
Authorities are encouraged to regularly review the competitiveness of services, create a clear separation between commissioning and service provision and develop a mixed economy of provision. They must involve service users and local communities “throughout the commissioning cycle” to “deepen to the extent that local communities become co-producers of the services and outcomes they want to see. This could include participatory, community-led or individual or family budgets, or active participation in service delivery, or the management and ownership of assets. 
“Authorities should also involve front-line staff in the commissioning of services, making use of their commitment and expertise” (DCLG, 2007).

PCTs and upper tier local authorities have a statutory duty under the Local Government and Public Involvement in Health Act 2007 to identify the current and future health and well being needs of a local population in a Joint Strategic Needs Assessment (JSNA).
The government is concerned that, parallel with procurement, local authorities and public bodies should help to ‘make markets’, in other words, take initiatives to improve the capacity and competitiveness of the supply side (private and voluntary sector contractors) and minimise fragmented commissioning. A series of “developing the local government services market’ reports for different services were commissioned by DCLG from management consultants PricewaterhouseCoopers. http://www.communities.gov.uk/localgovernment/localregional/servicedelivery/procurement/developinglocal/
6. Community participation

The rhetoric of participation and empowerment is commonplace but community organisations cannot engage in a meaningful way without significant capacity building and resources.  This issue is dealt with in more detail later in this report. The government is heavily promoting an increased role of the voluntary sector and social enterprises in the provision of public services. 

The Local Government and Public Involvement in Health Act 2007 imposes a duty to involve ‘representatives of local persons’ in policy making from April 2009 (see Statutory Guidance: Draft for Consultation 2007). The Act refers to “representatives of local persons” which includes “whose who work or study in the area (including those who work for the authority)….” The guidance states that authorities “should also involve front-line staff in the commissioning of services, making use of their commitment and expertise”.
Local Involvement Networks (LINKS) replaced Patients’ Forums and the Commission for Patient and Public Involvement in Health from April 2008. Each local authority area with responsibility for social care will have a LINK, which will be funded by the Department of Health. Councils will pay a host organisation to operate and support the LINK. A wide range of patient/carer, community, business, tenants and youth organisations can be members of a LINK plus individuals. The LINK is intended to prepare reports on local health care services, collect information and submit evidence to Scrutiny Committees. (see Newcastle LINKs www.newcastle.gov.uk/core.nsf/a/linkbull
7. Community well-being and sustainability development 

The government is promoting the concept of ‘sustainable communities’. However, the government’s definition of sustainable communities is a series of objectives, which are so broadly defined that they draw almost universal agreement:

Active, inclusive and safe - Fair, tolerant and cohesive with a strong local culture and other shared community activities.

Well run - with effective and inclusive participation, representation and leadership.

Environmentally sensitive - providing places for people to live that are considerate of the environment.

Well designed and built - featuring quality built and natural environment.

Well connected - with good transport services and communication linking people to jobs, schools, health and other services.

Thriving - with a flourishing and diverse local economy.

Well served - with public, private, community and voluntary services that are appropriate to people's needs and accessible to all.

Fair for everyone - including those in other communities, now and in the future. (DCLG website accessed February 2008) www.communities.gov.uk/communities/sustainablecommunities/whatis/ 

The website contains a more detailed description of each objective.

These are very broad statements, which can hardly be called objectives because they are so general. Nevertheless, sustainability must be addressed. Firstly, housing design must address energy, materials, insulation, waste minimisation and recycling. Secondly, the design and use of public and private spaces, access to public transport, recreation and leisure facilities make a significant contribution to a sustainable community. Thirdly, the quality of training and employment created in the development process must be harnessed to address local needs. Fourthly, local and regional production and supply chains established in the construction and development process can help to strengthen the local economy.

8. Regional economies 

The Local Government White Paper proposed new City Development Companies (see below) to increase private sector involvement and investment and Multi-Area Agreements (MAAs) to encourage subregional collaboration. The assumption is that increased private sector involvement and better coordination will significantly improve performance.

 “……regional bodies have continued to be created on an ad hoc basis with little clear sense of where they fit in with the existing structure………the result has been a complex and confusing picture of a multi-layered, fragmented array of bodies with overlapping responsibilities and strategies, multiple and complex networks, relationships and partnerships” (Audit Commission, 2007). 

The government’s Sub-National Review of Economic Development and Regeneration in 2007 recommended reform in four areas.

Firstly, to empower local authorities to promote economic development and neighbourhood renewal. Consultation on legislation to require all upper tier authorities to carry out an assessment of their local economy and future challenges is imminent. Reform of the Local Authority Business Growth Incentive scheme, a proposed business rate supplement to fund economic development projects, a community infrastructure levy on new development to support infrastructure investment, and a new Working Neighbourhood Fund to replace the Neighbourhood Renewal Fund are also proposed.

Secondly, to support joint local authority working to strengthen sub-regional management of transport, to develop Multi-Area Agreements (MAAs) to allow groups of local authorities to agree economic development targets. The possibility of establishing statutory sub-regional arrangements – City Regions - to pool responsibilities for economic development policy areas will also be considered. MAAs are voluntary sub-regional partnerships which will require ”transparent arrangements for ensuring financial and democratic accountability” and will be expected to include representation from businesses and the RDA (DCLG, 2007).

Thirdly, to strengthen the regional tier by finally moving to a single integrated regional strategy with economic, social and environmental objectives. RDAs will be strengthened and become regional planning authorities with the abolition of Regional Assemblies in 2010. The scrutiny responsibility of Assemblies will be given to local authority leaders in each region. They will also have responsibility for agreeing the regional strategy.

Finally, reform of central government’s relations with regions and localities. Each region now has a Regional Minister to be an advocate for the region and “to give citizens a voice in central government” (DCLG, 2007).

Regeneration can make an important contribution to achieving regional targets and improving living and working conditions in the North East. The main growth areas are in the south east  (for example, Thames Gateway) and competition for investment and employment will continue between regions. There is much talk about creating ‘world class’ cities, regeneration and communities in the ‘knowledge economy’. 

At a more practical level, regeneration can have a significant economic impact, for example local authorities in Tyne and Wear will be spending £500m on secondary schools over the next decade. How and where this money is spent is very important. The production and supply of building materials and furniture and equipment, the involvement of local firms in the construction process, the provision of job training and apprenticeships, the use of local architectural skills and other technical advisers, and who manages and maintains the buildings and the public domain once the area is redeveloped all make a significant economic and employment contribution to community well-being and will help sustain the North East economy. But equally these benefits could be eroded by ignoring where goods and materials are obtained from, outsourcing facilities management to companies which have no roots in the region, or by an over-reliance on privately financed regeneration and PFI projects. Once construction is complete and PFI projects are operational, they are likely to be refinanced via the secondary market and/or shares in the consortia sold to infrastructure funds. Increasing ownership of the region’s assets by international financial institutions could have long-term disadvantages.

9. New development agencies 

Urban Regeneration Companies: The government has been keen to establish new Urban Regeneration Companies and Urban Development Corporations in regeneration and growth areas. Since 2000, twenty-one urban regeneration companies have taken over responsibility for major regeneration areas in England, with one in Wales and one in Northern Ireland. Each urban regeneration company is supported by the Regional Development Agency, English Partnerships, and the local authority, and has local business and community representation on the board. To date public investment has been matched by a similar level of private investment. However, English Partnerships have indicated they now want to ‘sweat the assets’ and to achieve a 20/80 public/private share of investment (English Partnerships Press Release, 8th September 2005). This also has implications for whether councils continue to provide planning and development functions or whether they are outsourced to private consultants. (Further details of companies and performance reports www.urcs-online.co.uk/companies/).
Homes and Communities Agency: The new Homes and Communities Agency will bring together the housing and regeneration delivery functions of the Housing Corporation, English Partnerships and the Department for Communities and Local Government and will begin operating on 1st April 2009. This includes delivery of decent homes, housing market renewal, housing PFI, housing growth and urban regeneration. The Agency’s main objective is to deliver the Prime Minister’s target of 3 million new homes by 2020. 

Local Housing Companies: Newcastle City Council is one of 14 pilot Local Housing Companies (LHCs):. 
“Each LHC will act as the master developer for new communities within a designated area, working in partnership with other investors and contractors. They will be able to deliver additional shared ownership without Government grant. These Local Housing Companies will develop new mixed communities and meet specific needs such as affordable and family housing, and will be able to include at least 50% affordable housing” (DCLG 2007).

Local authorities will be able to establish joint venture companies to deliver new affordable homes, “attract new development partners into the market” and to provide “more consumer choice and affordable homes”. The LCH will have responsibility for the design, planning, and commissioning of development. 

Your Homes Newcastle: Arms Length Management Organisations (ALMOs) were established with a limited life, usually five to ten years, based on a management agreement between the local authority and the ALMO to manage, maintain and improve the council housing stock. Newcastle, Gateshead and South Tyneside have ALMOs, North Tyneside retained in-house the management of their housing stock. The ALMO programme started in 2001 and six annual bidding Rounds for places on the programme have been held.  The Department for Communities and Local Government has no plans for further bidding rounds. 
The government’s mixed communities strategy aims to redevelop parts of large estates mainly with shared equity and private housing, thus reducing the council housing stock to create a more ‘balanced’ tenure mix. The recent Housing Green Paper indicates that greater priority will be given to increasing affordable housing to buy, and hence meet the government’s home ownership ambitions, than to securing the future for council housing. The Fourth Option campaign has demanded that all local authorities should have access to additional investment, not just those who established ALMOs. It campaigns for the retention of council housing as a viable and effective tenure. 

Newcastle Tenants Federation has examined a range of potential options for the future of Your Homes Newcastle so that they can fully engage in and influence the debate about the future of the housing service.

City Development Companies: Newcastle and Gateshead Councils, supported by One North East, have agreed to set up a new joint City Development Company to “transform the performance of the Newcastle Gateshead economy by delivering higher levels of economic growth and enhancing the competitiveness of the Urban Core of NewcastleGateshead” (Newcastle City Council, 2007).
CDCs evolve from the old Urban Regeneration Company concept.  The emphasis will be on economic development rather than physical regeneration, although in “delivering linked aspects of economic development, including – if appropriate to the area – some of the physical development to underpin economic growth over a 10-15 year timescale” (ibid). The CDC will undertake four core activities when it is operational in April 2009: 

· Develop and implement the economic masterplan for NewcastleGateshead which will identify the activities which will generate the economic growth and the specific locations that will sustain them

· Target investment marketing and business winning

· Strategic Economic Projects

· Co-ordinate and deliver key regeneration projects of NewcastleGateshead
10. Efficiency savings and shared services
The Comprehensive Spending Review (CSR) 2007 set out Labour’s spending plans to 2010/11. The tax burden will increase by 1.0% of national income (£14 billion) whilst public spending will be cut by 0.5% of national income (£7 billion). The Institute for Fiscal Studies concludes that this would, if delivered, “take the tax burden to a 24-year high and public spending to an eight-year low” (IFS, 2008). The spending plans are based on 3% annual efficiency savings and a 2% public sector pay policy.

The ‘tight’ local government settlement plans for a an average real increase of 1.5% per annum compared to a 4.2% average growth rate in spending reviews between 1998/99 and 2007/08.

The CSR included £6.5 billion for social housing over the three-year period to deliver 45,000 new homes each year by 2010/11. A further £1.5 billion will be spent on low-cost home ownership schemes. However, housing associations will increase their level of private borrowing to £730m by 2010/11. Regeneration areas will get £2 billion expenditure over three years to focus on economic development and mixed communities. A further £1.7 billion over three years will target infrastructure in growth areas and eco towns and £500m over three years for the new Housing and Planning Delivery Grant is intended to incentivise local authorities to increase the supply of housing.

Healthcare spending is forecast to increase by 3.7% a year on average in real terms between 2008/09 and 2010/11 compared to an average real growth of 6.6% per annum between 2002/03 and 2007/08.

Government departments, NHS Trusts, local authorities and other public bodies are encouraged to develop shared services projects, particularly for corporate and transactional services. Joint provision and collaboration in the delivery of frontline services is also increasing. This has many advantages although it does raise important issues about governance and accountability arrangements, employment issues and community participation (Whitfield, 2007).

11. New channels of finance for property investment 

Although Real Estate Investment Trusts (REITS) are new in Britain, property investment trusts already exist in several other EU countries. REITs will invest in commercial and residential property and pay no corporation tax in return for distributing 95% of net profits to investors. Three-quarters of the income of a REIT must come from property rents. They can be included in pension schemes, Individual Savings Accounts (ISAs), Personal Equity Plans (PEPs) and Child Trust Funds (CFTs). Most property companies are expected to convert to REITs although no shareholder will be able to own no more than 10% of any REIT. Some housing associations are considering establishing REITs. They are significant for housing development in that they are likely to fuel private property development and higher priced rented private apartments.

12. Gated communities 

There are an increasing number of self-contained developments or privately managed residential enclaves with security controls to monitor entry and exit from the ‘community’. They vary in scale from secure apartment buildings to small villages with their own governance arrangements. 

Summary of the policy framework
In summary, the effects of the policy context outlined above will be:

· Larger development sites with mixed housing for sale and for rent.

· A mix of private and public financed development.

· Private sector companies and consultants having a bigger role in planning, designing, building and implementation of development.

· The possible establishment of a new public/private organisation to take over responsibility for planning and regeneration from the city council.

· A commitment to more extensive community participation in the development process.

· The government is likely to try to use large development projects as a test bed for allowing market forces to determine the level and quality of public services.

Private sector interests

The private sector players: 

· Construction companies: Four construction companies dominate the housing construction sector – Taylor Wimpey, Barratt Developments, Persimmon and Bellway – with an annual housing turnover of between £6b.3bn, £3.6bn, £3.1bn and £1.2bn respectively. The first three companies are also in the top six construction contractors in Britain in 2007 (Building magazine league tables).

· Property developers: Increased investment in mixed used developments and regeneration projects, as developers have slowly realised that they  are less risky than previously considered.

· Housing associations: Places for People lead the consortia in the East End development. Sunderland Housing Group has been rebranded as Gentoo Group with five divisions – housing association, a new-build homes division, a construction and maintenance company, commercial projects and an enterprise company.

· PFI/PPP consortia: The major construction companies create consortia consisting of banks and financial institutions, housing management and maintenance companies and financial, legal and technical advisers.

· Consultants and advisers: They range from architectural firms and planning consultants to financial, legal, technical and construction-related advisers involved in PFI/PPP consortia.

· Business organisations: The Confederation of British Industry (CBI) and other business or trade organizations represented in the North East regularly promote private sector interests in regeneration policy-making.
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The government’s development strategies

The government has a series of strategies, which could have a significant impact on the type and form of housing development.

Housing associations becoming more like developers
Housing associations are non-profit organisations, regulated by the Housing Corporation, and do not have a share capital. They are run by Boards of Directors composed of people who have a knowledge of local, regional or national housing policies. Some housing associations are small and very local whilst others have grown into national organisations through takeovers and mergers. 

Many of the medium-sized and larger housing associations are changing from the traditional Registered Social Landlord (RSL) model and are:

· increasingly establishing financial and development subsidiaries

· having to compete for social housing grant with private developers (see below)

· diversifying into social care with the provision of residential and extra care schemes and the delivery of home care services.

· establishing partnerships with private developers in which housing associations may contribute land, development skills and management of affordable housing.

· investing in NHS LIFT projects and Academies

· merging with other housing associations to form regional and national associations.

Housing Corporation opens social housing grant to private developers

Social housing grant to build and refurbish affordable homes, previously restricted to non-profit housing associations, is now open to competition from private developers. Four private developers  (Bellway, Bovis, First Base and Persimmons) and 13 housing associations were successful in a 2005 pilot project. However, only £140m of the £200m was allocated because of poor quality bids. Undaunted, the Housing Corporation announced that the full £3.3bn programme for 2006-08 will be open to private sector bidding before it had evaluated the pilot. Many private sector bids were rejected because they attempted to use the pilot to obtain extra funding for schemes already approved or being subsidised through planning agreements. Despite failing to allocate all the pilot money the Housing Corporation claimed that “…that there is a real market for private sector involvement in the delivery of new affordable homes” (Housing Corporation Press Release 99/05).

Some housing associations have formed consortia with private builders, others have established new development companies – “It is becoming increasingly difficult for many in the outside world to distinguish between a housing association and a developer” (Inside Housing, 9th September 2005). In addition to joining forces with private developers and building for sale, housing associations are also diversifying into community care and regeneration, investing in NHS LIFT projects and sponsoring Academies in a period of merger mania.

Market-driven planning system

The government-commissioned Barker Review concluded that high house price inflation could be reduced by increasing the supply of land for housing development (HM Treasury, 2004) – a view challenged by many housing and planning bodies (Inside Housing 9th and 16th September 2005, Building 9th September 2005). The government has accepted the Barker recommendations and plans to remove a local authority’s power of when to release land and order mandatory release of land when the price of homes relative to income in an area is above a certain level. This will trigger more housebuilding in popular areas and institutionalise ‘managed reduction’ in other areas making regeneration and renewal more difficult. 

Until now the planning system has sought to balance market pressures with local planning objectives, public interest, sustainable development and demographic change. Barker also accepted the trickle-down thesis that a massive expansion of owner occupation will ultimately benefit the homeless – an idea without evidence, which has plagued housing policy for years. 

The government has also said that it will allow “excellent local authorities with good housing services” to build new homes for rent; 

“increasing the effectiveness of the housing Private Finance Initiative (PFI) programme, where Government is exploring the possibility of developing some form of partnership model to build new homes, which could speed up procurement and reduce its costs; and encouraging local authorities undertaking PFI procurements to consider, with the private sector, the opportunities for increased new build for sale or shared ownership, which would be facilitated by the PFI credits. This helps maximize income to the PFI project, helping to reduce the cost to the public sector” (HM Treasury and ODPM, 2005). 

Mixed communities and the ‘proactive de-concentration of deprivation’ 

The government is ‘experimenting’ with pilot projects to convert ‘sink’ estates into mixed communities using public/private investment based on the US HOPE VI programme. The Mixed Communities Initiative has 12 pilot areas (Redcar and Cleveland in the North East) where “proposals for each site will be tailored to their market characteristics” (ODPM, 2006). But pilots usually have a short life span and are often mainstreamed before they are evaluated. 

The Labour government is drawing on a highly selective analysis of the American programme which was established to create ‘mixed communities. It is drawing on an analysis of the programme by the Washington DC based Brookings Institution which paints a relatively rosy picture of the programme. Two Brookings advisers gave presentations at a national conference on mixed communities held by the government (ODPM) in autumn 2005. The government is ignoring other research conducted by US national housing and community development organisations which have major criticisms of the programme. 

The US Urban Revitalisation Demonstration Programme (now known as HOPE VI) began in 1992 to revitalise the “most severely distressed public housing projects”. The aim was “to improve the physical quality of public housing, to reduce the concentration and isolation of very low-income families that dominate large urban projects, and to create, in place of these projects, well-managed mixed-income housing developments that will become a functioning part of their surrounding neighbourhoods” (Wexler, 2000). By 2003 the government had awarded HOPE VI grants ($4.5 billion) in 166 cities resulting in the demolition of 63,100 dwellings and another 20,300 scheduled for redevelopment (Urban Institute, 2004). The Bush Administration has tried to terminate the HOPE VI for the last three years but each time Congress has maintained the programme. However, the maximum grant has been more than halved from $50m to $20m.

‘Severely distressed’ housing accounted for 6% (86,000 dwellings of the 1.3m nationwide) of US public housing and was defined by four criteria - physical deterioration and unacceptable living conditions, increasing levels of poverty, high incidence of serious crime and management difficulties such as high vacancy rates, high turnover rates and transfer requests and low levels of rent-collection.

In reality HOPE VI projects must be able to “sustain market demand for mixed income housing, the sites must be within strong housing markets or be capable of generating such markets. They must also transfer a high degree of control to private developers with experience in successfully financing and building mixed income housing and the flair to market it to middle class and professional households. Mixed financed models were required to combine public and private finance in a partnership structure and to deal with risk, ownership and create long term security

It was also recognised that HOPE VI projects had to take a comprehensive community building approach to the transformation of the target site and the public housing residents. This should include economic development, social services and community organising.

There are conflicting analyses of the HOPE VI model for in the US. The US General Accounting Office (the GAO is the equivalent to the National Audit Office in Britain), the Brookings Institution, the Urban Land Institute, the National Housing Law Project and the Center for Community Change (CCC) are among organisations which have investigated the HOPE VI programme.  Their findings indicate that:

· The programme increasingly appeared to target not the most severely distressed public housing but those sites, which are most amenable to higher income redevelopment. The US government’s General Accounting Office study concluded that the focus of HOPE VI shifted away from the most severely distressed public housing sites towards smaller sites with greater potential to attract private investment.

· Most residents of Hope V1 sites are moved out of the area.  The CCC study in seven cities found that only 11.4% of former residents have or are expected to return to HOPE VI sites.  The bulk of residents are simply transferred to other public housing developments. The Urban Land study revealed only 18% of residents returned to the housing. A HOPE VI tracking study of eight sites found that more than 40% of the original residents had returned to the new housing (Abt Associates and Urban Institute, 2002). However, two projects had phased the development so that residents could move directly from their old into new housing thus avoiding any temporary rehousing, and the third project was located in a very tight and expensive housing market with little decent affordable private housing. With four of the remaining sites only partly reoccupied, the overall return rate was 19%.

· HOPE VI has led to an overall loss of public housing units. By late 2002, the programme planned to demolish 78,259 public housing dwellings and replace them with 33,853 public housing dwellings for rent, a net loss of 44,486 dwellings for rent for low income families. HOPE VI is supposed to increase the quality of services and amenities such as childcare, healthcare, schools, job training programmes and retail space but only a minority of the original tenants to whom they are targeted gain from this. One of the key objectives of the HOPE VI programme was helping residents to find new or better jobs. A study of five projects which began in 2001, the vast majority of residents had incomes below the poverty level with 35% had less than $5,000 annual income ((Levy and Kaye, 2004). A follow-up survey found that, whilst the share of residents earning more than $15,000 had increased from 32% to 42%, some 40% reported annual income below $5,000. The study concluded that factors beyond the programme, such as the performance of the local economy and structure of the labour market, had a significant effect on the employment opportunities of people with little formal education.

· Tenants and community organisations have had few mechanisms to enforce the participation policies agreed or promised at the beginning of the project since the Department of Housing and Urban Development has never published detailed HOPE VI regulations.

· Redevelopment is estimated to take twice as long under the HOPE VI programme compared with a comparable non-subsidised development – only 14 of the 166 projects had been completed by February 2003 (New Urban News, March, 2003).

Of course there are substantial legislative, cultural and political differences between the US and Britain and it should not be assumed that the problems of the HOPE VI programme will be experienced in Britain. However, the US experience is highly relevant, and all the lessons must be learned.

A study of four ‘mixed income new communities’ in London, Manchester and Glasgow noted that the government was intent on ‘transforming’ neighbourhoods rather than ‘improving’ them (Silverman et al, 2006). In other words, changing the mix of people and incomes as well as regenerating the physical environment. The need for a mixture of income groups, land uses, and ethnic diversity is obvious but the development process focuses exclusively on the ‘new communities’ to the detriment of those on low incomes who have been removed elsewhere. Thus only a percentage of those who lived in the area prior to regeneration gain from it. The benefits of regeneration are, in effect, shared by a much wider social mix of people. 

The focus appears to be on the planning and design of transforming large estates into mixed communities with little attention paid to what happens to the people who move or are transferred out of the area. If their housing and economic needs are not addressed then the government, local authorities and development agencies are in fact practicing social exclusion. Those residents rehoused in another area may benefit from the regeneration of the area to which they are rehoused in due course, but there is every likelihood they could be moved on again.

Newcastle’s housing strategy

Newcastle City Council plans to build 15,000 new homes by 2021, of which only 1,200 (8%) will be social rented homes (Newcastle City Council, 2006). The planned division of social rented housing between council housing and housing association homes is not stated. But even on a the unlikely basis of 50%/50% split this would amount to a maximum of 600 new council homes over 15 years or 40 per annum.

The housing strategy recognises that there has been: 

“….a significant reduction in the supply of council housing. There are 5,000 fewer council homes than there were in 2001, mainly through the combined effect of sales and demolition, and, if this trend continues, the total stock could reduce to 23,000 in 2021. These changes in the cost of housing and in the supply of social housing are among factors that have contributed to an increase in the demand for social housing. Expressions of interest have doubled in the last two years from an average of 22 to around 47 for each property in the Your Choice Homes Lettings Scheme” (Newcastle City Council, 2006). 

The Council will support the building of new homes by Your Homes Newcastle (YHN) “if this becomes possible in the future” (Newcastle City Council, 2006). 
The Local Development Framework Core Strategy sets a population target of 285,500 by 2021, based on moderate economic growth. It focuses housebuilding in the Bridging NewcastleGateshead area and the Newcastle Great Park while restricting it in other parts of the city. Most will be built on previously redeveloped land. “Housing mix should promote inclusive communities and priority is given to larger houses with 3 or more bedrooms, rather than flats” (Newcastle City Council, 2006). 

Funding

National Affordable Housing Programme 2008-11 is operated by the Housing Corporation (the Homes and Communities Agency from April 2009) and is the main source of public subsidy for new affordable housing. Other possible sources include
· local authority cash reserves and receipts;

· local authority land;

· grants made under the Local Government Act 1988;

· money collected through the council tax on second homes;

· on-site developer contributions through planning obligations (Section 106 Agreements);

· commuted sums taken from planning obligations made in the context of other developments to fulfill the requirements of the Local Development Framework for offsite contributions in lieu of on-site;

· assistance from other public bodies such as English Partnerships (part of the Homes and Communities Agency from April 2009);
· privately financed development and build for sale;

· private finance via PFI projects.
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Community participation

Proposals to extend community engagement in local government and health services were noted earlier.  The government had previously published a series of reports extolling the virtue of community involvement and empowerment in the public policy making process:

· Community Involvement in Planning: The Government’s Objectives (ODPM, 2004)

· Citizen Engagement, Neighbourhoods and Public Services: Evidence from Local Government (ODPM, January, 2005)

· Citizen Engagement and Public Services: Why Neighbourhoods Matter (ODPM, January 2005)

· New Localism – Citizen Engagement, Neighbourhood and Public Services (ODPM, January 2005)

· Together We Can: People and Government, Working Together to Make Life Better, (Home Office, 2005)

· Promoting Effective Citizenship and Community Empowerment (ODPM 2006).

The statements and reports advocating community participation in service delivery are an important and welcome development. Local authorities and other public bodies have responsibility for improving the quality of participation.

Participation should mean real choice in local decision-making. Central government policies will need to be more flexible and should not impose policies nor withhold funding because of opposition. In other words freedom and flexibility need to have a degree of local reality. The National Council of Voluntary Organisations (NCVO) noted “that despite the rhetoric supporting civil society and civil renewal, most investment support (futurebuilders), infrastructure support (changeup) and even the lottery, are all moving away from supporting wider civil society organisations to focus on those delivering government priorities” (NCVO, 2005).
The emphasis on freedom and flexibility has certain limitations because there is evidence that the government is unwilling to allow any freedom or flexibility in the implementation of many core policies. Funding for the Decent Homes Standard was deliberately limited to three options - stock transfer, PFI or ALMO. Additional investment was not made available to local authorities where tenants and elected members wanted to retain direct control of council housing.

Community participation should occur at different levels and stages of the development process including :

· Local Development Framework: see Newcastle City Council’s draft Statement of Community Involvement, 30th September 2005.

· Area redevelopment plans: preparation of the Benwell and Scotswood Area Action Plan, West NEWcastle project.

· Other area designations, for example, Scotswood and West Benwell has been designated a Housing Renewal Area by the Bridging NewcastleGateshead Housing Market Renewal Pathfinder.

· Council policies: such as design briefs and other regeneration guidance and policies.

· Central government policies: applicable in the provision of particular facilities and services, for example, schools.

· Procurement process for consultants, developers, regeneration partners and contractors: see below.

The reform agenda includes many statements on the importance of community participation in general and specifically in service delivery. The ‘Together We Can’ civil renewal document contains headings such as ‘power to the people’ and ‘empowerment does work’ (Home Office, 2005). 
“The more effectively communities are engaged in shaping services, the more likely it is that quality will be delivered. The more that communities understand the issues and limitations around decisions on services, the more realistic and sustainable those decisions are likely to be. Indeed, reform and modernisation of the public services will not be accepted as legitimate unless it is based on citizens’ support” (ODPM, 2005).

The same documents recognizes that participation and improving service delivery have a key role in challenging discrimination and promoting fair access. The National Audit Office has also stated that:

“Community participation is vital in ensuring value for money in public services. Services designed and delivered without community input risk wasting public money because they will be unused or underused if they are not what people need. Local people must have the opportunities to identify their needs and contribute to finding solutions, rather than feel powerless in the face of public authorities that deliver services on their behalf.” (National Audit Office, 2004).

The emphasis on the neighbourhood level, reinforced by the localism debate, emphasizes the need to improve the quality and responsiveness of services delivered at the neighbourhood level. This requires increasing “the involvement of the community in the making of decisions on the provision of those services and on the life of the neighbourhood(s)” (ODPM, 2005). The same study calls for more opportunities for joint action between those providing local public services and voluntary and community groups.

Community organisations judge the quality of participation not simply by the scope and number of people ‘consulted’ or having an opportunity to express their views but also by the quality of continuing involvement by representatives of community organisations throughout the planning and decision making process. The latter can only be achieved if community organisations have adequate resources for organizational development, training and obtaining technical support.
Staff and trade union involvement 

Despite a long track record of positive initiatives, there are few references in the community participation guidance and studies which encourage and facilitate staff and trade union participation in the community participation processes or in improving the planning and design of services. 

The importance of staff and trade union involvement in the planning, reviewing and design of services was detailed in a joint study by the IDeA, (the local government Employers Organisation) and local government trade unions (IDeA, 2001). The National Procurement Strategy also encourages the engagement of staff and trade unions in the procurement process (ODPM and LGA, 2003).

Staff and trade union representatives must be involved in the planning and delivery of services. Central and local government best practice guidance explains the advantages and approach to their participation (National Process Improvement Project, 2007; Department for Communities and Local Government, 2007; Cabinet Office, Department for Communities and Local Government. Local Government Association and Improvement and Development Agency 2007; Improvement and Development Agency, Local Government Information Unit et al, 2001).

“Front office employees have a pivotal role delivering citizen-centric customer services...…….Since front office staff are responsible for interacting with customers, the workforce literally ‘owns the means of production” (DCLG, Cabinet Office, LGA and IDeA, 2007).

The benefits of staff and trade union involvement are substantial. A study of the role of frontline staff in the Beacon Scheme found that Beacon Councils with a high level of staff engagement with the scheme reported significantly higher levels of important organisational outcome measures compared to two comparator groups of councils with lower levels of staff engagement (DCLG, 2007). They reported significantly higher levels of proactivity, personal innovation, organisational performance, satisfaction, innovation and improvement and participation.

Community involvement in procurement

Newcastle City Council’s Corporate Procurement Strategy sets out the policies and methods by which the city council undertakes the procurement process. It includes Protocols which contain more detailed guidance on how to undertake specific tasks. Protocol 4 covers user and community involvement including tenant and resident involvement in regeneration projects. The protocol states that tenants, residents and community organisation representatives should be involved in the following ways:

· “Each procurement process must immediately prepare a draft user/community involvement/consultation plan identifying the different stages of the procurement process and how user/community representatives will be involved. Discussions should be held with the relevant organisations to agree the level of involvement at each stage.

· The user/community involvement/consultation plan will provide for participation through:-

· Working groups, panels and committees set up to carry out options appraisal and procurement

· Evaluation panels

· Site visits to other projects and contracts.

· Interviews of contractors prior to shortlisting and on bid submissions:

· Presentations by bidders

· Workshops and away days to evaluate proposals and bids

· Engagement of consultants and advisers

· Community and/or trade union representatives will have observer status on decision-making bodies because they are not party to the contract. However, this does not prevent representatives having a role in working groups and panels established to progress procurement.

· Consultative evaluation of appropriate elements of scoping documents, options, specifications, procurement strategy, shortlisting, bid documentation, bids, preferred bidder selection and contract award.

· Tenant/resident and community groups have the right to have their advisers to accompany them to all meetings with Elected Members, council staff, consultants and contractors and to submit reports and their views to evaluation panels.

· The City Council will provide training for tenant/resident and community representatives on the options and procurement processes.

· The City Council will consider funding technical advisers for community organisations, in appropriate procurement.” (Newcastle City Council, 2004).

Newcastle’s Community Engagement strategy

The City Council Community Engagement Strategy will:  

· strengthen, develop and sustain opportunities for local people and groups to influence what happens in their communities

· provide opportunities for communities to shape and influence the development and delivery of quality services and policies that reflect local needs and priorities

· manage and coordinate engagement activities to ensure consistency, quality and partner participation and avoid duplication

· ensure that community engagement activities provide opportunities for participation for all sections of the community, particularly people and groups that are often missed out of community engagement activities

· listen to communities and ensure feedback to participants about the outcomes of consultation and engagement

· provide variety and flexibility and choice in community engagement activities

· listen and learn from our own and others' experience and share community engagement skills and knowledge of putting the citizen at the heart of decision-making. 

It sets out a series of proposals how it will achieve these objectives. www.newcastle.gov.uk/core.nsf/a/engagementstrat
Real capacity building

Community capacity building must be independent of government programmes and projects which have in the past set constraints on the scope and effectiveness of capacity building. Genuine participation will also require transparency and disclosure of projects, policies, performance, partnership agreements and contracts. There must be clear structures and channels designed to strengthen local democratic accountability and representation. Resources will need to be targeted to support the involvement of black and minority ethnic and other groups.

In addition, participation requirements must be contained in all contracts and be included in the evaluation criteria at options appraisal, selection and evaluation of bids and proposals. Specifications will need to be adapted to take account of the specific requirements of engaging service users in the planning, design and performance assessment of service delivery. Relying simply on a series of outcomes is unlikely to be effective for community participation.

New alliances and coalitions will almost certainly emerge between community organisations, civil society and trade union organisations at local, city region, region and national and European levels. Neighbourhood organisations may be involved in these wider networks which can challenge public policies. This will not only test the capacity of the public policy-making process to reflect local needs and priorities but may politicise the participation process.

Change but no change

The rhetoric has changed. The government has learnt how to use the community action language of the 1970s and 1980s. One of the key features of neoliberalism is that the government must ‘sell’ consumerism and persuade communities about the benefits of marketisation and privatisation. This may leave few options for the residents of the West End. The struggle is likely to focus on particular sites or areas. This puts a very different perspective on choice and empowerment.

Community and voluntary sector role in development and service provision

It is often assumed that ‘the community’ is ready and willing to have a direct role in the delivery of public services. Local initiatives and campaigns to establish much-needed facilities are often seen as the potential base for social enterprises or for taking a direct role in service delivery. This is not always the case. For example, whilst some tenants have established tenant management organisations, this is not an option most tenants want or support. They want good quality services but do not want to be directly involved in their provision.

The extended role of community organisations in service provision is coming from two sources. The first and most powerful is from the government which is making the case that community and voluntary organisations should have a much greater role in the provision of public services. The second is from those who want to extend local labour schemes from the construction phase to provide employment in the management of housing and delivery of community services.

There are two aspects to this issue. The first concerns the management of housing via a community-based housing association under local democratic control as an alternative to either local authority, housing association or private sector management. This could include housing management functions, repairs and maintenance (which could be subcontracted to Neighbourhood Services, a housing associated, outsourced to a private contractor or provided by a new or established social enterprise). This approach has been developed in several of the Housing Action Trust development schemes.

The second aspect concerns the provision of local services such as other maintenance  (grass cutting, cleaning, security, childcare and so on). Some of these activities may already be undertaken by community organisations, for example there are a range of different childcare providers in Newcastle. This approach could require the outsourcing of council services.

The government is making a concerted effort to draw in the community and voluntary sector to become providers of public services. There is a lot of talk about creating new social enterprises, praise for the role of the voluntary sector and volunteers coupled with the promotion of ‘localism’.

The redevelopment of the West End will provide fertile ground for the application of all of these policies. Community organisations in the West End will have to confront this debate and develop clear strategic responses because they are likely to face a number of pressures.

Community ownership and management

The Quirk Review on community ownership and management of public assets is a narrow, one-sided analysis, which describes the potential benefits but fails to recognise the potential negative impact on community organisations (DCLG, 2007). 

The review identifies a number of funding sources ranging from the Big Lottery Fund to different investment funds sponsored by government departments, which fund social enterprises and buildings. They amount to about £200m stretched over a number of years. In contrast, current and capital expenditure by local authorities in Britain in 2006-07 was £146 billion (HM Treasury, 2007). The Office of the Third Sector study identified a number of  “opportunities for contributing to public service transformation” (Cabinet Office, 2006). These included tendering for National Offender Management Service contracts, DWP employment and training services, Learning and Skills projects, Sure Start children’s centres, after school clubs, youth services, a limited number of health and social care services and community transport. There are also examples of community housing and regeneration projects.

There is a significant difference between a community organisation seeking a community ownership and management option to address a particular local situation and the city council adopting it as a citywide policy.

Some of the main limitations of community ownership and management of facilities are summarised below:

· Many community organisations will take the view that they want and need to focus on contributing to policy and infrastructure provision rather than in directly managing and maintaining individual facilities.

· This model does not provide access to additional investment other than self-help and voluntary labour.

· The existence of one project in an area or city is not an indicator that further projects will be supported or successful.

· Community management of public sector staff raises fundamental issues of responsibility, capability and industrial relations – transfer of staff to a community organisation poses major problems, not least over the affordability by community organisations of admitted body status in the provision of pensions.

· There is a potential loss of a citywide service – community ownership is likely to lead to local changes to services and provision. This may satisfy local needs and be a way of making budget cuts but it could result in a more fragmented service and loss of a universal service. 
· There are local and citywide responsibilities for democratic accountability.  Representation on boards and committees must reflect this mandate.

· Lack of people who will take on responsibility – Tenant Management Organisation experience (where responsibility was left with a few people and they could not get representatives to fill vacant seats on the Board) could be repeated on a larger scale (DCLG, 2002).

· Some community representatives may genuinely believe that community provision is a viable alternative and the way forward for ‘community control’. They may, however, not fully understand the complexities, difficulties and risks involved in providing services nor fully understand why public services are provided by the local authority. However, others may view this approach as a potential poisoned chalice as it could be a means of implementing budget cuts in the belief that staff will be replaced by volunteers. Responsibility for maintenance will be hived off to the community to find local or cheaper alternatives than direct labour or outsourcing to private contractors.

· It is essential to take a long-term perspective in assessing the potential risks, costs and benefits.

The government will apply political pressure on the city council to engage community and voluntary organisations in service provision in a much more extensive way. These pressures will be imposed on officers through government policies and funding streams via government offices, agencies and departments. Elected members will face increasing political pressure to be engaging in this approach.

Some community and voluntary organisations may see the development of the West End as a golden opportunity to expand, and may promote policies which afford them such opportunities. The voluntary sector consists of local, regional and national organisations which respond in different ways to government policies. There is a danger that some voluntary organisations may seek to negotiate a role in service delivery without the knowledge or support of the local community.

There are also a wide number of different types of organisations in the voluntary sector as distinct from non-profit social enterprises and for-profit small businesses. Black and Ethnic Minority (BME) enterprises, Women-Owned (WO) enterprises may be in the social enterprise sector or simply be small businesses.

Irrespective of what happens, redevelopment will require the redesign of the delivery of public services in the West End. It is therefore essential that community organisations are fully involved in this process and have a key role in selecting who provides services. The combination of all these issues requires local organisations to have clarity about their objectives in how they participate in the redevelopment process. The issues about who deliver services could result in the blurring of objectives with different longer-term interests.

Part 5

Lessons learned
The scale of development

There are several drivers which put pressure on the public and private sectors for large-scale development.  This can lead to clearance of large areas of land. The factors driving large-scale development are are:

· Pressure to achieve savings through commissioning, procurement and efficiency reviews.

· Mixed use development with a wider range of facilities and land uses tends to result in larger sites to accommodate a wider range of uses.

· Mixed tenure sites have to be large enough to accommodate separately financed components, for example Housing Corporation funded social housing and privately financed housing for sale. This imposes certain economies of scale and minimum size of sites to achieve value for money. 

· Higher density of development.

· PFI and privately funded development enables the private sector to determine investment on their terms and to have a greater influence on the size of sites and phasing. PFI schemes must have a capital value of a minimum of £20m.

· Risk aversion – PPP models claim to transfer significant risk to the private sector. However, the degree of risk transfer is often exaggerated and the private sector charges for any risks they undertake.

Design quality

The quality of design is a major issue. The quality of much private housing, open spaces, and related facilities leaves a lot to be desired. Ninety-three housing schemes completed by the ten largest housebuilders in three regions (North East, North West and Yorkshire and Humberside) were recently assessed by the Commission for Architecture and the Built Environment (CABE). Only three were rated as ‘very good’ and a further three as ‘good’. Of the rest, 70% were rated ‘average’ and 24% were considered ‘poor’. CABE concluded that the “overall the standard of the vast majority of the schemes we looked at falls substantially below what is needed to realise the aims of the government’s sustainable communities plan” (CABE, 2005).

A number of steps need to be taken including having a clear area development plan, high quality design teams engaged by developers and housebuilders, urban design guidelines and design assessments at key stages of the development, procurement, approval and implementation stages. Seven key actions including positively addressing the existing physical assets of an area, placing design at the centre of the decision making process, adopting tools and strategies that will deliver high quality urban environments, and enhancing design capacity are identified for successful housing market renewal (CABE 2003).
Economic development and employment strategies
Area redevelopment must take place within the broader policy frameworks and strategies and maximise the wider benefits: These should include:

· Construction supply chains – where contractors source the materials, building supplies, furniture and fittings, and the use of locally based specialist contractors and technical support and advice.

· Local training and employment created during the construction process.

· Provision of services and facilities for the wider community and the local economy, including good quality employment.

· Workspaces, business development, support for Small and Medium Enterprises and other initiatives as an integral part of housing development.
· Other community benefits obtained in the procurement process (see Part 6).

Health and regeneration

Health should have a key role in the design and planning of regeneration areas. The planning process should have five main objectives. Firstly, the how the development or project can contribute to meeting Public Health objectives. Secondly, how it can help to reduce health inequalities. Thirdly, to assess the health impact of the project on community, environment & sustainable development. Fourthly, to extend and improve the health and social care infrastructure and, finally, to benefit the health and social care economy, for example increasing employment opportunities.

An analysis of the impact assessment and sustainability appraisals in the planning applications for two major regeneration schemes in one London Borough revealed that they:

· Concentrated on the physical provision of health facilities such as health centres and GP surgeries.

· A significant part of the assessments and appraisals restated EU, government and local authority policy and legislation.

· There was minimal assessment of the impact of proposals.

· There was minimal assessment of specific proposals to address health inequalities or equalities issues.

· Social-economic assessments were weak.

These are common shortcomings. It is therefore essential to have a framework with three functions:

1. To improve planning briefs in terms of the required scope and quality of health impacts and integration with project objectives.

2. To require developers to more fully address health objectives in planning applications and their assessment by the Council and health bodies.

3. To assist scrutiny and evaluation of health impact of projects after completion so that lessons learnt can be incorporated in future regeneration projects.

The World Health Organisation (WHO) and the NHS London Health and Urban Development Unit (HUDU) www.healthyurbandevelopment.nhs.uk/ have produced planning checklists for regeneration and development. The ESSU has extended this approach combining planning and sustainability criteria into the following:
· Inequalities and inequities in health and care (reduce poverty, social exclusion and health inequalities in those areas most affected)

· Support healthy lifestyles (access to food, fitness clubs, and courses)

· High-quality affordable and sustainable housing with opportunities for social contact (increase the range and affordability of housing for all social groups)

· Access to parks, open space, recreational activities and provision of community meeting facilities.

· Local life-long learning opportunities (including low cost access to ICT)

· Skills training and good quality employment (provide job opportunities for those most in need of employment and improve earnings)

· Equity of access to facilities and services (improve access to high quality integrated public services and health facilities)

· Transport to work, shops, schools and healthcare (increase the proportion of journeys using modes other than the car)

· Community safety, reduction of accidents, crime and fear of crime

· Local decision-making, social capital, partnerships and user involvement (increase the ability of people to influence decisions)

· Environmental quality (improve physical environment and air quality)

· Emissions and energy efficiency (reduce energy consumption)

Joint strategic needs assessment (JSNA)

Primary Care Trusts (PCTs) and upper tier local authorities have a statutory duty under the Local Government and Public Involvement in Health Act 2007 to identify the current and future health and well being needs of a local population in a Joint Strategic Needs Assessment (JSNA). It will cover all the factors impacting on health and well being including employment, education, housing and the environment. It must link to other strategies and plans such as the Children and Young People’s Plan, Supporting People strategies and PCT Local Delivery Plans.

The JSNA process potentially creates new opportunities in regeneration areas to integrate health and social care policies and services with other local government services. It could also help to ensure health policies are considered much earlier in the planning process to integrate health needs in the design and provision of housing and the community infrastructure.

(See A Ten Year Health Improvement Strategy for Newcastle: April 2007-2017 www.newcastle.gov.uk)

Lessons learned and best practice

Some of the key lessons learned are:

· Mixed use and mixed tenure development has obvious advantages over the often uniform estates built in the 1960-1980 period.

· New housing must be accompanied by training and employment, community facilities, local services and public transport. 

· Regeneration must address existing economic, social and health inequalities and adopt a social justice strategy to address them.

· Physical or property development must be linked to social and economic development.

· High quality planning, urban design and housing designs are fundamentally important.

· Sustainable development should be mainstreamed in the planning, housing design, construction, employment and operational stage.

· Community involvement is essential throughout the planning, design and implementation process.

· Any new models of neighbourhood governance in regeneration areas should be integrated into democratic governance of the city.

It is ironic that some of the Housing Action Trusts, originally set up as new means of privatising council housing, have established best practice in levels of community participation. Only six HATs were established and recent experience in Stonebridge (Brent), Waltham Forest and Castle Vale (Birmingham) have demonstrated that high levels of community involvement in all stages of the development, procurement and management process have been highly successful. In fact, it has empowered the client, planners, developers and contractors. Community involvement legitimates the process and provides a political force to strengthen demands and bids for funding and approvals. It also helps to reinforce commitments to achieve the project objectives, in particular achieving a comprehensive approach addressed to meeting specific social needs and ensuring the quality of development is constantly on the agenda. Quality improves through participation of the community in the design, planning, management, operation and ownership of projects.

The HAT projects have provided funding for community organisations to engage their own advisers and technical experts, which is essential to support community engagement in all aspects of the process. Community involvement and transparency have been powerful tools to build trust and respect for commercial confidentiality where this has been a necessity at certain stages of the procurement process. Community organisations have proved that they can be trusted with confidential information in the redevelopment and procurement processes.

Of course, no process is without conflicts, particularly since development is a highly charged political process with substantial costs and benefits at stake.

Regeneration Process 

There are many issues to be addressed in the process of regeneration.  These should include:

Housing Market Analysis methodology: Detailed government guidance on housing market and needs assessments explains how future housing demand, housing needs and the needs of specific household groups should be assessed. www.communities.gov.uk/documents/planningandbuilding/pdf/323201
Newcastle City Council produced a position statement in 2007 on the provision of affordable housing and its approach to the development of new housing sites. www.newcastle.gov.uk/core.nsf/a/nps_affordablehousing?opendocument
Phasing of development: Community-based renewal and the phasing of redevelopment should be an integral part of larger development projects so that residents have the choice about remaining resident in the area. 

The government hopes that Local Area Agreements will improve the relationship between local authorities and central government, improve service delivery by bringing together a wide range of programmes and projects with separate funding streams, increase efficiency by reducing bureaucracy, and extend partnership working (ODPM, 2004). The government believes that LAAs should be “one of the key means by which central government communicates with local areas. The LAA performance management and outcomes frameworks should become the key means for Government and local areas to agree priority outcomes and associated targets for improvement” (ODPM, 2005). 

LAAs are three-year agreements, refreshed annually, between central government (Government Office) and a local area, represented by the local authority, the Local Strategic Partnership and other local partners. The LAA is structured around four spending blocks or policies:

· Children and young people

· Safer and stronger communities

· Healthier communities and older people

· Economic development and enterprise

Agreements can cover other policies such as transport, culture, sport and environment. LAAs could have an important role in promoting better integration of planning and service provision in redevelopment areas. 

Impact assessment
Development plans within the Local Development Framework must be subjected to a Sustainability Appraisal and the process must also take account of the European Union Strategic Environmental Assessment Directive (2001/42/EC). This means that plans must be assessed to determine the social, economic and environmental impact of policies and proposals. Newcastle City Council has adopted the Integrated Regional Framework, developed by the region’s Sustainable Development Round Table, for One Northeast the regional development agency. The Integrated Regional Framework is based on 17 objectives and has 35 criteria in an assessment checklist. Newcastle City Council has stated that it will consult ‘key stakeholders’ on the scope, key issues and detailed objectives of each appraisal, identify and test options against the sustainability objectives during the consultation process and publish interim and final reports. 

However, the framework is weak in key respects and needs to be turned into a toolkit which can be used to assess the impact of plans and projects on community well being and sustainable development in detail rather than rely on only a checklist. It must also be able to identify positive and negative impacts on particular groups and to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts.
Part 6

Community strategies

The agenda for community organisations wanting to have a significant impact on regeneration is broad and complex. 

Community capacity building should include resources for community organisations to organise and obtain technical support from their selected advisers to work for and with them throughout the redevelopment process. Community organisations should be given the resources, as part of the cost of development (in practice, a tiny fraction of the total costs) to engage advisers and technical experts to work alongside them to assess proposals from the council and developers, attend meetings with community representatives and provide training to a wider active membership of community organisations.

Some of the key issues that need to be addressed by community organisations are summarised below. 

· Ensuring that the needs of children, young people, older people and other groups are integrated into the development process and translated into the provision of facilities and services. 

· Demanding genuine comprehensive community involvement in all aspects of the process and in all stages of the design, planning, procurement, implementation and operation stages. 

· Demanding plans and proposals for smaller sites, vacant land, and major buildings, which will be vacated, and if necessary, preparing alternative community plans to build support for a particular type of development.

· Ensuring community benefits are obtained from the procurement process. There are two types of Community Benefits – those which can be required to be provided by the contractor as a legal condition of the contract and benefits which can be negotiated or voluntarily provided by a bidder as part of the added value of a proposal or contract. ‘Community benefits’ can encompass social, economic and environmental issues, which add value to the community plan, but must be within EU procurement laws. Benefits could include: 

1. increasing the supply of affordable social housing, 

2. providing open spaces and community facilities in addition to the core provision of the contract, 

3. including a local labour clause and allocating funds to train apprentices, 

4. providing opportunities for contractors’ staff to engage in educational, training and learning courses, 

5. using local and regional suppliers including small and medium-sized enterprises and social enterprises in the production and supply chain in order to strengthen local employment and sustainable development objectives, 

6. providing childcare facilities as part of a new development, 

7. environmental policies and benefits, (such as the use of eco-fuels and emission reduction equipment on transport fleets, improvement of particular sites), 

8. community use of facilities during ‘out-of-hours’ at reasonable cost.

Community benefit clauses in contracts must be relevant to the core requirements of the service or project. This means that ‘need’ must demonstrated ie that the benefits are a key part of the quality of service or project, that they demonstrate value for money of the project, and that community benefits are referred to in the local authority’s corporate policies and priorities which in turn must be included in the procurement documentation.

There are five tests for the use of community benefits: the requirements should be linked to the procurement; they must not contravene, or encourage others to contravene, equal opportunities legislation; they must not disadvantage non-local firms in the procurement process (a requirement of the EU Treaties and procurement rules); the required outputs must be capable of comparative evaluation and measurement; and finally any judgment about ‘value for money’ must be applied to the whole procurement.

· Working with alliances and coalitions of community and trade union organisations where relevant

· Drawing up community guidelines setting out demands for tenure and the community perspective on a mixed community, and examining all plans and proposals to determine the precise distribution of tenures, their location, phasing, equality of access and the planned provision of facilities and services. 

Equalities and social justice 

Despite the inclusion of equalities clauses in the city council’s corporate and procurement policies and most development organisations and companies ‘signing-up’ to equalities and diversity, the extent to which they become a reality will partly depend on the extent to which community organisations rigorously demand their implementation throughout the planning and development process.

The government’s policy agenda is focused on ‘social inclusion’ and this is reflected in redevelopment and regeneration policies, for example, in the Housing Market Renewal Pathfinder. However, a broader perspective centred on a more comprehensive concept of social justice would suggest a number of key issues for the West End:

· The tenure mix, access and affordability of housing.

· Access to training and employment as part of local labour schemes.

· The distribution of community benefits arising from the procurement process.

· Avoidance of gated communities and the privatisation of public space.

· Access to local services including schools, health centres, leisure and recreational facilities, shops and other services by mainstreaming quality local services.

· Employment opportunities in the neighbourhood and district economies.

· Participation methods for the planning and development process are designed to accommodate the needs of different equality groups.

· Integrated impact assessment is carried out to identify the benefits, costs and adverse impact of proposals with mitigating action to eliminate or reduce potential adverse impacts.
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